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Paradigms of Genocide:
The Holocaust, the Armenian Genocide,
and Contemporary Mass Destructions

By ROBERT MELSON

ABSTRACT: When confronted with mass death and forced deporta-
tiens, the contemporary world community has often reached for the
Holoeaust as a paradigmatic case of genocide in order both to make
sense of and to condemn current events. This article suggests that
the Armenian Genocide sets a more accurate precedent than the
Holocaust for current mass disasters, especially such as those in
Nigeria and in the former Yugoslavia, which are the products of
nationalism. Conversely, the Holocaust iz a prototype for genocidal
movements that transcend nationalism and are motivated by ideolo-
gies that have global scope.

Robert Melson is professor of political seience and chair of the Jewish Studies
program at Purdue University. He is the author of Nigeria: Modernization and the
Politics of Communalism. His latest book is Revolution and Genocide: On the Origins
of the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust, which received the 1993 Interdisciplin-
ary Program of Research on Root Causes of Human Rights Violations award from
Leiden University.

NOTE: Another version of this article appeared as “The Armenian Genacide as Precursor and
Pratotype of Twentieth Century Genocide,” in Is the Holocaust Unique? ed. Alan 5. Rosenbaum
{Boulder, CO: Westview Preas, 1996).
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PARADIGMS OF GENCOCIDE

N this century, the world has ex-

perienced four tidal waves of na-
tional and ethnic conflict and geno-
cide in the wake of crashing states
and empires. These waves were
punctuated by the first and second
world wars and by the posteolonial
and post-Communist eras. During
World War I and its aftermath, as the
Ottoman Empire collapsed, it com-
mitted genocide against its Armenian
minecrity. In the same period, the dis-
integration of the German and Austro-
Hungarian empires set off Volkisch,
nationalist and fascist movements
that repressed minorities and pre-
cipitated World War II. In the context
of that war, the Nazis attempted to
exterminate the Jews and Gypsies and
committed partial genocide against
other peoples. Following World War
I1, ag former European colonial em-
pires, notably Great Britain and
France, withdrew from their posses-
sions, they left behind fragile regimes
that lacked legitimacy. Such so-called
Third World governments frequently
ruled over culturally plural societies
and tried to impose the hegemony of
one ethnic group over the rest. In
reaction, minorities rebelled and
sought self-determination. This led
to ethnic wars and genocide in places
like Indonesia, Burundi, Sri Lanka,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Ethiopia, Sudan,
and Iraq. In the wake of the recent
collapse of Communist regimes in the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, we are
experiencing the fourth wave of na-
tionalist upsurge, ethnic conflicts, and
genocide. Meanwhile, it should be
noted, the third wave of postcolanial
genocide has not yet spent its force,

The Armenian Genocide and the
Holocaust are the quintessential in-
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stances of total genocide in the twen-
tieth century. In both instances, a
deliberate attempt was made by a
government to destroy in part or in
whole an ethnoreligious community
of ancient provenance that had ex-
isted as a segment of the govern-
ment’s own society.! In both in-
stances, genocide was perpetrated
after the fall of an old regime and
during the reign of a revolutionary
movement that v'as motivated by an
ideology of social, political, and cul-
tural transformation. Also in both
cases, genocides accurred in the
midst of world wars. These may be
said to account for some of the basic
similarities between the two geno-
cides, but there were significant dif-
ferences as well.

The perpetrators of the Armenian
Genaocide were motivated by a vari-
ant of nationalist ideology. The vic-
tims were a territorial ethnic group
that had sought autonomy, and the
methods of destruction included mas-
sacre, forced deportations, and star-
vation. In contrast, the perpetrators
of the Holocaust were motivated by
ideclogies of racism and antisemi-
tism, an ideology of glohal scope. The
victims were not a territorial group,

