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throughout the country the more intrusive type
of inspections required by the Additional Proto-
col of the 1484, supply the 1aga with full documen-
tation about suspected past violations, and freeze
the construction of more centrifuges and heavy-
water reactors that could produce plutonium.

History, particularly that of U.5.-North Ko-
rean relations, suggests that such agreements
are just the start of serious negotiations. Even il
a deal fs struck, delays and backsliding should
be expected. To limit their impact and keep
them from leading to the agreement’s dissolu-
tion, it would be necessary for Washington 1o
both keep its promises and maintain credible
threats that it would impose sanctions or even
use limited force against Iran if Tehran violated
its commitments.

Mosl important, however, would be a reduc-
tion in the security threat that the United States
poses to Iran. Given the need for Washingion to
have a credible deterrent against, say, terrorist at-
tacks sponsored by Iran, it would be ill advised to
offer Tehran a blanket security guarantee. But
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more limited guarantees, such as a commes
not 1o use nuclear weapons and other cos
ments of the type offered North Korea unds
Agreed Framework, could be effective @
They would reassure Tehran and pave the =
ward the eventual normalization of U 5 5
relations while signaling to other states fhs
clear weapons are not the be all and end 255
curity. None of this will happen, howeves &
officials keep threatening to topple the =
government. In any final settlement, Tehss
need o agree to freeze its nuclear proz=m
end its support for terrarism, and Washizes
along with China, Russia, and the E.U—j—_'j
sue @ joint security guaraniee that respocsd
political soverefgnty, thus committing the
Stales 1o promote democracy only by
means. Peaceful coexistence doss not
friendly relations, but it does mean :
rmutual restraint. Relinguishing the -
regime change by force is a necessary
ceplable price for the United States to p=s
Tehran from getting the bomb.

FROM FINAL SOLUTIONS.: MASS KILLING AND
GENOCIDE IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

Introduction: Mass Killing in
Historical and Theoretical
Perspective
**+ * Episodes of mass killing in the former Yugo-

slavia and Rwanda are but the latest entries ona
long list of atrocities extending back to earliest

From Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the
Twentieth Ceniury (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2004}, Some of the author’s note have been omitted.

recorded histary, even into the
record.! Mass killings have been perg
and against a wide range of nations
forms of government, and ethnic and
groups. Between 60 million and 150
ple probably have perished in episodes
killings during the twentisth century
comparison, international and civil w :
counted for approximately 34 milles
deaths during the same period. * * =
Many of the most widely accepied
rions of genocide and mass killing see



W these events in the social structures, forms of

ernment, or collective psychology of the soci-
s in which they take place. In particular,
oy scholars have focused on the dangers of
Sumanizing attitudes and deep cleavages be-
social groups, on the psychological and
sical consequences of major societal crises
ch as wars or revolutions, and on the concen-
ion of unchecked power in undemocratic po-
sl systems.

Although these theories have generated many
sortant insights, each of them also has signifi-
problems or limitations. Structural Factors
b as severe ethnic, racial, national, or reli-
meas divisions between social groups fail to pro-
z reliable indicator of mass killing. Indeed,

of the bloodiest mass killings in history
oceurred in relatively homogeneous soci-
ez, between groups of the same or closely re-
Seted ethnicity, nationality, religion, or class.
Seavverzely, many deeply divided societies have
encdured for extended periods withoul experienc-
e mass killing.

Mor can mass killing adequately be explained
h‘ the presence of highly undemocratic govern-
| mecnis or the occwrrence of major social crises.
While there is substantial evidence that these fac-
mor= increase the risk that mass killing will oceur,
e great majority of undemocratic governments
snd social crises are not associated with massive
swolence apainst civilians, suggesting that other
mmportant causes are al work,

I believe that an understanding of mass kifling
=ust begin with the specific poals and strategies
“af high political and military leaders, not with
Sroad social or political factors. Previous theoret-
- acal studies of genocide have tended 1o diminish

the role of leadership on the grounds that the in-
serests and ideas of a few elites cannot account
for the participation of the rest of society in the
winlence, My research, however, suggests that so-
cicty at large plays a smaller role in mass killing
than is commoenly assumed. Mass killing is ravely
2 popular enterprise in which neighbor tums
against neighbor, On the contrary, the impetus for
- mass killing usually originates from a relatively
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small group of powerful political or military lead-
ers. Sometimes even individual leaders can play a
decisive role in instigating and determining the
course of the slaughter. Scholars have long strug-
gled, for example, to imagine the Great Terror
without Stalin, the Holocaust without Hitler, or
the Cultural Revolution without Mao.

Tt is true that these tyranis could not have ac-
complished their erimes without help from oth-
ers in their societies. Newvertheless, a broad
examination of the phenomenon of mass killing
in the twentieth century reveals that the mini-
mum level of social support necessary o carry
out mass killing has been uncomfortably easy to
achieve. Leaders have powerful methods to re-
cruit the individuals needed to carmry out mass
killing and to secure the compliance or at least
the passivity of the rest ol society. The broader
public sometimes approves of mass killing, bt
often it does not, Whatever the svmpathies of the
public, the active support of a large portion of so-
ciety is usually not required (o carry oul mass
killing. The violence itself is typically performed
by a relatively small group of people; usually
members of military or paramilitary organiza-
HOns, Thc'_‘,f carry out their blmd}' work often
with little more than the passive acceptance of
the rest of society, including members of the per-
petrators’ own social groups.

