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Abstract 
State Persecution and Vulnerability: A Comparative 

Historical Analysis of Violent Ethnocentrism 
Ph.D. 1999, Meir Amor 

Department of Sociology, University of Toronto 

This dissertation investigates the emergence of total exclusionary social movements and the 

consequent violent eruptions they precipitated. It examines the most extreme forms of violent 

ethnocentrism: expulsion and genocide. Its aim is to shed light on the social-psychological 

aspects of formal-equality and its relations to status politics and state persecution of vulnerable 

minorities. The social and political aspects of such equalization are examined in five different 

societies and periods. Though the cases are independent and unique, there is an analogous line of 

social development in all. The cases are: the expulsion of Jews from Catholic Spain in 1492, the 

expulsion of Asians fiom Uganda in 1972, the genocide perpetrated against the Armenians in 

1915 Ottoman Turkey, and the Shoah (Holocaust) perpetrated by Nazi Germany against 

European Jewry. Third Republic France, during the Drefis affair, serves as an additional 

negative case in which state persecution did not occur. Hence, I am looking at three ethnic 

groups in five different historical periods and sociological settings. 

The theoretical focus of the dissertation is to assess and compare the political impact that 

cultural-legal and social demand for formal-equality presented to the societies under 

investigation. The common feature of the positive cases - in which state persecution occurred - 
was, their failure to face the challenges that status equalization (conversion in Spain and 

citizenship rights in the other cases) presented. This work aims at providing an historically 

informed sociological account of these political failures by comparing cases of violent eruptions 

of expulsion and/or genocide. 
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State Persecution and Vulnerability: A Historical Comparative Analysis of Violent 
Ethnocentrism 

Introduction: The problem and method 

The question to be addressed in my study is this: to what extent do the Jewish experiences of 

persecutions, expulsions and genocide provide clues for an understanding of the experiences of 

other ethnic minorities? A historical and theoretical analysis of events in which Jews were 

persecuted in Europe requires us to consider the classicat dispute of the so-called "Jewish 

Question." The intensive political debate on the "Jewish Question" which took place in Germany 

in the early decades of the 19th century generated an extensive literature on subjects such as 

religious, social, and political emancipation. It dealt not only with the question of po1itica.I rights 

for Jews in particular, but also with such general issues as formd equality and civic incorporation 

of cultural (or religious) minority groups in nation-states. Therefore, it serves as a usefbl starting 

point for a general discussion of what came to be termed in recent years as the politics of 

recognition and the politics of exclusion (Taylor, 1995; Garrison, 1995; Fein, 1993). 

Consequently, the 19th century "Jewish Question" debate serves as the historical and theoretical 

starting point for my discussion of politics of ethnic identity, violent ethnocentrism, state legalized 

persecution and the vulnerability of minority groups. 

My historical analysis deals with two catastrophic events in Jewish history. In the first 

event, I discuss the social processes which accompanied the reconquest of the Iberian peninsula 

fiom Islamic rule -- the "Reconquista" -- which culminated in the expulsion of the Jews fiom 

Catholic Spain in 1492. The expulsion decree, issued in May 1492 by the Catholic monarchs, was 
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a state sanctioned persecution of a religious minority. The expulsion is seen as a significant 

component of the general effort invested in creating a new sense of Spanish-Catholic nationhood. 

In the second set of events, I address the processes that unfolded in Germany @om 1871 

to 1945. The social foundations of this period were rooted in the struggle to liberate the German 

temtories from the Napoleonic occupation at the turn of the 19th century. Thus the unification of 

Gemany in 1871, the Second Reich, the Weimar Republic, the rise of the Nazi movement, the 

Third Reich, and the destruction of European Jews are seen as part of the specific historical 

trajectory in which Germans sought to create their state and nation. The end result of this process 

was that the social membership of the Jewish group, as a corporate body and of Jews as 

individuals, was rejected by the German nation-state. This rejection culminated in total exclusion 

which led to the Shoah (Holocaust). 

Several key concepts elaborated in classical studies have been applied in the past to 

excluded minorities. An example of such a classical study is Marx's treatment of the so-called 

"Jewish Question" in his debate with Bruno Bauer. M a d s  and Bauer's debate provides a valuable 

departure point for a theoretical discussion of the Marxist approach to ethnicity, ethnic change 

and ethnic violence. 

Critically examining Marx's point of view has lead me to conclude that Marx's and the 

writing of several Marxists on the so-called Jewish question tend, to focus on the minority group 

characteristics, and to relegate interactions among ethnic groups and majority group's ethnic 

dynamics to a secondary role. These tendencies derive fiom the Marxists' exclusive preoccupation 

with economic factors and fiom a number of fbndarnentally wrong presuppositions concerning the 

nature of ethnicity as cultural phenomena and personal and social identity formation. These 



presuppositions relegate culture, politics and state's power to an insignificant role and portray 

these factors only as shadowy representations of the mode of production. I found these tendencies 

and presuppositions to be wanting and inadequate for explaining ethnic violent occurrences, such 

as genocide and expulsion. 

A second body of classical literature concerns Weber's notions of "pariah people," and 

"guest people", Sirnmel's the "stranger", and Park and Stonequist "marginal-man. " These concepts 

were initially consulted with the intention to acquire theoretical insights into ethnic relations in 

general, and relations with the Jewish minority within the European context in particular. 

However, like the Manrian concepts, these perceptions, although insightful, suffer fiom a 

similar tendency to concentrate theoretical attention primarily on the features of the minority 

group. Being a minority centred analysis, these general theories tend to ignore the interaction 

between groups and the effects of such interactions on majority's relations toward the minority. 

Therefore, the Weberian and its related perspectives, despite the emphasis they place on the 

cultural and politicd aspects of ethnic relations, were also deemed unsatisfactory in the addressing 

of extreme ethnic violence. I critically utilized aspects of these concepts along with my own 

theoretical framework in my comparative historical analysis of two other occurrences of ethnic 

persecution. The persecuted groups are: the Armenians in Turkey who were massacred during 

World War I in the late Ottoman Empire, and the Indians (Asians) in East Afiica who were 

expelled from Uganda in September 1972 by President Idi Amin. In these contexts, I am 

addressing the question of whether, and to what extent, there are parallels in the particular 

historical experiences of Jews, Armenians, and Asians. 
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Expulsion and genocide are the most extreme forms of direct and active exclusion, 

possessing a finality that less extreme forms do not possess (Gamson, 1995). The deliberate 

intention of the violent perpetrators is the elimination of the ethnic "problem" once and for all. 

Expulsion e l i i a t e s  the minority fiom the temtory of the perpetrator, whereas genocide 

annihilates the victim physically. Expulsion and genocide are considered as manifestations of 

violent, exclusionary ethnocentrism. The state provides the legitimate authority and the machinery 

for the execution of these final solutions. Thus, finality and state sanctioning of persecution are 

the two theoretical characteristics used for the selection of cases for the comparative historical 

analysis. 

Thus, I deaI with four historical cases of state persecution regarding three ethnic and 

religious groups and their host societies. The main task of this work is, therefore, to provide a 

theoretical framework for an explanation of the "final solutions" perpetrated against these ethnic 

minorities. 

My central research question is this: What are the social and political factors that prompt a 

"host" society to expel an ethnic minority or to murder large masses of them? In the answering of 

this question, I explore the peculiar position of the minority group and the nature of the "host" 

regimes which fostered policies of extreme persecution, expulsion and genocide toward these 

"guest" minorities. 

In all four cases the minority group, although religiously and otherwise difTerent, was 

nevertheless socially and economically integrated into the socio-economic structure of the society 

in question. For example, in the social history of Jews in late medieval Spain and in 19th and 20th 

century Germany, the evidence strongly suggests that substantial portions of the minority group 
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had become socially and culturally assimilated. In Spain, this assimilation manifested itself in the 

willed and forced conversion of many Jews to Christianity. In Germany, assimilation was evident 

in the Jews' adaption of the German way of lie, their embrace of German core values and 

language, and in their self-identification as Germans of the Mosaic faith. Such assimilation and 

integration, however, did not ensure the safety of the new converts in Spain or of the assimilated 

Jews in Germany. 

Although the Armenians and Asians were not assimilated, both groups were thoroughly 

integrated within the economic and social structures of their host societies. This was especially 

true fkom the moment citizenship rights were contemplated (Ottoman Turkey) or formally granted 

Wganda). 

Indeed, it seems as if social proximity rather than social distance, in conditions of formal 

equality, provoked a hostile reaction fiom members of the majority group. That is, the processes 

of assimilation and formal equal incorporation of the minority group created an antagonistic 

attitude which erupted eventually in a violent manner. In other words, fill integration was 

rejected, by some, at the moment in which it was almost achieved. 

Some scholars have proposed that economic rivalry was the major factor leading to the 

exclusionist policy of the regime. But economic rivalry in-and-of-itself, does not provide a 

sufficient reason neither for the timing nor for the intensity of the violent ethnic eruption (Fein, 

1987). (Economic rivalry as the root cause of ethnic violence is the main tenet of Marxist 

interpretations of ethnic conflict). The prospects of political and cultural integration, on top of 

economic incorporation in which competition and inequality remain intact, are the other necessary 

factors for violent ethnic occurrences. 
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The 19th century Marxist conceptions of ethnic relations (Marx, 1964; Lenin, 1964; 

Stalin, 1942; Leon, 1970), with their exclusive focus on economic factors as explanatory 

mechanisms, omit components with far-reaching consequences. I consider the questions of 

political citizenship, the politics of ethnic-recognition and social membership as essential 

ingredients in the explanation of violent ethnocentric eruptions - factors which are flagrantly 

missing fiom the "traditional" Marxist analysis of ethnic relations. 

From this vantage point, Marxist and Weberian analysis with their self-assured and implicit 

premises concerning the disappearance of ethnic identity as "out-dated" centres of group's 

identifications, cannot account for most of the 20th century European and world social and 

political dynamics. Indeed, Max"s and Weber's andysis and predictions concerning ethnic 

relations had much to do with 19th century European dynamics, but little to do with 20th century 

world events. Ethnic violence and ethnicity have "fought and bled and burned [their] way into 

public and scholarly consciousness" says Donald L. Horowitz in the preface to his book Ethnic 

Groups in Conflict (1985). Expulsions and genocides seem to be recurrent events and palpable 

threats in late 20th century politics. The prospect of this pattern breaking in the 21th century do 

not seem promising. 