1. On the basis of the United Nations
definition, it is possible to distinguish between
genacide in whole and genocide in part. In this
article, a total dornestic genocide is a genocide
in whole directed against a group of a state's
own soctety, while a partial genocide is a geno-
cide in part. Total genocide implies extermina-
tion andfer massive death of such an order that
a group ceases to continue as a distinct culture.
Partial genacide atops at extermination and
the annihilation of culture. For further discus-
sion of these diatinctions, see Robert F. Melaon,
Revolution and Genocide: On the Origins of the
Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust (Chicago:
University of Chicape Press, 1992), pp. 22-30,
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and for the most part they had sought
integration and assimilation instead
of autonomy. The death camp was the
characteristic method of destruction.
Though in some essential ways the
Armenian Genocide and the Holo-
caust resemble each other, the point
of this article is that contemporary
instances of partial genocide such as
that which occurred in Nigeria in
1966-70 and is occurring in the for-
mer Yugoslavia today have more in
common with the Armenian Geno-
cide than they do with the Holocaust.
This comparison stems from the
character of the victim groups, from
the ideology of the perpetrators, and
from the methods of destruction. As
in Armenia (and unlike the Holo-
caust), in Nigeria and Yugoslavia the
groups singled out were territorial
and had sought self-determination;
the ideology of the perpetrators was
a variant of nationalism; and the
method of destruction included forced
deportation, starvation, and massacre.
The analysis in this article briefly
lays out some essential similarities
and differences between the Arme-
nian Genocide and the Holocaust and
then shows how the former bears
more of a resemblance than the Holo-
caust does to contemporary partial
genocides such as those that have
oceurred in Nigeria and Yugoslavia.

SIMILARITIES

The similarities between the
course of the Armenian Genocide and
the Holocaust may be briefly noted.
These include the low social status
and rapid ascent of the two minori-
ties in the Ottoman Empire and im-
perial Germany, respectively; the
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revoluticnary transformations of both
empires and the coming to power of
revolutionary vanguards like the Com-
mittee of Union and Progress (CUP) in
the Ottoman Empire and the Nazis
in Germany; the redefinition and re-
casting of the identities of the major-
ity and minority communities (Turks
and Armenians, on the one hand, and
Germans and Jews, on the other)
and the implementation of genocide
following the revolutionary state's
engagement in international war.

The Armenian
Genocide

In traditional Ottoman society, Ar-
menians, like other Christians and
Jews, were defined as adhimmi millet,
a non-Muslim religious community of
the empire. Their actual treatment
by the state varied to some extent
with the military fortunes of the em-
pire, with the religious passions of its
elites, and with the encroachment
upon their land of Muslim refugees
from the Balkans and the Caucasus
and of Kurdish pastoralists.

Although by and large dhimmis
were free to practice their religion,
they were considered to be distinc-
tively inferior to Muslims in status.?
However, in the nineteenth century
the Armenians challenged the tradi-
tional hierarchy of Ottoman society,
as they became better educated,
wealthier, and more urban. In re-
sponse, despite attempts at reforms,
the empire became more repressive,
and Armenians, more than any other

2. See Roderic H. Davison, “Turkish Atti-
tudes Concerning Christian-Muslim Equality
in the Nineteenth Century,” American Histori-
cal Review, 4:844-64 {1954},
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Christian minarity, bore the brunt of
persecution.’

Throughout the nineteenth cen-
tury, the Ottoman sultans were
caught in the vise between great
power pressures on the one hand and
the demand for self-determination
among their minaorities on the other.
By the time Abdul Hamid II came to
power in 1876, he had set a course of
political and social repression and
technological modernization. Never-
theless, he could not halt the military
and political disintegration of his re-
gime, and he was replaced in 1908 by
a political revelution of the Young
Turks, who had new and radical ideas
of how to address the Ottoman crisis.

In the first instance, the CUPF, the
political organization formed by the
Young Turks, attempted radically to
transform the regime following lib-
eral and demacratic principles that
had been embodied in the earlier con-
stitution of 1876. They hoped for the
support of the great powers for their
reforms, but neither the European
powers nor the minorities reduced
their pressures. On the contrary, they
took the opportunity of internal Otto-
man disarray and revolutionary
transformation to press their de-
mands, and between 1908 and 1812
they succeeded in reducing the size of
Ottoman territory by 40 percent and
its population by 20 percent.*

Concluding that their liberal ex-
periment had been a failure, the CUP
leaders turned to. pan-Turkism, a
xenophobic and chauvinistic brand of
nationalism that sought to create a

3. See Melson, Revolution and Genocide,
pp. 43-69.

4, See Feroz Ahmad, The Young Turks
(Oxfard: Clarendon Fress, 1969}, p. 153.
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new empire based on Islam and Turk-
ish ethnicity. This new empire,
stretching from Anatolia to western
China, would exclude minorities or
grant them nominal rights unless
they became Turks by nationality
and Muslim by religion.