In light of these unsettling findings, T argue
that the canses of mass killing will be best under-
stood when the phenomenon is studied from
what [ call a stratepic perspective. The strategic
perspective suggests that mass killing is most ac-
curately viewed as an instrumental policy—a
brutal sirategy designed to accomplish leaders'
most important ideological or political objectives
and counter what they see as their most danger-
ous threats.

Like war, mass Killing can be a powerful po-
litical and military ool Unfortunately, leaders
throughout history have proved all too ready to
use this tool when it seemed to serve their pur-
poses. Many scholars have sought to draw a clear
line between warfare and mass killing, but I be-
lieve that the two phenomena are closely related.
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This is not merely because mass killing so olten
ocours during times of war, Bather, il 5 because
both phenomena involve the use of organized vi-
olence 10 compel others o do what they would
nol olherwise do. Contrary o comumm percep-
tions, perpetrators sekdom view mass killing as
an cod in tself. Violenor against wictim groups is
rarely intended 1o physically exterminate eatire
populations as such. More often, its purpose i o
foree victims o submit to radically new ways of
life, wo give ap thelr homes and possessions, o Lo
cease thelr support for political or military oppo-
sitlon groups, Socane perpolrators, most nedably
the Mazis, have sttempted fo tofally exterminate
viclim populations. Policies of extermination,
however, usually emerge ondy after leaders have
womechuded that other options for achieving their
ends, mcluding less violent forms of repression
or even limited concessions o viclin groups, are
ineffective or impractical

The most meaningful disincton beiween war
ard mass killing, therefore, b not the purpaose of
its violence but the nature of is victims, War
merpes with mass killing when its intended tagets
bevorme unamed civilians rather than soldiers,

Thus, perpetrators see mass killing as a “final
solution” in fwo respects. Mass killing is a final
solution because bt is permanent. 18 obvianes the
need for futare efforts to resolve the perceived
problems posed by i viciims, Mass killing is
also fingl, however, becaose it is usually the last
in o series of offorts 1o “solve” these problerns is-
ing other means, Tt usaally emerges out of lead-
ery’ frusiration with conventional miliiary and
politica] stravegies for dealing with their victima,
Perhaps perpetrators hesitate b fesort immedi-
ately o this level of violence because some shred
of humanity or compassion compels them o
consider alicrnatives. More likely, perpetrators
forst seek less violent solutions because sirategies
of mass killing can cammy substantial risks—
inciting vislent vesistance from victim groups,
alienating domestic populations and  foreign
powasers, or provoking imervention by third gar-
thes. When perpeteators perceive the stakes to be
high enouph, and when less violent altematives