Hence ethnicity and ethnic violence within states and the violent eruptions perpetrated by 

political regimes should be seen within the confines of an inclusive conceptual framework: a 

framework that deals not only with questions of economic development and social change, but 

also with the nature of states in which such processes take place and the sociaI-psychological 

aspects of intergroup relations. What are the relations between states and ethnic groups? Why do 

some states opt for "final solutions" against their former citizens and other states do not? 
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Furthermore, why do some states protect their citizenry and defend their citizens rights while 

other states victimize them? In other words, the question of what are the relations between civil 

incorporation and (total) exclusion must be dealt as a critical issue. 

This work argues that universal treatment -- whether religious (for example, conversion to 

Christianity) or political (the establishment of nationhood and citizenship) -- creates the basis for 

social comparisons between majority and minority groups. These social comparative dynamics can 

lead to emotionally charged "solutions" of recalcitrant social problems. Such solutions are usually 

built on popular sentiments and on ethnic violence sanctioned, organized and commended by the 

state. My central theoretical argument is that the ethno-centric violence rests on politics of 

exclusion fiom social and political membership (Gamson, 1995; Fein, 1993; Murphy, 1985; 

Weber, 1968). 

Violence is perceived as a conscious political effort to re-institute a social order based on 

social ranks (caste) and honour, in which all members of an ethnic or religious minorities are 

considered inferiors to all other members of the society in question (Horowitz, 1985; Park, 1950; 

Weber, 1946). 

Jews were expelled from Spain, as were the Asians fiom Uganda. Jews were massacred in 

the gas chambers of Treblinka and Auschwitz; the Armenians were shot, bitten, driven, and 

starved to death on the roads of East Anatolia as far as the Iraqi and Syrian deserts. Is the 

common fate of political violence perpetrated upon each minority group only an indication of an 

economic similar pattern of ethnic relations? Or, can we find a different explanation for these 

political events? Such an explanation must concentrate on the interaction between groups and pay 



due attention to social dynamics within the majority group. Therefore, ethnic interaction and 

majority group's dynamics are at the centre of this work. 



Part I. Marxist analysis of the Jewish Question 
Chapter 1 
A. The theoretical setting 

The importance of the "Jewish Question," as an example of ethnic relations, is highlighted 

in my work through the comparison of the historical events in which Jews were victimized in 

Europe to events in which other groups in different parts of the world were victimized. Moreover, 

the traditional accusations against the Jews - their retention of ethnic identity and separate cultural 

characteristics - are central concerns and political factors in many multi-ethnic societies today. 

Hence, the dangers associated with the appearance of total exclusionary movements currently 

ominously looms in many countries and pluralistic societies. It seems inevitable that ethnicity and 

ethnocentric conflicts will continue to arouse powerfbl emotions and retain their political 

relevancy well into the 2 1 st century. 

This reason in itself is sufficient rationale for a reconsideration of the stance of classical 

sociological theories concerning ethnic identity and ethnic relations. Some of these theoretical 

ideas were expounded in the debate over the Jewish Question in Germany. However, historical 

reasons for focusing on this debate are no less important. 

The debate over the Jewish question took place in Germany in two intellectual "waves": in 

the 1840s and in the early decades of the 20th century. During the Second Reich (1 87 1-1 91 8) a 

vociferous anti-Semitic movement emerged. The political agitators in this anti-Semitic movement 

used many of the ideas presented in the 1 840s debate. In Weimar Germany (1 9 19- 193 3), the Nazi 

movement consolidated its social and political influence and power. Elements of Hitler's political 

analysis explicated in Mein Kampf can be traced back to debates concerning the role of the Jews 



and Judaism in the development of capitalism, democracy, socialism, the modernization of 

Germany and the political and cultural consequences of these developments. 

In the early decades of the 19th century several writers dealt with the peculiar status of 

Jews in Europe fiom a perspective pertinent to my research. I have in mind the so-called Young 

Hegelians. Bruno Bauer and Karl Marx took part in that intellectual circle (Bauer, 1 95 8; Manc, 

1963; Avineri, 1985). Political emancipation, sociaI membership, citizenship rights, and the rules 

of inclusion in the German nation-state were focal points in their debates (1840s). These subjects 

reflected a continuing social and political concern in Germany, a concern that became part of the 

political agenda of the Second Reich and the Weimar Republic. 

Following the abortive revolution of 1848 in Germany, the so-called "Jewish problem" 

was defined by the Second Reich's anti-Semitic social and political movement as "the social 

problem" (Talrnon, 1982). Discussion of the peculiar status of the Jews in Europe was taken up 

again in the 20th century by Max Weber and Werner Sombart (Sornbart, 1982; Weber, 1952, 

1958, 196 1, 1963). Weber and Sombart dealt with the character of capitalist development, the 

role of religion in this process, and with the question of whether the Jews had pefiormed a 

specific role in modern economic life. Their discussions of the "Jewish Question," though having 

political implications, were academic rather than strictly oriented at ethnic politics in Germany. 

Nevertheless, the relevancy of this late debate to both the persecution of the Jews in Germany, 

and to violent ethnocentrism in general, is indubitable to my mind. This is so because it portrayed 

the ideas two eminent German social thinkers had about the Jews a decade before the appearance 

of the Nazi social movement. It is especially important because the chief Nazi movement's 
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political slogan was "the Jewish question is the social problem." To solve the German social 

problem meant for the Nazis the "final solution" of the Jewish question. 

My work focuses on inter-ethnic relations. For as we shalI see, in all of the four historical 

cases considered here, there was a social and political rejection of the minority groups who were 

defined as strangers, and ostracised and condemned as the "Other" on various theoretical grounds. 

Moreover, the minority, especially the Jewish minority, was presented as the social problem. The 

solution was to totally exclude these minority groups from any "universe of obligation" (Fein, 

1977:7). In two cases, this total exclusion culminated in a genocide. Hence, the historical and 

intellectual evolution of the Jewish question in Germany is historically and theoretically relevant to 

the discussion of violent ethnocentric eruptions. 

I. Radical Rationalist on the Jewish Question: Bruno Bauer 

In his '\Die Judenzuge" published in 1843 ', Bruno Bauer rejected the demand of both 

German Jews and liberal Germans to grant to the Jews equal civil rights. He grounded his 

objection in theological and historiosophical arguments, asserting that Judaism was an 

insurmountable obstacle to the participation of Jews in the historical development of the modem 

epoch. Arguing that Judaism was a relic of a bygone era, Bauer maintained that Judaism, as a 

religion, had relative true value in the past world of the ancient Hebrews. However, that was only 

a transient, limited truth. With the appearance of Jesus of Nazareth, and the pristine Christian 

community Judaism had been superseded once and for all and had became a mere chimera. 

Jews stubbornly hold to their religion because their "oriental nature" dictates it. In the 

Orient, maintained Bauer, man does not yet know that he is fiee and gifted with reason. The 



"oriental nature" blocks Jews as well as other oriental people fiom effective participation in 

history creation and development. They are slaves of mindless ceremonious religious rituals which 

they conceive as their higher duty to perform (Bauer, 1958: 13). The Jews, Bauer asserted, are 

first and foremost oriental people. 

Their religious tenacity is the chief reason for the Jews' lack of ability to develop with 

history. Critically appraising Judaism, Bauer concludes that civil rights should not be granted to 

Jews as Jews. In order to be citizens, Jews must became atheists. All religions should be subjected 

to criticism. Sparing Judaism, contrary to the prevalent belief, would do only harm to Jews. 

"Those people who want to spare them [the Jews] the pains of criticism are the worst enemies of 

the Jews. Nobody who has not gone through the flames of criticism will be able to enter the new 

world which will soon come" (Bauer, 1958:3). 

Bauer's criticism, far &om being only theological, is mainly concerned with the relation of 

Judaism to historic reality (Rotenstreich, 1984:76). The Jewish Law has no relevance in the extant 

world. It is a dead word. The Law is the command of a chimerical world and the religious 

regulations expounded by it are chimerical themselves since they have nothing to do with reality 

(Bauer, 1958:29). 

The theological criticism is, however, based on his understanding of religions as a specific 

manifestation of human (psychological) alienation. The concept of alienation in Bauer's 

framework is the linkage between religion and history. Following Hegel's formulation2, Bauer saw 

three stages of religious development. The criterion distinguishing the stages of religious 

development is the degree of separation between man and God. Therefore, the appearance of 

Jesus was a turning-point in world history, as he - Jesus - identified his consciousness with that of 



God, and indeed, placed himselfon the level of God. In the early Christian community, the 

process went one step hrther as the entire community united with God, theologically suggesting, 

that a general union between humanity and God was achieved. 

Thus the fbndarnental difference between Judaism and Christianity, for Bauer, was that in 

Judaism God is beyond man, whereas Christianity raises man to the divine level. Christianity 

therefore, represents the highest stage in the emancipation of consciousness among historical 

religions. 

This achievement, great as it was, was a limited and an inadequate one because the level of 

enlightened consciousness remained within the confines of religion. The next stage represents the 

final and filly human stage; it is the stage of free consciousness -- atheism. Bauer argued that 

Atheism was struggling in the current epoch for light and supremacy. Only an atheistic 

consciousness meant real freedom. For this was the stage in which human beings attain a f i l l  

awareness of their human powers, having relegated none of their faculties to a transcendent 

authority. The world was to become the exclusive domain of human action. 

For Bauer, then, the existence of Judaism thwarts this process, theologically and 

politically. As Judaism represents a primitive consciousness, Jews must leap into modernity, and 

they can do so only by abandoning their faith. Christians, on the other hand, need to take only a 

few steps in order to enter the modem era. In a word, in order to achieve civil emancipation, the 

Jews must stop being Jews. 

For Bauer, as for other Young Hegelians, the ultimate aim of emancipation was the 

conscious appropriation of human fkeedom. Alienation -- the inability of humans to recognize 

themselves in the otherness they create or act upon -- was the most fundamental characteristic of 
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pre-historic civilizations. Religion, thus, represents both the absence of fiee seffkonsciousness 

and the alienation of man fiom himself. Judaism remained fixed in an alienating stage and cannot 

attain emancipation without taking the necessary steps. Emancipation, for Bauer, is not a "right" 

that can be granted by the Christian state to everyone; it is a project, a project of enlightenment 

(Bauer, l958:22). Emancipation may be attained only by those who are ready to take the 

emotional and intellectual risks associated with free consciousness. Jewish stubbornness and 

"perpetual segregation" are, therefore afEonts to this human project. Neither Jews or Christians as 

Christians can grant human rights. Since both are subjects of the Christian state, both do not 

possess fieedom. This Bauerian point is elucidated by Marx's incisive Ianguage in his rebuttal to 

Bauer. 