This dramatic shiftin ideology and
identity, from Ottoman pluralism to
an integral form of Turkish national-
ism, had profound implications for
the emergence of modern Turkey.® At
the same time, pan-Turkism had
tragic consequences for Ottoman mi-
norities, most of all for the Armeni-
ans. From being once viewed as a
constituent millet of the Ottoman re-
gime, they suddenly were stereo-
typed as an alien nationality. Their
situation became especially danger-
ous because of their territorial con-
centration in eastern Anatolia on the
border with Russia, Turkey’s tradi-
tional enemy. Thus the Armenians, at
one and the same time, were aceused
of being in league with Russia
against Turkey and of claiming Ana-
tolia, the heartland of the projected
pan-Turkic state.

This was the situation even before
World War I. When war broke out,
however, the Young Turks, led espe-
cially by Enver Pasha, joined the Ger-
man side in an anti-Russian alliance
that would allow the pan-Turkists to
build their state at Russia’s expense.
It was in this context of revolutionary
and ideological transformation and
war that the fateful decision to de-
stray the Armenians was taken.

By February 1915, Armenians
serving in the Ottoman army had

§. See Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of
Modern Turkey (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1961).
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bzen turned into labor battalions and
either were worked to death or were
killed. By April that same year, the
remaining civilians had been de-
ported from Eastern Anatolia and
Cilicia, in an early form of ethnic
cleansing, toward the deserts near
Aleppo. The lines of Armenian de-
portees were set upon again and
again by Turkish and Kurdish villag-
ers who were often incited and led by
gpecifically designated killing
squads, Teshkilat-i Makhsusiye,
that had been organized by members
of the CUP® Those who escaped mas-
sacre were very likely to perish of
famine. In this manner, between
1915 and the armistice in 1918, some
1 million people, out of a population
of 2 million, were killed. Later a half
million more Armenians perished as
Turkey sought to free itself of foreign
occupation and to expel minorities.
Thus, between 1915 and 1923, ap-
proximately three-quarters of the
Armenian population was de-
stroyed in the Ottoman Empire.

The Holocaust

The Holocaust had similar origins,
albeit with significant variations.
Jews were a traditional pariah caste
in Europe that in the nineteenth cen-
tury began to advance in social,
economic, cultural, and pelitical
spheres. It is in this context that the
antisemitic movement got its start.
Initially, it was dedicated to revoke
Jewish emancipation and to under-
mine Jewish progress. Later it

6. See Vahakan N, Dadrian, “Genocide as
a Problem of National and International Law:
The World War I Armenian Case and Its Con-
temporary Legal Ramifications,” Yale Journal
of International Law, 2:221-334 (Summer 1989).
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spawned an ideology that identified
the Jews as a biologically alien tribe
that was part of a worldwide conspir-
acy to control the world. In imperial
Germany, however, antisemitic po-
litical parties failed to make signifi-
cant inroads, and on the eve of the
Great War, the movement was mar-
ginalized and in retreat.’

Like the Young Turks, the Nazis
came to power after the collapse of an
old regime. The German state expe-
rienced defeat in World War I, a failed
revolt from the Left, inflation, de-
pression, and the collapse of the
democratic Weimar Republic. It was
this interregnum, starting with the
fall of imperial Germany, that en-
abled the Nazis to come to power.

Led by Hitler, whose charismatic
persona and ideology united them,
the Nazis were a movement centered
on a cult of the Fihrer and racialist
antisemitism. Once in power, the Na-
zig sought to recast Germany as an
“Aryan” nation from which they
would eradieate Jews and banish
what they called the “Jewish spirit.”
Between 1933 and 1945, Germans
scrambled to prove to themselves and
to each other that their lineage had
not been “polluted” by the infusion of
Jewish “blood” and that their charae-
ter had not been shaped by Jewish, or
even Christian, values.