appear 1o be blocked or unworkable, bowerer,
the incentives 1o consider mass killing midekphy.
As with war, cven the most despotic leaders
do net see mass killing s the most approprizte
sodution 0 every problem. Many sclwlary have
noted that perpetrators mey view penocide o
mass killing as a “mtional” rsponse 0 a per-
ceived threat, but few have attempiad to explain
why perpetraloes see thiz kind of viclence as an
.a_|,1'|1|'||.|!u-iat: reRponse (D SOme threats but not
others. 1 contend that leaders are lkely to per
ceive mass killing as an attractive means to
achleve thelr cnds only In very specific clroum-
stances. My research dentifics several real-wordd
scenarios that seem to penerate powerful ncen-
tives for leaders to consider mxass Killing, Three
of these scenarios, which acoount for the grestest
number of episodes of mass kilting in the twenti-
eth century as well as the grentest number of
vicrtims, serve as the mapor focws of this book
First, mnss killing can e an artractie stral
egy bor regimes secking o achiove the radical
communization of their soceties. Indeed, com-
mumnist repimes probably have been responsible
for the most violent mass killings in human his-
pory. Badical communist regimes lave been so
chogely associated with mass killing becase the
chanaes they have soughi to bring about in their
societies lave resulted m the nearly complete ma-
tevial dispossession of vast populations, Comimi
mist policies such as agriculmral coflectivization
have stripped tens of millions of people of their
homes and property and have obliterated tradi-
tional wavs of life. In practics, few people have
been willing to subgmit o such sovers i.'l‘l'-1l-'IE,P.'\- in
the abseres of violence and coercion. ® *F
Second, regimes secking 1o implement poli-
cles of largescale ethnic cleansing also face signif-
[t incentives 1 consider mass Killing. The mass
killing of ethnic, mational, or religious groups has
alten been pr_mrm'l-d a% the result of deep-seated
hatred of victims by perpelralors, o SOMelines
simply as killing for killings sake. 1 argue, bow-
ever, that ethnic mass killing ocours when leadens
beliewe that dicir victims pose a threat that can be
countered only by removing them from society o
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by permanently destroving their ability 1o orpa-
mize politically or militarily. This perception may
be hased on perpetracors’ racist or nationalistc
eological beliefs, or it may be a reaction to real,
nithough almost always coaggerned, threatening
actions of victim groaps. Ethnic cleansing and
mass killing are not oo and the same, b dey
have often gone hand in hand. Foacing peeple 1o
abandon their hotnis, belongings, and history for
an witknown life in distant lands often requines
considerable coercion. Even after victims have
been coerced into flight, the process and after-
meith of lange populathon movements can be
deadly The Woodiesr eplsodes of ethnic mass
kilting, however, ocour when perpetrators con-
clude that phyvsically expeling victims from soci-
ety is impossible or impractical, Perpetritors may
reach this conclusion when there simply are no
temitonies. available o recejve large mumbers of
victima, or becase they fear thae victims will con-
bBrue t0 pose n threar from across the border
Whatever the reasons, onice perpetratons reject the
possibility of expulsion as an effective of dealing
with wictim growups, the inpalse for ethnic clesnc
ing can escalate to systematic extermination.
Third, regimes seeking to defeal major puer-
rilla insurgencies may be drawn (o strategies of
mass killing. My research suggests that the in
tenthonal sawghter of cvilians in the effort 10
defem guerrilla Insurgencies was the most com-
mon impetus for mass k’.i!“l‘lg in the twenbicth
century, Geerrilla warfare has so often led to
mass killing because the wse of guerrilla tnctics
by insurgent groups genemates powerful incen-
fives for counterinsurgency forces to target civil
fans. Much more than conventional armies,
guervilla forces must rely divectly on the civilian
population for food, shelter, and informaton. Al
though the support of the civilian population s
one of the primary strengths of guerrilla war-
fare, It can alsp be 8 weakness. Unfike guerrilla
forces thernselves, the civiliam populations upan
which insurgents rely are lergely defenseless,
imamobibe, and impossible to conceal. Miliary
crganizations secking to defeat guerrillas there-
fore nften Bnd it eosier ta targpet their base of
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support in the people than fo engage the puerril-
Ias themselves. This effort to isclate the guerril-
las from their dvilian support has often resulied
o meass Killing.

1. Mass Killing and Genocide

Mo penerally accepted terminology exists to die-
scribe the imentional killing of large numbers of
noncombatsnts. The most likely contenden o
cowrse, i the termn “genocide.” This term, however,
fails 1o capture the bread range of svents | wish 1o
examine. The most important limitation of “geno-
cide” [ its relatively narvow meaning, both in its
stymodogy and in the formal United Nations defi-
mition of groups that qualify ae b= victims,
Raphael Lemkin, & Polish jurist of Jewish de-
scent, first coined the word “genocide” in [944.,
To create the term, Lemkin combined the Greek
word geros, meaning “rece or tribe,” with the
Latin - derivative cide, which means "o kill,”
Lemkin defined genocide ax “a coordinated plan
of different actions aiming at the destruction of
essenilial foundations of the lile of national
groups; with the aim of annihilating the groups
themiselves,™ The United Nations Genocide Con-
vention of 1%48, which Lemkin plaved & major
tole bn drafting, limits the victims of genocide
“nationsl, sthnbeal, rmsial or religions” groups.
Similarly, the Oxford Enpglish Dictionary defines
genocide as “the deliberate and systematic exter-
mination of an ethnlc or national groap,™
Many of the most infamous and important
“gmn-l:idar events of this CENELTY, howeves, In-
cluding the deliberate killing of betwesn 10 mil-
liom and 23 million people in the Sovies Union,
betweon 10 milltion and 46 million in China, and
between 1 million and 2 million in Cambodia,
have ot primarily involved clashes betwesn dif-
ferent ethnle or national groups. In many other
epismdes of large scale, systemanic killing, ethnic,
nationzl or religions groups have been tarpeted,
bt not because of their group dentity per se.
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Because “genockde” ks a term of general imterest
o sociery, however, and because it carries with it
the weight of powerful masal sanction, many -
thoss have been reluctant to give ivwp. Indeed, so
poltically powerfal 15 the tern: that actisiss have
applicd it 1o policies such as aburtion, intermacial
adoption, and lack of government funding for
AIDS treamment and research.” As a resulr, the
precise definition of the term hos begome the
subject of intense debate among genocide schal-
ars, policy makers, and huaman rightz pdvocates ®
Fwer sinee the Genocide Convention was drafted,
many authors have dszented [rodn the UN debini-
thon, taking issue with, among other things, its
apparent crclusbon of political and other mom-
ethnie proups from the defmition of genocide.

I stronghy belicve that undersianding e
causis of the systematic masrder of moncombat-
anls §& imporiant, regariless of the group iden-
tity of the victims. In academic winrks, however, il
s useil if central terms cotnelde with their Com-
mon English wage and ervmalogy so that they
can be readily understand, sven by readers from
ountside the feld. From a political perspective, it
may be more effective 10 include non-ethnic
groups in the definition of genocide and in the in-
ternational agreements designed 1o prevent this
kiml af wviolence. From a scholardy perspective,
however, clarity s paramound.