The Christian state, by its very nature, is incapable of emancipating the Jews. But, adds 
Bauer, the Jew, by his very nature, cannot be emancipated. As long as the state remains 
Christian, and as long as the Jew remains a Jew, they are equally incapable, the one of 
conferring emancipation, the other of receiving it (Marx, 1963 :4). 

Jews should be condemned for their stubbornness, not rewarded with civil rights. Bauer's 

understanding of the Jewish question squarely fits into his general theory of religion and its 

relations to history. 

There have been two epochs in world history, the pre-historic and historic. In the pre- 

historic age, man could not perceive himself without religion. His seKperception was intrinsically 

and organically bound up with his family, tribe, and cult. In the historic epoch, in contrast, man is 

increasingly released fkom the shackles of self-delusion, as he grows more and more conscious 
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and gain control of his creative powers. Individuals and nations aught to be "historic" that is, to 

exist within time and in accordance with the logic of history (Bauer, 1958: 13). 

Bauer's demand for political emancipation was therefore not a merely legal issue, for it 

required a philosophical attitude toward man and history, which the Jews had yet to grasp. 

According to Bauer, Judaism is the epitome of alienation. The Jews stubbornly uphold a 

fossilized faith that sanctifies their segregation fiom reality and history. Jews' perseverance - far 

from deserving praise - should instead be condemned, he sneered. The dispersion of the Jews did 

nothing to change their fbndamental outlooic. To underscore the static, reactionary character of 

Judaism, Bauer provides a historical reconstruction of the progressive unfolding of the world 

spirit. He did so with a special focus on Christianity's moral achievements, but he also highlighted 

Christianity's ultimate failure in regard to alienation (ibid, 49). 

Alienation did not disappear with the appearance of Christianity. On the contrary, it 

became total. With Christianity, there was only one God, and all owed their life to Him. The 

march of reason - overcoming alienation - was not a progressive, tranquil and linear march of 

fieedom on earth. Freedom, that is, consciousness becoming aware of itself, emerges out of a 

formidable conflict with itself. 

Bauer's understanding is similar to other Enlightenment's rationalists in terms of the 

antagonism he portrays between religion and reason. However, he focuses his attention on the 

psychological dimension of the religious experience. Religion is compared to the state of 

dreaming, to an illusion, and to being intoxicated with alcohol or drugs such as opium. As a 

consequence, reality is twisted. 



Alienated man fails to recognize that he is the creator of God - not the other way around. 

Ignorance and anxiety prevent man fiom acknowledging his own creative powers. If fear is the 

fbndarnental ground of all religious experiences, then religion is, indeed, and opium, a comforting 

illusion that allays the anxieties of We. 

In the distorted mirror of religious belief, man sees himself as a helpless creature, for he 

has assigned over his powers to a chimerical reality in heavens. This sad condition become 

manifest in the Christian state which instead of serving mk, subjugates him. Religion is the 

ideology of the twisted world which must be transcended, if humanity is to be truly liberated. In 

contrast to natural religions, Christianity in its positive stage3, separates heaven and earth, the 

imaginary and the real, soul and body, God and man; it cherishes the former and despises the 

latter. 

Hence, Christianity also dehumanizes man, undermining his self-confidence to such an 

extent that he becomes a eghtened beast, instead of a human being with mastery over himself 

Christianity could have become a great step forward in man's understanding of himself, as it was 

in the early Christian community, where equality and communal property were its foundations. 

However, this opportunity was lost in the political circumstances of the Roman Empire, where 

equality nor communal property were not retained. Instead inequality and estrangement reigned. 

Christianity became an ideology in which salvation, no longer an earthly endeavour, was 

transferred to the world beyond. 

Christian religion could have been the base for an emancipatory project; however, 

inequality, the immensity of the project, and the timidity of man fiustrated that opportunity. If 

even Christianity is a debilitating form of self-alienation, than Judaism, is, for Bauer, the most 
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primitive and profound form of a self-deluding faith. The very existence of Judaism is an &ont to 

history and human emancipation because Judaism and the Jews as people are anchored in the 

prehistoric soil of fear. Emancipation requires the transcendence of the primitive terror of man 

which characterizes the profound alienation of the prehistoric epoch. Equal rights for Jews, as 

adherents of Judaism in the modem state, is a grave philosophical and political error. According 

to Bauer, those who advocate Jewish emancipation do not understand the epoch or assist the 

Jews. 

Humankind can only be emancipated if it is prepared to subject itself to the "great pain" of 

severe rational criticism. Though Bauer understands that his criticism of Christianity, Judaism, and 

the Jews is "harsh," he considers himself justified because he believes reason and liberty are on his 

side (ibid, 4). 

Therefore, Bauer concludes, the Jews, in order to be citizens must become atheists; they 

must abandon Judaism. The only way to become human is to face reality and to march with 

history. Jewish (religious or ethnic) solidarity is based on a misconception of the historical 

process, intellectual error, and misanthropic prejudice of Jews against the world. The way out, 

Bauer insists, is only through the door of rational criticism which will facilitate the overcoming of 

psychological alienation. 

B. Materialism and the "Jewish Question": Karl M a n  

In his rejection of Bauer's interpretations to the Jewish question, Marx elucidated three 

themes: the Jews' role in the economy and their participation in history; social in contrast to 

subjective alienation; and political versus social emancipation. 
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Whereas Bauer asserted that the Jews are an ossified remnant of a bygone past, living 

outside the general flow of history, Manc claimed that the Jews were preserved in history because 

of their particular activity in the economic sphere. The specific behavioral traits Marx assigned to 

the Jews symbolized, in his mind, the general condition of bourgeois society - a society which is 

"in thrall to egoistic need and huckstering" (Marx, 1963:39)~. 

The second theme of Marx's criticism involves the issue of social in contrast to 

psychological alienation. Marx's concept of alienation was rooted in the separation of human 

beings fiom the means of production. Mads  conception of man as a homo fiber was the 

characteristic feature of man as a species-being5. Bauer's alienation, in contrast, was an exclusive 

matter of self and collective (psychological) consciousness. Thus, Marx redresses Bauer's 

religious, psychological, and subjective definition of alienation into sociological (historical) and 

objective analysis of the conditions that create alienation. "The J ~ w " ~ ,  for Marx, is the epitome of 

alienated man in general: man who is alienated fiom himself, from nature and fiom society. As a 

particular case, the Jew illustrates the general condition of a society divided against itself, 

Overcoming alienation was, for Marx, overcoming "..domination, oppression and exploitation of 

man by man" (Zeitlin, 1996: 144-5). Indeed, it was the general condition prevailing in modem civil 

society. The Jews, in Marx's eyes, therefore, were part of the problem, not a problem in 

themselves. 

Lastly, Marx approves of the granting of civil rights to Jews. Bauer denies the Jews these 

rights. In Marx's analysis, political emancipation in and of itself was a problematic bourgeois 

I'category"; it sanctifies the demeaning separation of private and public existence. Cherished 

bourgeois civil rights, Manr maintained, actually block the attainment of social emancipation. 
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Thus, for Marx, political emancipation must be transcended in order to achieve social 

emancipation. However, for Bauer, political emancipation meant a moral aim to be attained and a 

philosophical attitude to be acquired. 

1. Jews' participation in history 

Since Bauer addressed the "Jewish Question" in theoIogical terms, Marx assigns himself 

the task of transferring "the Jewish Question" fiom the theological realm to the everyday practice 

of the Jew. The issue is not which kind of religious negation is more capable of emancipation, but 

"what specific social element is it necessary to overcome in order to abolish Judaism?"(EW:34). 

Bauer's mistake, asserted Mam, emanates fi-om his focus on the Sabbath J m  Marx, on the other 

hand, is interested in "the real worldly Jew." For to understand Judaism, one should look at living 

human beings who keep religions alive not only in holy books. This is the rationale for Marx's 

persistent interest in, and emphasis upon the so-called "real Jew." "Let us consider the real Jew," 

says M a q  

not the Sabbath Jav, whom Bauer considers, but the every+ Jew. Let us not seek the 
secret of the Jew in his religion, but let us seek the secret of the religion in the real Jew. 
What is the profane basis of Judaism? Practical need, selfinterest. What is the worldly 
cult of the Jew? Huckstering. What is his worldly god? Money. Very well: then in 
emancipating itself fiom huckstering and money, and thus fiom real and practical Judaism, 
our age would emancipate itself (EW:34). 

For Marx, the preservation of Jews in history was a result of their specific historical mode 

of economic behaviour. "Judaism has been preserved, not in spite of history, but by 

history"(EW:36). He asserted that the complete congruity between Judaism and bourgeois society 

is the reason for Jewish Practical need, self interest, huckstering and money are the 
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characteristics features of bourgeois society, hence the Jewish mode of behaviour is the bourgeois 

mode. 

The problems, according to Marx, are not of religious convictions, but of concrete 

divisions among human beings. Religious convictions, and therefore social antagonism, are 

expressions of deeper conflicts. Therefore, Bauer's idealist understanding is a deficient 

formulation of the problem. Jews are not to be blamed or to be excluded, or singled out as a case 

which requires special treatment. On the contrary, Jews are just an indication of a general 

problem: the problem of human alienation. 

Nationality and ethnicity play the same role as religion in Marx's order of things. Both 

nationality and ethnicity, like religion, were dismissed by Marx as transient phenomena. Judaism, 

Christianity and other religions are indications of fbndamental social alienation. After all, religion 

represents for Marx, 

the sigh of the oppressed creature, the sentiment of the heartless world, and the 
soul of soulless conditions. It is the opiwn of the people. The abolition of religion 
as the illusory happiness of men, is a demand for their real happiness. The call to 
abandon their illusions about their condition is a cull to abandon a condition which 
requires illusions. The criticism of religion is, therefore, the embryonic criticism of 
this vale of tears of which religion is the halo (ibid, 43-4). 

And since religion, that is, "the freedom of conscience, the right to practice a chosen 

religion" (ibid, 23) is regarded as one of the rights of man in civil-bourgeois societies, Marx 

rejects both religion and ethnicity as illusions. Therefore, the real solution of the Jewish question 

will be achieved only as part of the larger transformation of bourgeois society. Since civil society 

is constituted on social alienation, only human emancipation of bourgeois society will eliminate 



the basis for any collective and/or self-estrangement such as religion and ethnicity. A human 

emancipation means, therefore, the abandonment of a condition which requires illusions, religious 

or otherwise. 