Indeed, the higher one went in the
Nazi hierarchy, the “purer” and more
brutal one was expected to be. This
attempt to recast one’s identity in
opposition to a mythical Jew and his
weltanschauung aceounts in part for

7. See Richard S. Levy, The Downfall of
the Anti-Semitic Political Parties in Imperial
Germany (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1975).
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the growing radicalization of Nazi
policy. In order to please Hitler and
the Nazi elite, various spheres of the
party and state began to compete
with each other over Jewish policy
and over the mantle of who was most
radical on the Jewish question.

The Holocaust was implemented
in three overlapping stages. Between
1933 and 1939, Jews were defined,
expropriated, and expelled from Ger-
many. Between 1939 and 1941, as the
Germans invaded Poland and set off
World War I, Jews were concen-
trated in ghettos near railroad tran-
git centers, especially in Poland and
the other occupied countries of east-
ern Europe. Between 1941 and 1945,
as Germany invaded Russia, the seat
of the supposed Jewish world con-
spiracy, Jews were first massacred by
shooting squads, and later, for the
sake of efficiency and secrecy, they
were deported to killing centers where
they were gassed and cremated.®

DIFFERENCES

Like their similarities, the differ-
ences between the Armenian Geno-
cide and the Holocanst may be plot-
ted along the same dimensions: Jews
and Armenians differed in status in
the two empires; Nazi racist an-
tisemitism differed significantly
from the pan-Turkist nationalism of
the Young Turks: and the killing of
the Armenians relied mostly on mas-
saere and starvation rather than on
death camps.

Like the Armenians in the Otto-
man Empire, the Jews were an eth-

8. See Raul Hilberg, The Destruction of the
Euyropean Jews (Chicago: Quadrangle, 1967,
new ed., New York: Holmes & Meier, 1985).
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noreligious community of low status
in Christian Europe. Unlike the Ar-
menians, however, who were the
subject of contempt for being non-
Muslims, the Jews of feudal Europe
became a pariah caste stigmatized as
“killers of the Son of God.” Thus Jews
were not only despised in most parts
of Europe; they were also hated and
feared in a manner that the Armeni-
ans in the Ottoman Empire were not.

In the nineteenth century, to the
extent that the state became bureau-
cratic, society meritocratic, and the
economy capitalistic, Armenians and
Jews began to advance in status and
wealth, Indeed, it has been suggested
that Armenian and Jewish progress
was viewed as illegitimate and suh-
versive, which precipitated antago-
nistic reactions both in the Ottoman
Empire and in Imperial Germany,
respectively.®

Here at least two variations may
be noted. Whereas Armenjans were a
territorial group that increasingly
made known its demands for greater
autonomy and self-administration
within the Ottoman system, Jews
were geographically dispersed, and
thus, with the exception of the Zion-
ists who sought a Jewish state in
Palestine, most made no territorial
demands on the larger societies in
which they lived.!" Instead, to the
extent that they accepted the modern

9. See Melson, Revolution and Genacide,

p. 137
10. For discussions of the ideological cross-
currenta that affected Jews in this period, see
Jonathan Frankel, Prophesy and Politics: So-
cialism, Nationalism, and the Russian Jews,
1862- 1917 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981); Ezra Mendelsohn, The Jews of
East Central Eurape Between. the World Wars
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1983).
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world, most Jews sought assimila-
tion into the culture and integration
into the wider society,

The reaction against Jewish prog-
ress, assimilation, and attempts at
integration became a Buropeanwide
movement of antisemitism, a form of
racism that set up unbridgeable ob-
stacles to Jewish inclusion. Accord-
ing to antisemites, like Diihring, for
example, not even conversion would
allow Jews to become the equals of
Germans or other Europeans. Al-
ready in 1881, he wrote:

A Jewish question would still exist, even
if every Jew wete to turn his back on his
religion and join one of our major
churches. Yes, { maintain that in that
case, the struggle between us and the
Jews would make itself felt as ever mare
urgent. . . . It is precisely the baptized
Jews who infiltrate furthest, unhindered
in all sectors of society and political life.!!