What Is Mass Killing?

n ovder 1o aveid this and other difficalties with
the term “penocide,” 1 wilize the term “mass
killing"—defined here simply as the rperational
killing of & massive mumber of noncombaans.®
Victims of mass killing mav be members of anv
kind of group {ethnic, political, religious, exc.) as
long s they aré noncombatants and as long as
their deaths were caused intentiomidly. T hree as
pecis of the definition of mass killing warnent
further elaboration

First, the mass kiling must be intentional,
which distinguishes it from deaths caused b
natural disasters, oulbreaks of dissuse, or the un-

intengional killing of civillans during war" This
definition iz not Hmited to “direct” methods of
killing such as exsoution, gassing. and bombing.
It includes deaths caused by starvation, expo-
saure, or disease resulting from the Intentionsd
comfscarion, destruction, or blockade of the ne-
cessitics of life. Tt alse includes deathe caused by
starvation, exhaustion, exposure, or disease dur-
ing forced relocatsion or forced labor
Determining the intentionality of deoths due
1o these causes can be extremely diffseuls, stnce @
requires knowledge of the specific alns of the
perpetrators. For the purposes of this definition,
deaths peed ot be the resubt of policies designed
specifically to kill in order 1o be vosickered mass
killing, 1 also consider deaths to be intentional if
they vesuli bom policies designed o compel or
coerce  civilian populations 1o chonge thekr
hithavior—and if the perpetrators could have rea-
samihly expected that thess palicies would result
iy wiidbespresd death, Thus, civilians killed by aer-
il bombardment would be consldered victims of
mase Killing only i their atiackers intentionally
ainved 1o kil or terrorize civillans zs part of an ef-
fort to coerce survivors o surrender. IF the civil
fans were killed as ihe attackers attempéed 1o
destroy nearby military forces or infrasructure,
howesver, these deaths would be considered unin-
tentional even though the attacker might have
expected a cortain level of civilian casuahies
Deaths resulting from forced manches, boroed
labor, oF foreed deportation are considered inten-
tional if perpetrators could have reasonably ex-
pected that implementing these policies wauld
iead 1o Jarge mambers of civitian deaths—even if
perpetrators did not set ot to kill these victims,
per se. Unlike the civilian deaths caused by the
hombing of fectories or nearby milivary installa-
tions, civilian popatations are the direct ohjects
of forced marches, foreed kabour and deporta-
tion, not the coincidental victims of policies tar
geted apainst soldiers or physical structures.

The second aspect of the definition of mass kilting
that requires further specification i the meaning
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of "o massive number,” Unlike most schalarty def
initions of genocide, mss killing does not specify
thal perpetrators musl possess the intent 1o de
gvow an entire group or even a specific percent-
age of "' Rather, for the purposes of this
dafinition, & massive number is defined simply as
ot Jessst [ty thousand intentional deaths over the
cowrse of five or fewer years.™ * * *

L3 i *

The third aspect of the definition of mass killing
that warrants clarification is the term “noncosm-
batant,” This definitlon focuses on the killing of
nomenmbatants because it i violence directed
against BoRCombalants that distinguishes mass
killing from other forms of warfare and that
miost offends our moral sensibilities. A noncom-
batant ks defined as any unarmed person who is
not & member of an srganized military group
and who does not actively participate in hostili
ties by intending 1o cause physical harm to en
emy personnel or progerty.'? It should be nioted
thai simply associating with combatants, pro
viding food or vther ponlethal military supplies
to them, or participating in nonvilent polidcal
activities in support of armed forces does not
comverl @ nomcomhatant to o combaiani. Be-
cause these activities pose no immediate Threst
of physical harm to combatants,  individuals
who engage in them deserve protection from
killing—aithough they may be subject 1o jwdi-
cinl punishroents. = *

3. The Strategic Logic of
Mass Killing

To idemify socicties al high rizk for mass
killing, 1 have suggested, we must firgt under-
stand the specific goals, ldeas, and belieks of
powerful groups and keaders, not necessarily the
broad socinl struchires or systeme of govern.
ment of the societies over which these leaders
preside. T T
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& 8 % | contend that mass killing ocrurs when
poswerful groups come o believe it is the best
available mesns to accomplish certain radical
goals, counter specific types of threams, or solve
difficult military problems. From this perspec-
tive, mass killing should be viewed as an instru-
mental policy caboulsted o achieve imporian
political and military objectbees with nspect 1o
ather groups—a Thnal selutlon” to it parpetra-
tors' most urgent problems.

Becpuze mass killing is a means w0 an end, it
is rarely a palicy of first resort. Perpetratols com-
manky experiment with othet, bess violent ar even
conciliatory meons in the atempl to achieve
their ends. When these means [l or ave decmed
too costly or demanding, however, leaders are
forced to choose betwesn compromising their
st important poals and intercsts or resoriing
o maore violent methods wo achbeve them. Re-
pardiess of perpetrators’ original intentions or
attitudes wward their victims, the failure or frs-
wration of other means can make mass killing a
Wrere aitrRclive option.