Marx seems to be saying to his interlocutor (Bauer) that Judaism is only an example of an 

antisocial element of the present time, that is, of bourgeois society. Though Jews were 

instrumental in developing such an in-human society, they were not the chief architects. Jewish 

vaIues are bourgeois values and these values cannot be reduced today to their pristine initiators. 

At the present time, argues Marx, bourgeois society attained its "culminating point," a point in 

which it necessarily begins to disintegrate. Therefore, "In the last analysis, the emancipation of 

the Jews is the emancipation of mankind fkom Judaism" (ibid, 34). Therefore Marx is not an anti- 

Semite, he incorporates the Jews in his fiame of reference; Jews are included, albeit not as Jews, 

but as human beings. 

Abolishing huckstering, that is abolishing the empirical essence of Judaism -- now the 

essence of bourgeois society -- would mean the impossibility of "the Jew." But, it will also mean 

overcoming the abyss between individuals and society. Practical need will assume human form 

and therefore will be accommodated by free individuals within the confines of a humanized 

society. 

Despite the philosophical and historical dserences elaborated above, Manr and Bauer 

seem to be in agreement on one important point: both reject "the Jew" as an ontological being and 

as portrayed in their theoretical arguments. One can conclude safely, based on their debate that 

rejection was in mutual agreement. Though based on different foundations, their rejection was 

unequivocal. Their agreement, however, ends there. 
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Bauer rejected the Jews because of their religious code. Marx rejected "the Jew" because 

of what "the Jew" symbolized in Marx's eyes. Both attached to Jewry all the negative aspects of 

current society. Whether these societies were "religious" or "bourgeois", Judaism and Jews 

represented anti-social elements. Whereas Bauer advocated the elimination of Judaism, Marx 

demanded the abolition of bourgeois-Jewish society. Practically, both systems of thought 

advocated nullifying Jews as a social entity7. Thus, the total exclusion of Jews as Jews was their 

direct conclusion. Marx's assertions in the Jewish Question, however, cannot be adequately 

grasped without incorporating his notion of alienation. 

2. Social and subjective alienation 

According to Max, political emancipation falls short of social (human) emancipation. In 

order to achieve human emancipation, social alienation must be understood and the conditions 

promoting it must be abolished. For Max, human emancipation means, "an association, in which 

the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all." This is the kernel of 

Marx's approach to political and social emancipation. Thus, Marx criticism of Bauer as a 

representative of the Young Hegelian brand of classical idealism cannot be separated fiom his 

conception of "natural man." Being a true heir of the Enlightenment and the German idealist 

tradition, Marx built his criticism on the pefiectibility of man premise (Zeitlin, 1996: 143; Avineri, 

1971 :68'). Not what man is, but what man ought to be and therefore should be, was Marx leading 

motif 

Marx's elaborated his concept of alienation in opposition to both classical idealism and 

mechanical @euerbachian) materialism. The most succinct rendering of Mam's approach is 



presented in the first and the third thesis on Feuerbach (Mant, 1976:7). It is here, in these two 

"thesis" that Marx celebrates his conviction that human beings create history, despite the fact that 

they are bound by social circumstances9. 

Man, which stood for human-being for Marx, is first and foremost a homo faber, that is, 

endowed with the ability to create objects in which he realizes his subjectivity. Man produces 

himself through his intimate interaction with nature. Man educates himself and therefore develops 

historically through internalizing nature; and nature includes society as a constituting part of one's 

self. The interaction with nature conditions not only the production of products necessary for the 

satisfaction of physical needs, but simultaneously it also changes man himself, his relations to 

others, and nature itself In M m ' s  view, human needs are not given naturally or fixed socially; 

rather, human needs are historically determined by man and society. For individual human beings 

society is part of an evolving nature. 

Furthermore, nature is not perceived as an alien, external objectivity confronting man. 

Man is part of nature, and through his interactions with nature he becomes a species being, man 

creates himself and humanizes nature through the "metaboiism between man and nature" (Avineri, 

1971:72). However, although man is part of nature, he is different from animals. In Marx's words: 

"The animal is one with its life activity" while man 

... makes his life activity itself an object of his will and consciousness.. .It is just in 
his work upon the objective world that man really proves himself as a species- 
being. This production is his active species life. By means of it nature appears as 
his work and his reality. The object of labour is, therefore, the objectzj?cafion of 
man's pecies-life; for he no longer reproduces himself merely intellectually, as in 
consciousness, but actively and in a real serise, and he sees his own reflection in a 
world which he has constructed (EW: 127-8). 



This perception of man as creating nature through his conscious actions in nature is a 

complete rejection of the Hegelian point of view. 

Nature in Hegel's formulation is an objective reality confkonting the subjective mind. Thus 

alienation for Hegel is the process by which self-consciousness perceives objects outside itself as 

its negation, as alien beings (Avineri, 1971 :96). The overcoming of that negation is the 

comprehension that objects outside the self are moments of subjective consciousness. Therefore, 

for Hegel, overcoming alienation involves a cognitive process of acquiring an understanding that 

the world "out there" does not exist independently of our perception of it. In comprehending that, 

consciousness return to itself, that is, the understanding that there is no other consciousness other 

than self or human consciousness. This is the celebrated "negation of negation" argument 

(Avineri, 197 1 : 97). 

The end result, of all these reflective processes is that nature, as an objective as well as a 

product of human actions, loses all ontologicd existence in the Hegelian theoretical construction, 

for the outside world is but a projection of consciousness. One can conclude that the Hegelian 

premise is arguing that knowing yourself is knowing dl there is to know. Marx opposes this 

monadic, idealistic epistemology. He says in the "Critique of Hegel's Dialectic and General 

Philosophy" (the last part of the Economic d Philosophical Mamrscripts): 

For Hegel, human life, man, is equivalent to self-consciousness. All alienation of 
human life is, therefore, nothing but aliemtion of self-corzscioumzess. The 
alienation of self consciousness is not regarded as the expression, reflected in 
knowledge and thought, of the real alienation of human life. Instead, actual 
alienation, that which appears real, is in its innermost hidden nature (which 
philosophy first discloses) only the phenomenal being of the alienation of real 



human life, of self-conscioousness. The science which comprehends this is therefore 
called Phenomenology (E W:2O4). 

Hegel's science is the science of the phenomena of the mind. Thus, the senses as 

transmitters of information about and from reality have no epistemological significance. For Marx, 

however, sensual reality sensed and experienced had an unquestionable ontological presence. This 

attitude did not change through all M d s  l i e  as it is evident in the afterward to the second 

Geman edition of Cupital written in January 1873 lo. 

From the short discussion above, it is clear why work, that is, man's interaction with 

nature, is of such a profound importance for Marx. Economic activity is crucial for Marx not only 

because of its material economic value, but also because it represents the distinguishing traits of 

man as homofaber. However, the conditions under which the performance of work takes place 

have changed historically. 

An mode of production based on common ownership of land or livestock would 

organize and treat work in completely different terms than a mode of production based on private 

ownership of the means of production. Hence, Marx's strict condemnations of bourgeois society 

are based on the debasement of man to a level lower than that of animals (Manr, 1964: 1 10-1 13). 

The twisted perception of political economists in particular and therefore of bourgeois ideology in 

general rests entirely on the erroneous equation of objectification and alienation. 

Political economists and bourgeois ideology wrongly assume that objectification and 

alienation are the very same process. For Marx, however, they are worlds apart. Disentangling 

this misconception would make both the mistake and the option for emancipation clearer. In 

capitalist society says Mam, "the worker becomes an ever cheaper commodity the more goods he 
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creates." Not only does the worker produce products which are alien to him and confiont him as 

independent power, but also he reproduces himself as a commodity and is reduced by that process 

to the level of a human-animal (EW: 124-5). 

In order to live, the worker must sell his labour power as a commodity. In order to live, 

the worker must work in the service of others. This state of affairs emerges fiom the fact that the 

means of production are owned by a specific class of people who appropriate the products of the 

worker's work and pay him a wage in return. That is, he is working under specific social 

conditions expressed as laws of ownership, work contracts and power differences. These 

conditions constitute, for Marx, forced labour. In addition, the worker's products of work are not 

his; they are alienated from him. Thus it is not only forced labour, but also alienated labour. The 

products are alienable because the worker is separated by ownership laws fiom the means of 

production and fiom the h i t s  of his production. The end result is that the worker is alienated 

£kom the means of production, fiom himself, fiom the products of his work, and from others who 

are perceived either as competitors or as owners. 

Thus the very fact that distinguishes man as a homo faber (Jpecies being), that is, the 

ability to objectifjl himself through the production of things from nature, is taken away from him. 

Since the work is performed under specific rules of ownership which ascribe the products of work 

to the owner of the means of production, work is transformed into alienated labour and the 

products into alienable, saleable things. Since what is work and what are the products of labour if 

not the objectification of human potential and unique characteristics? (EW: 122). 

Thus Marx emphatically distinguishes objectification fkom alienation. Alienation is a state 

of consciousness and being, resulting fiom a specific method of social relationship that control the 
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products of man's objectifjing process. For Manr, alienation is inseparable from social relations 

among human beings. For Hegel, however, "alienation is a state of consciousness subject to 

elimination by another state of consciousness" (Avineri, 197 1 :98). 

Though objectification and alienation appear in capitalist society as the same thing they 

are, nevertheless, different processes ontologically. Objectification has all the potentialities of 

human beings. The fact that, under current society, the products of labour are alienated fiom the 

people who produce them should not conceal fiom our eyes their emancipatory potential. By 

objectification, human beings create the world, shape it and transform themselves and the world 

about them. In capitalist society human beings' potential (the ability to objectifjr themselves) is 

turned against them (alienation). This point is, however, the basis for a brighter future for 

humankind, since alienation can be eliminated through releasing objectification fiom its social 

(bourgeois or otherwise) shackles. 

Here lies Manc's main argument against the Young Hegelians. They were not able to see 

the shortcoming of their master's theory. That is, they were not able to integrate into their system 

of thought the fhdamental importance of material relations among human beings and between 

human beings and nature. Furthermore, they overlooked the meaning of these relations and how 

such relations shape interactions among human beings. The reality of objects was unreal for them; 

hence, it became irrelevant. The opening sentence in Marx's The Holy family is: 

Real Humanism has no more dangerous enemy in Germany than spiritualism or 
speculative idealism which substitutes llself-consciousness" or the "spiritt1 for the 
real individual man and teaches with the evangelist "that the spirit quickeneth 
everything and that the flesh profiteth not" (Marx, 1956: 15). 