According to Wilhelm Marr, for ex-
ample, Jews were not only an alien
race; they also constituted an inter-
national conspiracy whose aim was
the domination of Germany, Europe,
indeed the whole world. Thus not
only did antisemites found a move-
ment that opposed Jewish progress
and assimilation; they also formu-
lated a far-reaching ideology that
helped them to explain the vacilla-
tions and erises of the modern waorld.
It was an ideology that came to rival
liberalism and socialism in its mass
appeal.

By way of contrast, no such ideol-
ogy of anti-Armenianism developed
in the Ottoman Empire. Armenians

11. Cited in Paul R. Mendes-Flohr and Je-
huda Reinharz, The Jews in the Modern World:
A Documentary History (New York: Oxford
University Preas, 1980}, p. 273.

THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY

may have been popularly despised for
being dhimmis, or gavurs, and later
under the Young Turks they may
have been feared as an alien nation
supposedly making claims to Ana-
tolia, the heartland of the newly in-
vented Turkey. However, even pan-
Turkism left the door open to
conversion and assimilation of mi-
norities, something that racism and
antisemitism explicitly rejected.
Moreaver, though the Young Turks
may have claimed that the Armeni-
ans were in league with their inter-
national enemies, especially the Rus-
sians, their nationalism never led
them to the bizarre excesses that
later became Nazi antisemitism.
There was no equivalent in the pan-
Turkish view of Armenians to the Na-
zis’ hysterical struggle against the
“Jewish spirit,” which was said to
linger in Germany and Europe even
after most of the Jews had been mur-
dered. As Friedldnder has noted:

It was the ahsolutely uncompromising
agpect of the exterminatory drive against
the Jews, as well as the frantic extirpa-
tion of any elements actually or suppos-
edly linked to the Jews or to the “Jewish
Spirit” . . . which fundamentalty distin-
guished the anti-Jewish actions of the
Nazis from their attitude toward another

group.1?

Finally, it should be noted that the
death camp, a conception of the Nazi
state, was an extraordinary organi-
zation, not sean before or since. It was
a factory managed by the 88 but

12. See Saul Friedlinder, “On the Poasibhil-
ity of the Halocanst: An Approach to a Histori-
cal Synthesis,” in The Holocaust as Historical
Experience, ed. Yehuda Bauer and Nathan Ro-
tenstreich (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1981),
p. 2.
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staffed at all levels by the inmates
themselves. Its primary aim was to
dehumanize and kill its prisoners af-
ter confiscating their property and
making use of their labor. Although
Jews, like Armenians, perished in
massacres and by starvation, the
use of the death camp as a method
of extermination differentiated
the Holocaust from the Armenian
Genocide.

It will readily be seen that partial
genocide in Nigeria and other cultur-
ally plural societies in the Third
World, as well as genocide in post-
Communist states like Yugoslavia,
bears closer resemblance to the Arme-
nian Genocide than to the Holocaust.

NIGERIA

Genocide has been committed
throughout the non-Western world,
in Indonesia, Burundi, Rwanda, Su-
dan, East Pakistan, and Iraq. In all
of these instances, a shaky and
hardly legitimate postcolonial state
ruling over a culturally plural soci-
ety attempted to establish the hege-
mony of a leading ethnic group over
other ethnic segments of society.
These attempts at domination pro-
voked movements of resistance and
self-determination, which the post-
colonial state then tried to halt by
force, including massacre and partial
genocide.

Nigeria gained independence from
Great Britain in 1960. It was orga-
nized as a federation of three states,
each centering on a major ethnic
group. The northern state was domi-
nated by the Hausa-Fulani, the west-
ern by the Yoruba, and the eastern by
the Ibo. The major ethnic groupsjock-
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eyed for power at the faderal level,
while each had its minorities that felt
discriminated against at the state
level of the federation.

The postindependence govern-
ment, dominated by Hausa-Fulani
Muslims, was resisted by southern
largely non-Muslim groups, espe-
cially the Ibos. In 1966, after a failed
military coup, thousands of IThos were
massacred in northern Nigeria, In
1967, a year after the massacres, the
Ibos tried to secede. They called east-
ern Nigeria “Biafra” and fought a war
of self-determination until 1970,
when their secession collapsed.