Tt is important to emphasre that & stralegic
understanding of mass killing does not imply that
perpetrators alwas evalnate objectively the prob-
lems they face in their ervironment, nor that they
accurately assess the ability of mass killing to re-
solve these problerms, Human beings sct on the
basis of their subjective perceptions and beliefs,
net objective reality. Indeed, the powerful role
that small groups and individuals play in the con-
ception and implementation of policies of mass
killing can amplify the influence of mispercep-
tions in promoting sech veolence. The often mis-
grided and sometimes outrightly bizarre ideas
and beliels of perpetrstor groups can persist at
least in part because they usually are shielded
fream the critical scruviny of a wider andience, A
profound obsession with secrecy, frequently en-
gendered by years spemt in political or military
opposition. is common in pErpCtTAOnr STRANIZE-
thons and tends to exacerbate misperceptions.

A strategic approach to mass killing, there-
fore, suggests onty that perpetrators are likely 1o
employ mess killing when they perceive it
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be hath necessary and effective, not when it is
acinally so. Tn many cases, the threast posed by
the victims of mass killing is more iragined than
real, The lews of Exnrope, after all, posed mo con-
ceivabie threat to Garmany in the 19305 This re-
ality mateered Lintle, however, since Germanys
leaders were sieadfasly cowvinced of the com
trary, and they passessed the power to acl on
their convictions, Perpetrators akso frequeently
have overestimated the capacity of mass killing
o achicue their goals, espectally in the long feem
While mass killing can be a powerful political or
mmilitary strategy. it also can be decldedly coun-
terproductive, cven from the point of view of
ihose whe instigate it In practice, the use of
massive viokenoe has often backfired, diverting
soqrce resurces away from real threats, provok
ing incroased resistance from victim groups, mo-
bilizing third parties on behalf of the victims, o
discrediting the Ideologies in the servioe of which
it has been smployed.

Mass killing Fafled to achieve its perpetrators
abjectives, al least in the long mun, in all of the
cases examined in this bosk. In the Soviet Unéon.
China, and Cambodi communist leaders re-
sorted to mass killing in an effort to force pens-
ants o acoept new, supposediy mone productive
weans of apricufture. While the wioknee suc-
ceeded in coercing the peasantry, it abo resulted
in messive starvation, the near collapse ol the
econamy, and cventually comtributed 1o the decd-
sion to abandon radical communist agricultural
methods. Tn Turkey, Nazi Geemany, and Bwanda
perpetrators weed mass killing o eliminate per-
ceived threats from ethnic minoeities. In each
case, the task of murdering defenscless civikians
drew resources avay from ongoing wars, con
rributing to major military defeats. During the
civil war in Guatemala and the Soviet occupation
of Alzhanistan, mass killing was intended 1o de-
stroy civilian support for insurgent DeveTnents.
In Afghanistan, the vidlence simply drove millicis
1 suppent the rehels and provobied increased in-
termational opposition to the Soviet occupation.
In Guatemala, the tactic was mare successful in
1l shwire vum, bt popular resentment of the miki-

tary government remadied high amd the regime
ultimately was forced 1o negotiate with the rebels
and imglement democratic reforms,

A Typology of Mass Killing

] - *

o & & | have identified six specific motives—
comesponding to six “types” of mass killing—
that. wnder certain specific conditions, appear bo
generte sirang incentives for leaders 1o indtiate
s killing.

These six motives can be grouped info twa
geneml categories. Firss, when leaders’ plans re-
sult in the near.complete material disenfranchiue-
ment of large groups of people. leaders are Tikely
1o conclude that mazs killing is nocessary to over-
come resistance by these groups or, more radi-
cally, that mass killing is the only pmal.inl Wy b
physically remove these groups or their imfluerme
from society. | refer to this general class as “ais-
possessive” mass killings. Second, mass killing
can become an attractive sobution in milivary G-
flicts in which leaders perceve conventional mili-
tary tactics o he hapeless or unacceptably costly
VWhen leaders” efforts to defeat their enermbes’ mil
itary forces directly are frusivated. they faioe pow
erful incentives to target the civilian populations
they suspect of suppaoeting those forees. T rafer to
this class of mass killing ma “coercive’ mass
Eiltmas

The specific real-world scenarios in which
each type of nuass killing pccurs, as well as sov
exal selected historical examples of each sco
narie, are presepted In table 1. 1 will bricily
describe cach of the types of mass killing in this
pable in subsequent sections of this chaptes

OF the six types mass killing, three have ac-
counted for the majority of episodes of mass
keilling as well as the greatest number of victime
in the twentieth cenfury: COMMUONEST 0855
killings, ethnic mass killings, and counierguer:

'

rilla mass killings

* x "

e =gt
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MotiverType

Communisi

Erhnb:

Termitorial H

{'.m.mh-.rgm-.n'iﬂ:l

Ferriorist

Temperializi

Table 1. A Trpology of Mass Killing

Srenaric

DESFISSPESIVE MARS KTLLING

Agriculiwral
collectivization and
peoditical terror

Erhnic cleansmg

Colonial enlargenemt

Expansionist wars

{ouermilla wars

Termor bombing
Smrvation blockades'sicpe

warfare

Subestatefinsurgent
termorism

Imperial conguests and
rebellons

Sovier Union (1917-53)
China (1950-Ta)
Cambodin { 1975-T49)
Turkizh Armenia (1915-18)
The Holocaust {193%-45)
Rwranda { 1994)
European colonies in Nort
and South America
Genocide of the Herero in
German South-Wesi
Africa {1904-T)
German annexation of western
Podnnd {19%9-35)

COERCIVE MUUSS KILLING

Algerian war of independence
from France [ 1954-672)

Soviet invasion of Alghanistan
(1979-88)

Ethiopian civil war {1970= and
1 98 0c)

Guatemalan civil war {1980s)

Allied bombings of Germany
and Japan {1940-45)

Allied naval blockade of
Garmmany (1914-19)

Migerian kamd blockade of
Biafra (19%67-70)

FLN terrorism in Algerian war
of independence against
FPramce (1954-62)

Viet Cong terrorizm in South
Vietnam {1957-75)

REMAMO termorism in
Mozambique {1976-92)

Crerman ocoupation of
Weslern El.l.l'ﬂ!:l: { 15d-a5)

Fapan's empire in East Asin
(1910-45)

2 Mote: This typology does pol cxhasst tho ontire aniverss of motives for mass killing in the rwenticth centary, but i

vy 3 e appear o accound for the great majoeity of these episodes. At lease two notable cases—the mass killing of be-

e 750000 and 1000000 people in Inchonesis in 1985 and the mass killing of betwesn 100,000 and 500,000 peo-

: ple 6 Uganda under bl Amin rom 1971 w (979-—do not appesr entirely consistent with any of the moiives
described in this book. i

sl g 2

ples ooy, mot & comaplen: st of il instsnces of mass killings within each category. Some expmples
combine aspecis of mors than one motive,
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Table 2. Communist Mass Killings in the Twentieth Century
Location-Dates Description Additional Motives Deaths
Soviet Union {1917-23) Russian Civil War and Counterguerrilla 230,000~
Red Terror 2,500,000
Soviet Union and Collectivization, Great Counterguerrilla 10,000,000~
Eastern Europe Terror, occupation/ 20,000,000
(1927-45) communization of Baltic
states and western Poland
China (including Land reform, Great Leap Counterguerrilla 10,000, 000—
Tibet) (194972} Forward, Cultaral 46,000,000
Revolution, and other
political purges
Cambodia (1975-7%) Collectivization and Ethnic 1,000,000~
political repression 2,000,000
POSSIHLE CASESY
Bulgaria (1944-7) Agricultural eollectivization o __‘i{’J,D{Jﬂ-—
and political repression 100,000
East Germany (1945-7) Political repression by £/0,000—
Seviet Union 100,000
Romania {1945-2) Agricultural collectivization 60,000~
and political repression 300,000
North Korea (1945.%) Agricultural collectivization Countersuerrilla 400,000—
and political repression 1,500,000
North and South Agricultural collectivizatinn 20,000
Vietnam (1953-7) and political repression 200,000

Mate: All figures in this and subsequent tables are author's estimates based on numerous sources,

*Episodes are listed under the heading “possible cases in
suggests 2 mass killing may have oceurred, but docimmentat
ing the number of peaple killed, the intentionality of the kil

are often conflated in popular parlance, but they
are not synonymous. Ethnic cleansing refers 10
the removal of certain groups from a given terri-
tory, & process that may or may not involve mass
Killing. MNevertheless, lke communist policies
such as collectivization, large-scale ethnic cleans-
ing frequently has been associated with mass
Lilling because it aften results in the nearcompletg
material dispossession of large groups of people.
Violence is often required to force people to re-
linquish their homes and their possessions. Even

this and subsequent tabbes when the available evidence
ion is insufficient to make a definitve judgment regard-
ling, or the motives of the perpeiralons.

alter victims have been coerced into fizght, the
process and aftermath of large population move-
ments itself can be deadly.

The bloodiest episodes of ethnic mass killing,
however, occur when leaders conelude that they
have no practical options for the phivsical relocs-
tion of victim groups. In such cases, perpeiralors
may see violent repression on a massive scale as
the only way to meet the perceived threar posad
by their victims, The killing may be desisned to
deprive the victim group of its ability 1 organize
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Talle 3, Ethwic Mass Killings in the Twenticth Ceretsry
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Counterguerrilla

Commilerguerrilla

politically ar mitinrdy by climinating its elives,
imdellectiials, or males of milicary e, At the most
extreme, porpetrators may conclude thar system-
atic extermination is the onlv svailsble means o
counter Uie threat. Ethnde mass killing, therefore,
5 baest soen as an instrumental strategy Ut secks
the phyvsieal remswval or permancat military o
poliical subjugstion of ethnic groups, nod the an-
nihilation of thess groups as an end in itself.