3. Political versus social emancipation 

How do all of the previous discussions relate to the debate over the Jewish Question? 

Since Bauer perceives alienation as a cognitive process and political emancipation as the highest 

human achievement, he denies civil rights to Jews. Jews do not deserve civil rights as citizens as 

long as they maintain their primitive attitude concerning human fieedom. The Jews' failure to 

attain the "right" consciousness is just an indication of their rejection of human commonality and 

their adherence to religious segregation. 

In contrast, Marx sees alienation as emanating fiom the separation of human beings fiom 

the means of production; a process that gave birth to capitalist oppression and exploitation of 

man by man. Social emancipation, rightly understood, is to gain back the ability to realize human 

potential. From this point of view, then, political emancipation is an insufficient achievement since 

it retains the basis of alienation. Therefore, Marx says, one must transcend political emancipation 

for the attainment of social emancipation. Bauer is limited in his critical analysis because he does 

not grant any relevancy to the world "out there". To Bauer, only the inter-subjective world is 

important. The point, however, is to change the world, not to re-interpret it. In other words, the 

problem is not a psychological personal problem of individuals, but a politicd and public. 

By confbsing political emancipation with social emancipation, Bauer disregards the real 

problem. Not being able to see the limitations of the former led Bauer to criticize only the 

"Christian state" not the "state as such." Bauer, therefore "does not examine the relations between 

politicaI emancipation and human emancipation" (EW: 8). In contrast to Bauer who "asks the 

Jews: have you, fiom your standpoint, the right to demand political emancipation?, we ask the 
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converse question: fiom the standpoint ofpolitical emancipation, can the Jew be required to 

abolish Judaism, or man be asked to abolish religion?"W:8). Marx's answer to his own 

question is: No! 

For M m  Jews can retain their religion (and therefore their ethnicity) in a bourgeois 

society like all other people who retain their religious or other cultural prejudices. The real 

question, however, is the one presented to man: can he abolish religion and its material base of 

alienation? Only in this way does theological criticism become political criticism (EW:9). 

The Jewish question appears in Germany, France and the United states in different forms, 

argues Marx. In Germany, which is not yet a political state, the Jewish question appears as a 

theological question. In France, a constitutional state, the Jewish question appears as a 

constitutional problem; there the problem is to settle the contradictions between the religion of the 

majority and that of the minority. But the problem remains within the confines of religious 

discourse. Only in the secular United States does the Jewish question appear as a secular problem, 

that is, as the political attitude of the "state" toward religion. However, "North America is pre- 

eminently the country of religiosity, as Beaumont, Tocqueville and the Englishman, Hamilton, 

assure us in unison." Marx's conclusion is that if in the most politically emancipated state we find 

that religion exists, fiesh and vigorous, "this is a proof that the existence of religion is not at all 

opposed to the perfection of the state" (EW:9). 

States emancipate themselves fiom religion by renouncing any state reIigion. This, of 

course, does not represent social emancipation, because man can still be subjugated economically 

and therefore politically (EW: 11). Religion is simply transferred fiom the public realm to the 
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private one. People remain religious; and alienation remains the basis of religion. Therefore, it is 

an ideal abolition of religion. 

In a similar manner, private property is ideally abolished by abolishing property as 

qualification for enfranchisement. Does this mean the abolition of private property? Marx's answer 

is of course negative (EW: 12). The fact that the state is "abovet1 the particular differences among 

its citizens, does not mean that these differences disappear in reality. They exist and exert their 

power according to their nature, whether of economic, of rank or of education. For Marx, 

political emancipation establishes a realm of ideal universality in which citizens are supposedly 

equal while keeping factual inequality at the everyday level (civil society). 

Marx continues to argue that political emancipation sanctifies the "rights" of the bourgeois 

as if they were the "rights" of man (human being). In this way an invidious duality is consecrated. 

Human beings carry two contradictory identities. On the one hand, the bourgeois acts selfishly in 

the sphere of civil society which is the realm of egoistic action. On the other hand, the same 

person when s h e  enters the realm of politics as a citizen is supposed to act altruistically as if the 

interests of the "community" are the sole interests on hidher mind. Politics is the sphere in which 

citizens are assumed to be equal and cooperative. Political emancipation is a sham; it is empty of 

real equality. Therefore, Manc contends, only the dissolution of that duality, the dissolution of the 

abyss between private existence and social being can ensure true human (social) emancipation 

(EW: 13). 

Under such conditions, emancipation for Jews constitutes no problem for Marx. Within 

the prevailing social order of emancipated states "Jews," like every other politically designated 

groups or individuals, are entitled to political emancipation. Marx advocates political 



3 1 

emancipation for the Jew because he does not see any difference between the religious man (Jew 

or Christian) and the citizen or the shopkeeper and the citizen or the day-labourer and the citizen 

or the landed proprietor and the citizen. Political emancipation (citizenship) is inconsequential 

because it retains social subjugation. Mam's endorsement of civil right to Jews is, therefore, 

unequivocal and principled. 

Herein lies the diierence between Manr and Bauer. According to Bauer, the complete 

separation of religion fiom state is political emancipation. Bauer leaves all other contradictions 

concerning civil society and political society, private and general interests intact. On the other 

hand, Marx associates religious contradictions with other sources of alienation. Though Marx 

accepts the claim that political emancipation represents progress, it is however, a limited progress 

within the framework of the prevailing social order (EW: 15). 

Hence, in reality, politically emancipated states preserve their religious core, since the 

dualism between individual life and species life, civil society and political society is retained 

(EW:20). Duality, thus, is not only preserved but also receives legitimation. According to Mam, 

then, the religious breach among people is only one aspect of the schism from which human 

beings suffer in this emancipated and so-called democratic societies. Therefore Jews should be 

emancipated like all the other sects of religion, ethnicity or nationality. However political 

emancipation is not social emancipation. That aim is yet to be achieved (EW:21). 

Bauer, however, seems to pose a further complication of the problem. Even if civil rights 

are granted to Jews, Bauer asks can human right be acquired by them? Bauer's response is 

negative. Human rights are an achieved asset, not a given privilege. Jews must acquire human 
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rights by renouncing their religion. Since this is an important point, I present Bauer's words on 

this matter. 

The idea of human rights was discovered for the Christian world in the last century 
only. It is not innate in man, it has rather been won in battle against historical 
traditions which determined the education of men until now. So human rights are 
not a gift of nature or of history, but a prize which was won in the fight against the 
accident of birth and against privilege which came down through history fiom 
generation to generation. Human rights are the result of education, and they can be 
possessed only by those who acquire and deserve them (Bauer, 1958:22). 

A Jew or a Christian can acquire these rights of man, according to Bauer only by 

sacrificing the "privilege of faith. " That is, by becoming atheists, 

In his rebuttal, Marx presents the content of the notion of the "rights of man." He analyzes 

these rights as presented by the people who discovered them: the French and the North 

Americans. Human rights consist of political rights and rights that are other than the rights of the 

citizen (unalienable rights). Marx sees no difference between civil rights and human rights. The 

most important element in human rights is that the practice of religion is considered to be an 

essential component. Thus, civil rights and human rights do not preclude Jews fiom participation 

in democratic societies, that is, in emancipated states. "The privilege of faith," concludes Marx 

after reviewing the North American constitutions, "is a universal right of man" (EW:24). If it is 

granted to the Christian citizens of democratic states why should it be denied to Jews? The 

conclusion, therefore is that Bauer's arguments are baseless. 

In order to substantiate his argument, Marx presents a comparison between the "rights of 

man" and "the rights of the citizen." A "content andysis" of these "civil rights" reveals that the 

rights of man are defined as the rights of the bourgeois man (EW:26). In addition, the end result 



of this comparison is that "the rights of the citizen" are presented in an anachronistic manner: 

bourgeois man is portrayed as the only model for human beings (species-being), and bourgeois 

reality is projected on humanity and history. However, bourgeois society and its values is a 

historically specific method of organizing human relations. Only here domination of man by man is 

legitimized on the basis of egoistic interests. The drive for this domination is motivated by greedy 

egoistic tendencies (Tucker, 196 1 : 13 8). In the modern civil society domination materializes 

through the institution of private property. Hence, egoistic -- bourgeois -- motives and interests 

are the natural and quintessential expression of "civil society." 

Moreover, in each and every confkontation between the "rights of man," and "civil rights," 

of man the latter is always triumphant. That is, the citizen always loses the battle when confronted 

with the egoistic bourgeois man (EW:26). The conclusion therefore is simple: governments are 

actually instituted to protect private possessions. Human rights, which are supposed to be the end 

of political associations, are neglected, and instead the means -- political rights -- became the ends 

(EW:29). 

Modem political emancipation dissolved the meagre social bonds that had existed among 

human beings in the feudal society. Therefore, Manc's conclusions are: the modem political 

revolution did not liberate man fkom religion, property, and egoism, rather it elevated religion, 

property and egoism into pseudo-universal rights (EW:30). 

To recapitulate, for Mar- the secular democratic bourgeois state is an optical illusion. It 

demonstrates how political life and economic interests vanquish actual human rights in the name 

of the so-called formal human rights. Such a political "state" represents the incompatibility 

between theoretical equality and practical inequality. Formal equality in the political sphere and 
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actual inequdity in the private sphere can only exist at the price of alienation. The integration of 

private and public concerns cannot be achieved in such a society since private man and citizen are 

moving on parallel lines. Only by integrating these separate trajectories can alienation be 

overcome and real human emancipation be achieved. Manr concludes with the assertion that, 

Human emancipation will only be complete when the real, individual man has 
absorbed into himself the abstract citizen; when as an individual man, in his 
everyday life, in his work and in his relationships, he has become a species-being; 
and when he has recognized and organized his own powers (fbrcespropres) as 
social powers so that he no longer separates this social power fiom himself as 
political power @W:3 1). 