During the war, over a million Bia-
frans starved to death as a result of
the deliberate Nigerian policy of
blockade and disruption of agricul-
tural life. Thus, between 1966 and
1970, a genocide-in-part occurred in
Nigeria, following the U.N. defini-
tion. It is important, however, to re-
call that what happened in Biafra
differed from the Holocaust and the
Armenian Genocide in that the poli-
cies of the Nigerian Federal Military
Government (FMG) did not include
extermination of the IThos.

YUGOSLAVIA

A definitive history of the recent
and current conflict in the former Yu-
goslavia does not vet exist, but it is
possible to render a provisional
sketch. The Yugoslav disaster stems
from the failure of the Communist
regime to establish legitimate politi-
cal institutions, a viable economy,
and a compelling political culture. Af-
ter Tito’s death in 1980, ethnically
based nationalist movements started
to mobilize and to demand greater
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autonomy, if not yet self-determina-
tion. The process of dissolution and
disintegration was drastically accel-
erated with the rise of MiloZevié, who
articulated an integral form of Ser-
bian nationalism and irredentism
that called for the creation of a Yugo-
slavia dominated by Serbia, such as
had existed after World War I. This
movement frightened the other na-
tionalities and encouraged intransi-
gent elements.

Milogevié’s integral Serbian na-
tionalism in a context of Yugoslav and
Communist institutional decay and
insecurity helped to sharpen ethnic
enmities, to strengthen centrifugal
forces throughout the federation, and
to accelerate the processes of disinte-
gration, Thus, on 27 September 1989,
the Parliament of Slovenia adopted
amendments to its constitution giv-
ing the republic the right to secede
from Yugoslavia, Thousands of Serbs
demonstrated in Novi Sad, fearing
for their status in an independent
Slovenia, On 3 July 1990 the Parlia-
ment of Slovenia declared that the
laws of the republic took precedence
over those of Yugoslavia; on 22 De-
cember 1990 Slovenia reported that
95 percent of the voters supported a
plebiscite on independence; and on 25
June 1991 Slovenia declared its inde-
pendence from Yugoslavia.

A gimilar march of events occurred
in Croatia, which also.declared its
independence on 25 June 1981. The
big difference between Slovenia and
Croatia, however, was the presence of
a large Serbian minority in the latter.
Moreover, no soconer was inde-
pendence declared in Croatia than
the Tudjman regime launched an
anti-Serb campaign that would have
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alarmed the Serbs even if nationalist
elements among them had not been
earlier mobilized by Milogevié. Now
that their kin were being threatened
in Croatia, Miloevié and other Ser-
bian nationalists could call forth the
terrible history of the Ustasha geno-
cide of World War II to mobilize the
Serbs against Croatian inde-
pendence and in support of Serbian
irredentism.

After 25 June 1991, when Slovenia
and Croatia declared their inde-
pendence, thereby creating Serbian
minorities, especially in Croatia, the
Serb radicals, using the cover of the
Yugoslav army, launched an attack
whose main intent was to incorporate
Serbian-populated Croatian terri-
tory. To this end, Serbian forces not
only initiated hostilities but set out
on a path of terrorism and massacre
in order to drive Croats out of areas
that they desired to incorporate into
greater Serbia.

This policy of terrorism and ethnic
cleanging was set in motion with
even greater ferocity against Bosnia
when it declared its independence on
3 March 1992, Indeed, in time both
Serb and Croat forces descended on
Bosnia with the clear intention of
carving up and destroying a state
that initially had tried to stand aside
from ethnic nationalism and had
opted for a pluralist society. But both
Serb and Croat nationalists were in-
tent on either carving up and destroy-
ing Bosnia or making of it a rump
state that would in time collapse. To
this end, especially the Serbs, ied by
Karadzic in Bosnia, practiced massa-
cre, ethnic cleansing, and cultural de-
struction against those they called
the Turks. Taken together, such poli-
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cies of destruction on a wide scale are
called genocide.™

Keeping Nigeria and Yugoslaviain
mind, however, it is also important to
note the great fear and insecurity
that possess everyone when a govern-
ment is challenged and a state begins
to disintegrate. This great fear, espe-
cially in culturally plural sacieties,
leads people to seek the shelter of
their families and kin and persuades
various groups to band for protection
and to view each other as potential
enemies.