3 1 -

Termtoral Masa Kiling

Fhie thind general motive Far ._|:¢_1;._|4¢H;_i-,c- Tt
killing arises when powerful groups attempt o pe-
st lbe lerritomies already inhabited by largs, prees-
latisig populations. Dnbike the ethnic mass killines

describied above, perpetrators of tarritorial mpss
iline de Aot seek o cleanse a ghven isrmilory of
its mhabitants becanse they believe these peopli
e immshes pase & threat, bt rather becsnse per
petrators want to populate Gand waally cultivaee |
the kand with their cum people. As with sthnic
miass killings, bemvever, torvitarial mass Eillirug e
curs hiecainse the process and altermath of mpidly
removing large numbers of people from thede
homes niften invalves conaldecable viotence.

Territorial mass killings hove emerged in pac
closel related scenorios, Fiest, masa killing can
renull when settler colondes altempt to expand
their territory info regions aleady populated by
Indigenous pecple.™ This scenario has ocoumred
prinsarily in colontal sevings, * *

- - "




H

Loraniom ates
Germany (1914-18)
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Table 6. Tervovist Mass Killings in the Fiverttioth Cemirery

SOLUTIONS  SRa

Descripiion Addirianal Maobives Dhearks
Allied blockade of 250 {601
Cermany in WW] 425 0600
Commumist iermrin Comimnunist 1 B0 -
Chinese cvil war 3, 5000 K0
Repubican terrorism in Communist Z0L000-55 000
Spanizh civil war
Gierman boombardnesni of &0, 00062 00
UK in WW 11
Allied Bombardment of 100, 00—
Caermmny in WW 1T i), T
Armerican bombardment af 258 D0k~
Fapan in WWTI 00, 00
FLN terrmoism T00-23 5000
NLF (Viet-Cong} terrorism Commmurnist 4 500 B 0D
in Vieinam swan
Suppression of secossion Counterguerrilla? & 50,000
of Bralra 004,000
UMITA terrorism 125 O
Sfolh (N
RENAMD terrorism in 1L
Mozmbicon civil war 700,000
Chvt]l warlantigovernment 75 (-
TEFTOrism 150,000
PORSIMLE CASES
L.S/RALK, bombing and Counterguenilla SO0,
other killing in Koregn War | B0, i3l
Libseral violence against SO0
conservatives in Colombian 150,000
civil war
Economic embarge of l:;l,e: B0 M-
by LN/U_S: (prios 1o “oil for 170000

fewrd”™ program}

1o all others considering resisiance the errible
Fute mwaiting those whe refuse to accept impe-
rial rule.

The Mongol empive miled by Genghis Khan
anld his progeny was ane of the eariiest and most
efhcient praciitinners of this strategy of mass
killing. According o Paul Rawchnevsky, "Genghis
Ehan used tervor as o striegic wiapaen in his

military  plans. . . Terrible  desiruciion  was

threntened in the event of resistance; bloody ex:
amples were designed 1o spread fear and reduce
the populace’s will 1o vesds, ™ Because imperial
powers intend mass killing to deter Future resis-
tance throughout the empine, they frequently em-
ploy it even after rebellious states or regions have
capinglated. To ensure the prestest effect, the vio-
lence often s carred out in an exceptbomnally
grisly and highly public manner One of the




3 EH 'B WAR AMD STRIFE

blondiest examples of this strategy in recent his-
tory occurred during the Japanese campaign 1o
expand its cmpire into the Chinese mainland. In
Becember 1937, lapanese troops descended on
the city of Nanking in an orgy of mpe, murder,
and mutilation that uliimatelv left between
200,000 and 350,000 people dead.” Many oxpla-
nations of the brutalitv of the Japanese empire in
China have emphasized the mcism, indiscipline,
anid vengefulness of Japanese troops, ™ However,
the vicdence also represented a calculsed sirae-
egy designed o terrify China's vast population
into submission without s Gght.* Indeed, it ix
likely thar Nanking was singled out tor cspecially
harsh treatment because of the fierce resislance
Japanese Forces had encoumtered as they ad-
vanced on the city, and becsuse of Mankings
symbolic vabse as the capital city of Narlenalist
Chilma

Of course, not all empires engape in mass
killing, and even empires that have perfected
this brutal strategy sebdom unleash it against all
of their conguests. The incentives for imperialist
mass killing seem 1o be greavest when empines
are refatively weak or overstretched. or when
I?H"]r make extreme demands o their hubiﬁ':;,‘_
Under these conditions, resistance 1o imperial
ule is likely to be especially determined, and the
empire’s ability to police farflung territories