4. Conclusion 

Marx's central thesis in the Jewish Question states that the "Judaization" and the 

bourgeoisiation of Christian society were congruent processes in West and Central Europe. The 

historical evidence, however, suggest the exact opposite. "The central thesis of Zur Judeniage is, 

then, inconsistent: the "Judaization" of Christian bourgeois society coincided, historically, with the 

economic decline and social uprooting of the Jews" (Treverso, 1994:21). Neither full 

encroachment nor complete symbiosis were part of that process. The transition ftom feudalism to 

capitalism was accompanied by the displacement of the Jews. Most Jews were expelled from 

Western and central European societies. The remaining minority were heavily taxed by king, 

nobles and cities. The expelled found refuge in Eastern Europe, principly in Poland. Abram Leon's 

presentation of the economic reasons for displacement and uprooting is clear and concise, 

The commercial monopoly of the Jews was one of the greatest obstacles that the 
nascent bourgeoisie had to surmount. Destruction of the commercial domination of 



the Jews was the pre-condition for its own development.. .In struggling against the 
Jews, the native traders were rising up against an outmoded economic finction 
which appeared more and more as an intolerable exploitation of the country by 
foreigners (Leon, 1970: 167-8)- 

Marx's ahistorical claim ignores variations in the socio-economic organization of Jews 

throughout history. It also does not pay attention to the political and historical constraints under 

which Jews conducted their social and economic lives. In addition, Marx's claim projects the 

assumed social position of Jews in 19th century Europe over Jewish history in general. His 

discussion moves fiom a supposedly theological and philosophical analysis to the plane of myth 

and stereotypes. Marx tacitly admitted that he had committed this error in his revised article 

which appeared in me Holy Fmzly  (Marx, 1956: 129,147-59; See also Carlebach, l978:2,174- 

184). In Zur Judenfiage, Jewry is not seen as a social entity acted upon and reacting in history, 

but as a group petrified in history. Neither the e v e ~ c h y  Jew nor the Sabbath Jew receive an 

adequate treatment £iom Marx. He disregards the first, and forgets to attribute any social meaning 

to the second. "Marx's analysis of Judaism" even after the revised version in The Holy Family, 

says Cariebach, "...for all its emphatic pungency, remains 'doctrinal'. [Mam] still produces no 

evidence of any kind to support his sweeping assertions" (1 978: 1 80). 

Manc argues that religion as the basis for group identification is an obstacle on the way to 

universal, human sociability. Contemptuously judging ethnic religion and nationality (ethnicity), 

Marx deems Judaism to be a force of the past. All religions are ordained to  disappear in the 

socially humanized world. But Judaism, the religion of self-interest and huckstering, should have 

disappeared in the politically emancipated world of North America, but it did not. This raises two 

questions. The first concerns alienation. Can alienation be expressed in other ways than religion? 
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In the existing egoistic world people can be alienated without holding any religious views. Manc 

would be in agreement with this: alienation can appear in any form fiom religion to ethnicity and 

nationality, and even as atheism. This answer, however, leaves us with Judaism as a religion that 

has no material roots or justification, but still exerts solidifjing power over its adherents' 

identities. It seems as if the economic rationale for the existence of religions exhaust itself, and 

religions or group identification have other aspects which sustain them. 

The narrowness of the Manrist argument as far as personal and group identity are 

concerned is apparent. Materialistic reasoning casts a heavy shadow on any other socio1ogical or 

socio-psychologically relevant arguments concerning group and personal identity. Although Marx 

emphasizes the social nature of human nature it seems as if the cultural nature of the group into 

which individuals are born did not play a role in his analysis of religious, national and ethnic 

identities. Collective identities were seen as the sum total of economic interests. Abram Leon's 

"The Javish Question: A Marxist Intepretation," is a representative example of such an 

application of the Marxist and economistic interpretationH. However, as the historical material 

surveyed in my work, and as the history of the Jews show, there are other, not strictly economic 

factors that must be introduced in order to account for inter-groups and inter-personal relations. 

This erroneous stand pushed the Marxist-materialist argument to a reductionist appreciation of 

religious-ethnic identities and other socio-political associations such as states. 

For example, Abram Leon is silent about the state. The state as an arena of politid 

manipulation of power which, according to him, inculcates false-consciousness among the 

proletarians, and as the sole organ with the legitimate authority to control the means of violence, 

is not considered. As far as Nazi Germany is concerned, Leon's fiamework leads one to ask these 
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questions: if so many people were swindled, and despite this fact were led to reconstruct their 

ruined economy, create armies and bureaucracies of death, fight a six long years war against a 

coalition of world powers, and murder systematically d o n s  of people, if all this was built on 

false consciousness, what is the true consciousness that failed to hinder that process? 

The second question relates to history creation. If "real" history is governed only by forces 

of production and individuals' lives are conducted exclusively according to the logic of the 

economic knction they fblfil in the process of production, how does one define Nazi Germany's 

conquest of Europe, the economic logic behind the murder of millions of Jews and others in 

concentration and death camps and a world war that lasted for so many years? Ifthis is not 

history, what is history? 

This short discussion reveals the limitations of Leon's analysis of the so-called "Jewish 

Question", as well as its disregard of issues such as persona1 and collective identities. The rigid 

materialistic argument conceals any other relevant considerations. The personal and collective 

identity of Jews is transformed into the arithmetic total of presumed class and economic interests. 

Identity is doubly processed: once reduced to economics, it is then reified as eternal and 

unchanging entity. Thus, identity and interest are, in fact, empty of any concrete or historical 

content. Cultural identity is deduced fiom theoretical premises about the group's presumed class 

interest. This radical perception pushes the Marxist analysis to a stance that is compelled to ignore 

historical facts which contradict its theoretical constructs. It imposes a reductionist understanding 

on all cultural or political identities. In short, it mystifies the social origins of culture and ignores 

the fact that history has also political foundations. 
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This dismissive and unwarranted stand was apparent also in the work of Lenin and Stalin, 

as I will demonstrate in the ensuing sections. It was a constituting element in their andysis of 

ethnic relations. The theory of Middlemen minorities, its basic theoretical premises and its 

relations to the Jewish question will be discussed as a sequel to the Marxist point of view. 



Chapter 2 
C. Russian Marxism's basic premises 
1. The dogma of assimilation and the stages theory of capitalist progress 

There were two premises on which Lenin's anti-nationalistic edifice was built. Assimilation 

was seen as an inexorable "natural-modern" force dissolving pre-modern differences by the power 

of capitalist contacts and mode of economic operation. Lenints belief in assimilation was no less 

than a dogma. Capitalist development was progressively expanding fiom capitalist centres to 

world peripheries; the world was becoming one market. Hence, modernization was not only a 

diffirsionist process proceeding fiom the centre to the periphery of capitalist development, but 

also it had the same pattern. That is, late comers to capitalism could see their future image in 

societies that had already experienced capitalist transformation. Thus, Western Europe 

symbolized the model and provided the pattern for backward countries such as Russia (Marx and 

Engels, 1971: 17; Lenin, 1964 [1913]:2 lJ8; Stalin, 1942 [1913]:33,49-50). 

Second, capitalism was a social process with two definite stages. In the first stage, 

societies were transformed fiom their antiquated political forms, whether it was feudalism, 

monarchies, empires, tribes and so forth, to a modem national-state. Second, national states were 

destined to progress toward the inevitable class struggle in which socialism eventually would be 

the next stage. The capitalist process was diffirsionist and linear, moving fiom the centre to the 

periphery at an equal pace. In addition, capitalism, by definition, had a higher culture. To sum up, 

Lenin's two fbndarnental premises were: the dogma of assimilation and the stages theory of 

progress. Lenin argued that: 



Developing capitalism knows two historical tendencies in the national question, the 
struggle against all national oppression, and the creation of national states. The 
second is the development and growing frequency of international intercourse in 
every form, the breakdown of national barriers, the creation of the international 
unity of capital, of economic life in general, of politics, science, etc. 

Both tendencies are universal laws of capitalism. The former predominates 
in the beginning of its development, the latter characterises a mature capitalism 
that is moving towards its transformation into socialist society Kenin, C ' ,  
[19 131 1964:27, italics added)12. 

Preserving "nationdism" of the first stage would be an obvious obstacle to the desired 

internationalism of the second stage. Since countries entered into the orbit of capitalist 

development at different points in time, nation-states had varying degrees of nationalistic 

enthusiasm. Thus, nationalism presented a grave threat to socialist internationalism. The 

nationalistic threat was especially severe in tsarist Russia. 

In the Russian empire, various national and ethnic groups were subjugated by a despotic 

Asian regime supported by a corrupted White Russian nobility, Lenin argued. In addition, the 

process of capitalist development was much more advanced on the "fringes" of the empire than in 

the Russian centre. Hence, the creation of a unified, international and revolutionary socialist party 

was, indeed, a formidable task. That was the goal Lenin and Stalin set about to achieve. 

Russian Marxist theory demanded equality for all languages and nations. No linguistic or 

national privileges would be tolerated. The right of all nations for self determination was 

recognized as a fimdamental right. This conviction rested on the argument of "consistent 

democracy" and equality of all nations. Self-determination meant the right of secession, that is, the 

separation and creation of national states. And as noted above, nation-states were the typical 

mode of operation of capitalism (RNSD:397,400). 
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However, Marxist theory postulates that in the second stage of capitalist development the 

principle of internationalism must reign. That is, a world class struggle without bourgeois 

nationalist contaminations should be advocated and struggled for. Thus, the Marxist solution for 

the national problem was based on two principles: consistent democracy and internationalism. In 

the first stage, all nations and languages are equal and each nation has the right for self 

determination. The advancement of such a goal establishes the principle of consistent democracy. 

The proof of its success was Switzerland and Finland - models which were to be emulated 

(CMQ : 22). 

In the second stage, working class internationalism was the rule. That is "..the demand for 

the unconditional unity and complete amalgamation of workers of all nationalities in all working 

class organization.. " (CRNQ:22). Therefore the Marxist slogan was: "the international culture of 

democracy and of the world working-class movement." However, recognizing the historical 

specificity of the epoch and the limitations it imposed, Lenin argued that consistent democracy 

was the best policy a Marxist could achieve in the prevailing capitalist mode of production. 

In this formula, democracy and socialism were equated. In the modem capitalist order 

there are elements of democratic and socialist culture in rudimentaq form. Democracy and 

socialism were assumed to be the vital interests of the "toiling and exploited masses" (ClUQ:24). 

These democratic and socialist elements were always subjugated by the dominant culture of ruling 

classes. Therefore, the claim for a general national culture is a farce; a unified national culture is a 

myth. National culture is always the culture of the landlords, clergy and bourgeoisie. 