Indeed, before a culturally plural
state like Nigeria or Yugoslavia dis-
integrates, its politics may revolve
about various ethnic issues of group
status and the distribution of scarce
goods, but once a state crashes, for
whatever reasons, ethnic groups be-
gin to fear for their lives, as well they
should. Once a political order disinte-
grates, who can guarantee an ethnic
group that its mortal enemies will not
come to power and destroy it? It is
this great. fear that has seized all the
groups in Yugoslavia, including those
Serbs who are the main perpetrators
of partial genocide.

COMPARISONS OF THE
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE WITH
NIGERIA AND YUGOSLAVIA

In both the Nigerian and Bosnian
cases, we can see some paraillels to
the Armenian Genocide. A dominant

13. According to Helsinki Watch, genocide
igz taking place in Bosnia and other former
areas of Yugoslavia. Although all sides have
been accused of atracities, it is the Serhian
side, especially in Boania, that is charged
with genocide, See War Crimes in Bosnia-
Hercegovina (New Yark: Human Rights Watch,
1992), p. 1. :

165

ethnic group in a culturally piural
society atterapted to establish its he-
gemony. It was registed by minaorities
that attempted some form of auton-
omy or self-determination. In reac-
tion, the dominant group perpe-
trated repression and genocide.
There are significant differences as
well that may be even more instruc-
tive, since it is the differences that
tell us how genocide varies under
different conditions.

The crucial difference hetween a
total domestic genocide, as occurred
in the Armenian case, and a partial
one, as accurred in Nigeria, can aiso
be seen by comparing the two. Unlike
the Armenians, once Biafra was de-
feated and the danger of secession
passed, the Ibos were not massacred
or further expelled from Nigeria. On
the contrary, there was a genuine at-
tempt tareintegrate the Iho population
into Nigeria when the war ended.

This difference may be due to twa
reagons. First, although the FMG
was dominated by Hausa-Fulani ele-
ments, it included minorities in its
leadership; indeed its commander,
General Gowon, was a Christian from
the north. Thus the FMG never de-
veloped an ideology of “north-
ernization” or “Muslimization” the
way the Young Turks relied on Turki-
fication and sought to create an eth-
nically homegeneous Turkey. Second,
the territorial issue, a crucial ele-
ment in the Armenian cage, was
missing. The Ibos of the north were
“strangers” and not “sons-of-the-
soil”; thus they could not make a le-
gitimate claim to northern territory.'*

14. See Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups
in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1985), for discussions of how groups
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Moreover, it is significant that the
Ibos had their own area, which, ex-
cept for its oil, the north did not covet.
Indeed, the Biafran state was never
claimed as the homeland of the
Hausa-Fulani in the manner that
Anatolia had been staked out by the
Turks. Thus a federal solution to eth-
nic conflict could be implemented in
Nigeria, the way it could not in the
Ottoman Empire.

Once the Ibos were driven from the
north back into their space, and the
Biafran secession was defeated, the
northern elements in the army and
elsewhere succeeded in their major
aims. Further massacre and starva-
tion of the Ibos were unnecessary for
ideoclogical, territorial, or any other
reasons, and the partial genocide
ceased.

Two major similarities between
the Armenian Genocide and the par-
tial genocide occurring in Bosnia
should be apparent. Like the Young
Turks, the Serbian, and to some ex-
tent the Croat, nationalists are also
dreaming of a large state that would
include their peoples and exclude
other ethnic and national groups.
Like the Armenians, the Muslims, an
ethnoreligionus community making
claims to land, are being massacred
and driven out by Serb and Croat
nationalist movements that seck to
incorporate their lands and “cleanse”
the area of their presence and to de-
stroy their culture.

validate their claims to status and power. A
basie distincetian lies between those who have
higtorically dominated an area and migrants
who are new arrivals. The first, the “sons-aof-
the-sail," make their elaims on the hasis of
ancestral privilege; the second cannot. Thus
Armenians in Anatolia could make a claim to
the land, the way Ibos in the North could net.
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However, the status of Bosnia as
an independent state recognized by
the international community marks
a significant difference between the
Yugoslav case, on the one hand, and
the gituations of Ibos in Nigeria and
of Armenians in the Ottoman Em-
pire, on the other. Neither Armeni-
ans nor Biafrans were widely recog-
nized as members of independent
states while their destructions were
in process.'®