Table 7. Iniperialist Mass Killings in the Twenticth Century

with conventionzl means will be hegvily
strained

* " g
Location-Dates Deseription

Easl Asin 193745

Western Europe 194045
Western Europe

lapanese occupation of
East Asia (zspecially
German occupation of

Conclusion: Anticipating and
Preventing Mass Killing

The evidemce presented in this book poinis o
three central conclusions about the causes of
miass killing. First, small groups often play an im-
portant mole in instigating and canrving out this
kind of violence. Mass Killing is usually eon-
ceived of and organized by & relatively small
mumber of powerful political or military lenders
acting in the service of their own interests, ideas,
hatreds, fears, a
o the attitudes or desives of the societies over
which they preside. Indeed, in the Soviet Union,
Marl Germany, Ching, and Cambodia-—the four
bloodiest mass killings | investigated—there are
strong reasons o believe that, but for the influ-
ence of o single dictatorial leader, the violence
might have been averted or at least substantially
diminished. Perperrators do not meed widespread
social suppon 1o carry out mass kilfing, Compdi-
ance with authority or stmply passivity and indil-
ference to the suffering of victims, whai [ have
called negative support, is more Impen-tant than
active support or participation in the killing ii-
self, In eaxch of the eight cases | examined, rela
tively small paramilitary  growps
acting under divect orders from political and mil-
itary authorites, carrfed sut the majority of the

i misperceptions—nol reacling

Ary oo

Addiriomal Mefrves Drweailes

Counterguertilia 3, 00D, D)
1100, G, D

Counterguerrilla 425,000
625,000



wetual killing. Civitlans did plav o significant robe
in the violence in Rwanda and the Chinesa Cul
tural Revolution, but even in these cases the
killers represented vnly o small frection of soci.
ery, and military or parwmilivary forces killed
many ofF Ml aof the victims

Sepond, becanse semall groups can play such a
central Tole in cansing mass killing, 1 fnd that
characteristics of society at large, such as preex-
isting cleavages, hatred and discrimination be-
ween groups, and nondemogratic forms of
povernment, are of Hmired utility in distinguish-
Iig secieties at high risk for mass killimg. There is
substantial evidence of preexisting hatveds or
discrirmination directed against at leasy some vic-
dm groweps i ench of the cases examined in this
bock—especially the genocides in Turkey. Masi
Germany, and Rwanda. There {5 itk indication,
hovwever, thai these attitudes were more severe
than they were in many other couniries that
never experienoed inss killing. In Guatemals
and Afghanistan, perpetraions made effons, al-
bedt halthearted ones, to minimize the extent of
social differences and ameliorate discrimination
ajgainst victims in an offort o draw support away
from insurgent movements. In the Sovier Union,
Mazi Germany, China, Cambodia, and Rwanda,
on the ather hand, leaders deliberately promored
hatred and discrimination through propagands
ared indocirinaiion in the effont o increpse pube
hic suppart for attacks am victim FLelif s Preexist-
Ing animosity between groups is a particularky
wenk explanation for the communist mass
killings * * * gince mrany victims of these vegimes
were never ohjects of intense hatred by society at
farge. In fact, in all three countries, the perpetrn
s directed mauch of the killing ngainst the com.-
sl party insclf,

Thivd, mass killing wanlly is driven 'I_":!, in-
strumental, strategic calculations, Perpetmators
see masy killing as a means to an end, not an end
im itself. None of the cases of mass killing consid-
ered here can be accurately described as killing
for killing's sake, Inbesd, inass killing was mever
the only sirategy that leaders  considered to
achieve their ends. Mass killing has not alwavs
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been & podicy of last resort, but rarely has it been
a padicy of first resort either, With the possible ex-
ception of Combodia, leaders in all eight cases
examined in this book appear to have serously
considered oractively experimentad with oplions
short of mass killing 10 achieve their ends. Lead
ers adopied mass killing in frustration; only afrer
they came 1e helieve, althou y'h often mistakenly,
that other strategics for schicving their goals
were impassible or impenctical

The history of all cight cases suggests that
leaders conceived of mass killing as a mstromen-
tal strategy designed 10 achiove their most impor-
tant palitical ar ideslogical geals, counter their
most dangerous threats, or solve thelr most diffi-
cult military problems. Leaders saw mass killing
a3 a blondy but effective solution 1o such prob-
lems. | have also tried 3o demonstrate, howesver
that leaders are likely to perceive mass killing as
an attractive stratcgy only in a few, relatively un
common  situatfons, Three specific historeal
scenarios—the implementation of mdical com-
munisl pedicies, lanpe-scale ethnic clennsing. and
counterguerrilla wars—have penerated the in
centives for e oy of epia-::dr.'s of mass
killings in this cenmry, Even in these situations,
however, mass killing is not inevitable. & variety
ol fectors and conditons, including the size of
the rpeled civilian popalation, the pace with
which dispossessdive changes ore implemented
and the ability of victiom growps to flee (o safer ar-
cas can impact the incentives and ability of per-
petrators 10 carmy oul mass killing.
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THE SECURITY DILEMMA AND ETHNIC CONFLICT

nied by the emergence of nationalist, ethnic

Th& end of the Cold War has been accompa-
and religious conflict in Eurasia. However,

From Survival 33, no. 1 (spring 1993): 27-47. Some of
the anthors notes have been omited.

the risks and intensity of these conflicts have var-
led from region to region: Ukrainians and Rus-
sians are still getting along relatively well; Serbs
and Slovenians had a short, sharp clash; Serbs,
Croats and Bosndan Muslims have waged open
wanfare; and Armenians and Azeris seem destined