Hence, any program that promotes a "national culture" is doing a disservice to the 

working class. Such a program was advanced by the Jewish ~d. Furthermore, the Bund 
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demanded a "cultural-national autonomy" within Russia and the reorganization of the Russian 

Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) into a federated body of national socialist democratic 

parties similar to the federated Austro-Hungarian Social Democratic party. This demand stood in 

direct opposition to another set of Lenin's principles, those concerning revolution and 

centralisation, as elaborated in "What Is to Be Done" (Lenin, 1988 [1902]:78-93, and especially 

108-124; Peled, 1987). Thus, Lenin's understanding of revolution and of the principle of 

centralisation of the working class party - the well known professional revolutionaries led by the 

secret council of the "dozen wise men" - were endangered by the national question. The demands 

of the Jewish Bund and other national social democratic parties ran counter to the central 

premises of Russian M h s t s  and to their understanding of the goal, method and process of the 

class struggle. 

Consequently, the Bund, who allegedly presented the Jewish national question, was seen 

as a head with no body. Jews were not seen as a nation by both Lenin and Stalin. 

2. "Paper" nations 

In Eastern Europe, more specifically in tsarist Russia, the situation of the Jews presented a 

diierent sociological and political setting fiom other places where Jews resided. Demographically, 

the Jews were a Iarge minority; they were also concentrated in a restricted area - the Pale of 

Jewish Settlement. The Jews embodied a qualitatively different social picture fiom other Jewish 

communities in Europe and over the world. They were mainly engaged in artisans, petty 

bourgeois and working class occupations and were thoroughly immersed in Judaic society and 
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culture, religious as well as secular. The conditions of their material existence shaped, to a large 

extent, their self-awareness. It provided a fiarne of mind unfamiliar in the West. 

Under tsarist domination, civic rights were not recognized for Jews. Among the 
Russian socialist and liberal intelligentsia, this fed the conviction that the fall of the 
absolutist state would bring emancipation, and, as in the West, the dispersion of 
the Jews in the surrounding society (in this case, their Russification). The Jewish 
world, however, remained completely foreign to the idea of assimilation (Traverso, 
1994: 5). 

Tsarist Russia in the last two decades of the nineteenth century did not witness any 

substantial Jewish assimilation. Assimilation, although misinterpreted by German and Austrian 

Jews, was a conspicuous process in central Europe. In tsarist Russia pogroms, state organized 

massacres, were the hndamental political issues for Jews. Anti-Semitism, though not organized 

into political parties as in Germany and Austria, was on the ascendence in Russia, Poland, 

Lithuania and the Ukraine. Thus the common fate of persecution was the life ordeal of millions of 

Jews. This experience in actditiorz to their class position was the overwhelming affliction that 

shaped their political understanding and their collective, and in many cases, private identity. 

Lenin and Stalin, paying no heed to these material and sociological differences, argued for 

the exclusivity of assimilation as the solution to the (East European) Jewish question. However, 

as idat ion was no panacea. Jews were rejected in Eastern as well as in central Europe. When 

confkonted with pogroms, Lenin's and Stalin's abstract internationalism could provide meagre 

reassurances. Thus, rational internationalism captured the heart of few Jews. Jews, like other 

minorities in tsarist Russia were looking for a system of social organization that would provide 

them with better opportunities and &re guarantees. Consequently, there was the emergence of 
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both Yiddishkeit, the Bund, and Zionist interpretation of the Jews political plight (Traverso, 

l994:92-128). But this sociological circumstances also popularized the Bun& ideas among non- 

Jewish circles. This state of affairs was reflected in the theoretical debates and political struggles 

between the Russian Marxists and the Jewish political organization of Eastern Europe. 

Lenin and Stalin were, of course, disciples of Mam. They followed the master's analysis, in 

letter and spirit, on the Jewish question. As Rosa Luxembureg aptly phrased it: "for the disciples 

of Marx and for the working class a Jewish question as such does not exist" (cited in Traverso, 

1994:9). Lenin, and especially Stdin, argued that the Jews were not a nation. Stalin stated it 

blatantly, Lenin, following Kautsky, argued that the Jews of his time had only two options: caste 

existence or assimilation. For Lenin, the repressed Jews of tsarist Russia were a caste, whereas the 

Jews of the "civilized" world were assimilated. In both options, Jews were not a nation. 

For Stalin Jews were a "paper" nation; they lacked ail necessary conditions enumerated by 

him to constitute a nation. Jews did not have "..a stable community of language, temtory, 

economic life and psychological make-up". None of the characteristic above was in itself a 

sufficient one. "It is only when all these characteristics are present that we have a nation" (Stalin, 

1942 [1913]:9)14. Therefore the Jews were not a nation. Despite the fact that Jews claimed that 

they were a nation, Stalin insisted on the opposite. He said: 

It is possible to conceive people possessing a common "national character," but 
they cannot be said to constitute a single nation if they are economically disunited, 
inhabit dierent temtories, speak different languages, and so forth. Such, for 
instance, are the Russian, Galician, American, Georgian and Caucasian Highland 
Jews, who do not, in our opinion, constitute a single nation.. . if there is anything 
common to them left it is their religion, their, common origin and certain relics of 
national character. All this is beyond question. But how can it be seriously 



maintained that petrified religious rites and fading psychological relics affect the 
"fate" of these Jews more powefilIy than the living social, economic and culturai 
environment that surrounds them? ( W Q : 8  and 10, see also 12). 

Inspite of StaIin's passionate reasoning, it seems that "petrified religious rites and fading 

psychological relics" had a stronger impact on the Jews than the "living social, economic and 

cultural environment," that Stalin had in mind. Stalin was reluctant to confiont, theoretically and 

practically, issues such as the rejection of Jews, ethnic legalized violence (pogroms) and above all 

anti-Semitism as a social and political movement. For the Jews, anti-Semitism was not a pale 

representation of false consciousness. For tsarist Russia's Jews pogroms and persecution 

constituted the environment in which they lived. 

Otto Bauer, who was criticized by Stalin, argued that the Jews constitute a "community of 

fate" and therefore are a nation. However, Bauer himserrejected the demand made by Jews for 

national-cultural autonomy. For him too, as Stalin was hasten to cite as an authority on the 

subject, the Jews were no more a nation. "In brief, the Jewish nation is coming to an end, and 

therefore there is nobody to demand national autonomy for. The Jews are being assimilated" 

( W Q : 3 5 ) .  

Despite the fact that Lenin and Stalin emphasized their objection to any kind of political 

oppression, the fact that Jews were oppressed did not become a salient aspect in their 

consideration of the Jewish question. Arguing for the right of self determination S tah  said that:" 

The right of self determination means that only the nation itself has the right to determine its 

destiny, that no one has the right forcibly to inteflere in the We of the nation, to destroy its 

schools and other institutions, to violate its habits and customs, to repress its language, or curtail 

its rights" (WQ: 18, italics in the original). 
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It never occurred to him that the persecution of Jews was a constituting experience in their 

We. He actuaIly demanded that Jews accept his long tern vision and disregard the present 

troubles of pogroms as trifle happenings. That outrageous demand only could have been raised 

because Stalin had a dogmatic conviction about the origins of nations and ethnicity. Thus his 

argument was based solely on his ideological argument that the Jews were not a nation. The only 

reason for the "national" claim of Jews, according to Stalin and Lenin, emanated from the 

theoretical incompetence of the Jewish leadership - that is, their false class consciousness. 

Had Lenin and Stalin stopped to ask themselves what were the material as well as the 

political reasons for this insistence, by the Jewish leaders they would have probably been able to 

understand the national drive of Jews and others. But, such an inquiry would have required a 

profound modification of their rigid Marxist methodology and political tactics. It was a 

modification they were not able to make, let alone wanting to undertake, given their theoretical 

premises. Above all, it was a transformation they had no political interest in initiating. The 

theoretical transformation would have required modifications of at least three areas in their linear- 

diflfusionist theory of modernization and its effects on collective identities. 

Firstly, they regarded collective identity as an isolated phenomenon generated f?om an 

internal group's dynamics. However, nationality or ethnicity can not be comprehended by focusing 

on a group in isolation. Ethnic identity is a relational phenomenon. It is created within the circles 

of significant others and always refers to some conception of "others". That is, identities of 

individual members of a group are constituted in relations to reference groups. It always involves 

rules of inclusion and exclusion. By definition, it creates insiders and outsiders. The rules of 

exclusion and inclusion vary in regard to their content, firmness or permeability. Such rules carry 



political charge. Common language constitutes the most rudimentary rule for exclusion or 

inclusion. Moreover, although the creation of a "home-market" was seen as an indispensable 

ingredient in fermenting national sentiments and movements, it was not in itself, a sufficient 

factor. Both Lenin and Stalin emphasized the crucial role of language and political unity as 

additional necessary factors. Lenin even highlighted the development of language through the 

consolidation of a national literature as an important aspect in nation-state creation (see 

RNSD:396; U4NQ:S-6). 

These factors, that is, language, state's political unification and "nationalt' literature, were 

defined by Lenin as "..the economic basis of national movements" (op. cit). How these factors 

became the material components of national identity was not explained, but simply asserted. If 

these resources are "the economic basis" of national belonging and they are unequally distributed, 

what are the political rules governing their distribution? This is a crucial factor since both Lenin 

and Stalin were, of course, aware of the different degrees of power groups within nation-states 

possessed. Was the degree only a matter of class privilege or perhaps did factors of status and 

politics also play an important role in the distribution of power? Lenin and Stalin did not ask these 

questions because they dismissed the importance of both status and politics. 

Secondly, ethnicity has a political dimension through its association with state power and 

politics. The whole Marxist argument about the backwardness of multi-national states (like tsarist 

Russia) in comparison with the advancement of ethnically homogeneous states rests on the 

premise that a specific group of people has a stronger claim and easier access to state power and 

privileges (MRhrQ: 13). Part of the explanation of the differences between Western and Eastern 

countries was based on the relative homogeneity of the former and the heterogeneity of the latter 
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(see RNSD:403-4). National states set up rules of inclusion and exclusion by way of granting 

social membership or citizenship. The confinement of Jews to the Pale of Settlement and other 

restrictions which were imposed on Jews, were only part of their dismemberment in tsarist regime. 

Hence, ethnic identity has much to do with the political distribution of power within modern and 

developing nation-states. In short, the ethnicity of both majority and minority groups was not a 

"relic" of the past, on the contrary, it is current, crucial political issue and most likely in the h r e  

as well. 