INTERNATIONAL
ASPECTS

Some major similarities and dif-
ferences between the Armenian
Genocide and the current wave of
mass murder may lie in the role of the
international community. The Armeni-
ans were largely abandoned to their
fate, in part because the genocide oc-
curred in the midst of a world war.
During the Cold War, both the East-
ern and the Wesatern blocs discouraged
movements of self-determination,
fearing superpower involvement,
and the African states did the same,
fearing their own disintegration
along ethnic lines. This explains, in
part, why the Ibos, like the Armeni-
ans, were also abandoned, except for
some humanitarian relief,

In the current period, following the
Cold War, the international commu-
nity is giving mixed signals about
how it will react to partial genocide.
On the one hand, it acted forcefully to
limit the Iraqi attack on the Kurds

15. See Richard G. Hovannisian, Armenta
on the Road to Independence (Berkeley: Uni-
veraity of California Press, 1967); John J.
Stremlau, The International Politics of the Ni-

gericn Civil War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1977).
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following the Persian Gulf war; on
the other hand, it seemed paralyzed
to act to halt the partial genocide that
was being committed in Bosnia, de-
spite the fact that on 27 and 30 May
1992 the United Nations imposed a
trade embargo on Serb-controlled Yu-
goslavia and on 22 September 1992 it
expelled that country from the
United Nations. It seems that the
international community intervened
with force in Iraq because some mem-
ber states saw their national inter-
ests threatened by Iragi aggression.
Since no such clear interests seemed
to lie in Bosnia, it was abandoned like
Armenia and Biafra before it.

That partial and not total genocide
18 oceurring in Bosnia, unlike Arme-
nia, should be very cold comfort for
the world community. Seventy years
after the Armenian Genocide and 48
years after the Holocaust, a Euro-
pean state is practicing genocide,
while Eurcpe, the United States, and
the United Nations are unable or un-
willing to halt the slaughter. If geno-
cide cannot be halted in Europe, it
cannot be stopped or prevented any-
where else. This then is the new world
order that we are facing as we are
about to enter the second millennium.

CONCLUSION

The Armenian Genocide, rather
than the Holocaust, may serve as a
closer prototype for current mass
murders in the postcolonial Third
World and in the contemporary post-
Communist world. In Nigeria and Yu-
goslavia, for example, as in the Arme-
nian case and unlike the Holocaust,
minorities were territorial ethnic
groups, aiming at some form of
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autonomy or self-determination
while the perpetrators were driven
by a variant of nationalism, and the
methods of destruction invalved mas-
sacre and starvation. In the Holo-
caust, the victims were not a territo-
rial group; the ideology was a variant
of a global racism and antisemitism,
not nationalism; and the charac-
teristic method of destruction was
the death camp. Indeed, in the con-
temporary world, only the Cambo-
dian genocide perpetrated by the
Khmer Rouge bears a closer resem-
blance to the Holocaust than to the
Armenian Genocide. '

On seizing power on 17 April 1975,
the Khmer Rouge set about destroy-
ing various strata and segments of
Cambodian society. These included
the urban upper and middle classes
and various ethnic communities like
the Vietnamese, the Chams, and the
overseas Chinese. The killing of eth-
nic communities was based on Cam-
bodian racism and paranoia—the
fear that if such communities were
not destroyed, the indigenous
Khmers would be submerged by ali-
eng, especially the Vietnamese.

The parallel to the Nazi case be-
comes more apparent in the Khmer
Rouge attack on the urban middle
and upper classes. Here the Khmer
Rouge were motivated by a global
ideology—a perverted form of Marx-
ism—in which such classes played
the role of the compradore bourgeai-
sie that wag allied to imperialism and
capitalism. Unlike the Armenians of
the Ottoman Empire, these classes
were not a territorial group making

16. See Melasan, Revolution and Genocide,
pp. 264-67.
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claims to the heartland of the cal category that had to be killed in
Khmers. Like the Jews under the Na- order to destroy imperialism and to
zis, according to the Khmer Rouge, usher in a more perfect world.

these urban classes were an ideologi-