Thirdly, "workers solidarity" and its promotion was assumed to be fiee of contentions. As 

a matter of fact, it was. Economic competition and rivalry among working class members was (is) 

the rule, not the exception. This subject touched upon deeper issues such as the possible eruptions 

of social violence and state organized violence. Stalin and Lenin were aware of collisions between 

Jewish and Polish, Lithuanian, Russian and other workers. These collisions were not the result of 

political misunderstanding of misguided agitation, but instead, a conflict between workers 

equipped with various social entitlements and privileges for work. The displacement of Jewish 

workers, in Jewish-owned factories in the Pale of Jewish Settlement in tsarist Russia, was an 

ongoing concern for the Bunds leadership. The threat of displacement and exclusion was 

presented by rural immigrants who represented a cheaper labour force and received state 

assistance and recognition as a "native" work force (see Peled and Shafir, 1987a; 1987b). 

As the next citation indicates, Stalin was aware of the conflict, but either disregarded or 

perhaps misunderstood its national dimensions. 



We regard the Polish workers, who are squeezing us out, as pogromists, as scabs; 
we do not support their strikes, we break them. Secondly, we reply to being 
squeezed by squeezing in our turn; we reply to Jewish workers not being allowed 
into the factories by not alIowing Polish workers near the benches,. . . If we do not 
take this matter into our own hands the workers will follow others (cited by Stalin 
in his hWVQ:46, an excerpt from the Report of the Ninth Conference of the 
Bund). 

Stalin took this quotation as an indication of the reactionary character of the Bund's 

leadership and movement. However, he disregarded the actual content of the quote. Jewish 

workers and Polish workers were competing for the same jobs. This was the reality of a labour 

market split dong nationaI and ethnic lines, a factor that played no role in either Lenin's or Stalin's 

analysis of the national question. Thus, Jewish workers reaction, and the reaction of the Bzmd, 

was not a theoretical miscornprehension of the demand for "workers solidarity", rather it was a 

counter act against the concrete and material threat of displacement by workers of other 

"ethnicity", being transformed into a nationalistic privilege. 

The Bund's leadership was responding to events that did not enter Stalin's horizons and 

analysis. Labour market dynamics and the competition between workers of different nationalities 

it created, were ignored by the leaders of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party. However, 

the Bunds leaders could not dismiss them; they were too real a threat for them and for "their" 

workers. In other words, dismissing the "ethnicity" of Jews or others as "relics" or as false 

consciousness might have been a powerfUl political weapon, but it was not a materialistic or 

historical analysis of politicd relations among social collectivities. 



Chapter 3 
D. Middleman Minorities 

Ethnic groups which are located in the "middle" of the social and economic structure of 

their "host" societies are conceived as special cases. These groups are special, the argument 

claims, because they are the only ethnic groups who are able to "create success out of hatred" 

(Bonacich, 1973584). In addition, it has been argued in the literature that these minority groups 

specialized in occupations positioned between producers and consumers, landlords and their 

tenants, owners of the means of production and the non-owners, between the ruling elite and the 

ruled masses. Thus, their structural location in addition to their occupational specialization is seen 

as the source of the "Middleman ~inorities"'~ title (Zenner, 199 1; Bonacich, 1973). Such 

characteristics also contribute significantly to the group's ethnic solidarity. 

In this work I deal with persecuted ethnic minorities that were traditionally defined as 

middleman minorities. What are middleman minorities? How does their economic location shape 

their solidarity and history? And why have Middleman minorities stood at the eye of genocidal 

and expulsionary storms? These are the quest ions the current chapter examines. 

1. Bonacich's middleman minority concept and reality 

A lucid and succinct economic interpretation of this "middle" location is provided in the 

work of Edna Bonacich: "23e neory ofMiddIeman Minority" (1973). The fhndarnental question 

in this approach seems to be this: do Middleman Minorities do what they do because of what they 

are or are they what they are because of what they do? The theory claims that the basic 
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orientation of members of these ethnic minorities toward their place of residence is an ambivalent 

"sojourn" (ibid, 483). 

Therefore, members of these groups develop the status and identity of "strangers". In 

extreme cases such groups are transformed into "permanent minorities" (ibid, 593). It seems as if 

Bonacichts answer to the above question is that middleman minorities are what they are because 

of what they do. That is, their material being determines their cultural existence. 

Bonacich develops her theory in contrast with two prevalent approaches: host hostility and 

status gap societies. Both approaches are rejected by Bonacich as plausible explanations for the 

emergence of middlemen minority phenomenon. The "host hostility" approach is rejected because 

it does not explain why host hostility, which usually hinders improvements in the status of ethnic 

minorities, is transformed into a resource only by middlemen minorities (ibid, 584). The "status 

gapt1 theory is rejected since it does not account for the retention of ethnic solidarities in 

middlemen minorities following changes in the host society's structure (feudal or colonial). The 

Itstatus gap" approach disregards historical changes that occur in the finctional role of these 

minorities and the retention of their ethnic solidarity after such structural changes have occurred. 

For example, the Jews and the Asians in East Afiica retained their ethnical characteristics after the 

transition fiom feudal to modem societies and after the abolishment of colonialism. Furthermore, 

social and economic modernizations do not guarantee the erosion of ethnic identity or group 

solidarity. It seems that in some cases modernization actually accentuates and emphasizes cultural 

and ethnic differences between groups (Bonacich, 1972; Bonacich and Modell, 1981; Hechter, 

1975:9; Peled 1989:6-7). 
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The explanatory factors of the middleman minority phenomena in Bonacich's theory are 

sojourning and ambivalence. Bonacich's central empirical generalization about middleman 

minorities is that they begin as sojourners. Sojourning molds ethnic group attitudes toward history 

in general, and toward their concrete location in it in particular. Their orientation toward the 

country of origin and their desire to "go back" to their homeland shapes their occupational 

patterns, family structure, and the kinds of cultural institutions they create. It also shapes their 

political attitudes toward the social environment in which they are embedded. Although 

Bonacich's analysis is mainly economic in nature, her theoretical point of departure is culturaI in 

content. This seems to be one of the lessons to draw fi-om her arguments. 

Bonacich argues that sojourning effects economic behaviours and cultural patterns. The 

economic effects can be divided into two categories. The first is a strong tendency toward 

thriftiness which is a tendency typical of behaviour rooted in " h r e  time orientation" (ibid, 585). 

The second, is concentration and domination of occupations characterized by liquidity. Since 

liquidity is the most general characteristics of these kind of occupations, Bonacich argues that 

"middleman minorities is really a misnomer1'; occupational liquidity as the defining trait of 

middleman minorities is her preferred designation (ibid, 585). 

The chief social-cultural implication of sojourning is ethnic solidarity. Solidarity is 

achieved through a specific combination of economic practices and cultural ties. Both, reinforce 

each other. These economic practices can be grouped into a list of traits which constitute, what 

Raymond Breton called in a different setting, "institutional completeness16" (1 964: 193-20 1). 

Economic behaviours are governed by familial and ethnic loyalties. Ethnic loyalty 

efficiently regulates the distribution of resources and controls internal competition. Both, 
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regulation and control, strongly contribute to the group's solidarity. Resources such as labour and 

jobs, capital and credit, information and training are channelled through the informal network of 

family and ethnic relations. The typical middleman minority business is a family store, farm or 

business (Bonacich, 1973 : 587). As Bonacich asserts, most middleman businesses are family firms, 

and family firms create firm families (Burton, 1979: 305-328). The middleman minority 

phenomenon evolves around the central role of the family as an economic and cultural institution. 

The family seems to be the organizing nucleus of middleman minorities' structure of authority 

which enables it to achieve both loyalty and control of conflicts. 

Thus, paternalism, vertical organization of business firms --"where one set of firms feeds 

another" -- and guild like structures are characterizing features of these minorities' economic 

behaviour. Intimate and durable relations, long and intensive encounters, and an overarching goal 

tend to enhance the group's solidarity. An economic enterprise based on family's work, on family 

capital and/or kin partnerships will most likely promote ethnic cohesion. The complete 

interdependency of its elements is crucial to  its viability and survival. This cohesion is manifested 

in a set of conspicuous factors prevalent in middleman minorities communities. In-group 

marriages, residential self-segregation, ethnic fiiends, ethnic educational system, ethnic religious 

institutions are but the most glaring manifestations of these factors (Bonacich, 1973 :586). 

An important characteristic'of middleman minorities is their reluctance to be involved in 

the host society's political conflicts; they tend, on the other hand, to create an elaborate network 

of formal and/or informal ethnic organizations geared to protect their own interests (Zenner, 

1991 : 17-22). Bonacich lists another general characteristic: middleman minorities are pre-industrial 

entrepreneurs. The modem industrial capitalist is ready to exploit everyone impartially. 



54 

Middleman's economic behaviour, in contrast, is based on primordial considerations. Universal 

treatment is absent in middleman minorities' economic behaviour. Their economic behaviour is 

what Weber called "traditional" (Weber, 1 %8:2 1, 27 1). Economic success and social cohesion 

are, then, the two most important results of such a structure. Neither success nor solidarity go 

unnoticed; both attract much hostility. 

2. The economic and social bases of host hostility 

Bonacich argues that host hostility emerges fiom conflicts over economic matters and 

fiom the solidarity of the middleman minority. This conflict is "reasonable" f?om both sides of the 

social fence, argues Bonacich (Bonacich, lW3:589). Middleman minorities find themselves in 

conflict with three different groups of the host society: their clientele, business competitors and 

members of the "native" labour force. 

Clientele regularly perceive middleman minorities as "strangers". As such, economic 

exchange is constantly seen as unjustifiable exploitation. The conflict with business is based on 

competition in specific lines and/or occupations. In most cases, native business tend to lose. They 

lose mainly because the ethnic group is able to cut costs on every turn. The middleman minority's 

resiliency is rooted in the labour-intensive procedures and in the effective monopoly they are able 

to accomplish and sustain. The conflict with business competitors occurs with both superordinate 

and subordinate groups of the host society. In both situations displacement of "native" businesses 

is apparent; hence, conflict is harsh and resentment can reach a high pitch. 

Middleman minority's labour force has different interests and motives fi-om the general 

labour force, The different interest creates, argues Bonacich, "a variation of the "split labour 



55 

market" phenomenon (ibid, 590; for a detailed analysis of the "split labour market" see Bonacich, 

1972). Split labour market conflicts consist of the struggle between cheap and higher priced 

labour. Since middleman workers are ready to work longer hours with less pay and under harsh 

conditions their behaviour "threatens to disrupt the relationship between business and labour in 

the host society" (ibid, 591). 

Thus, middleman minorities seem to be the enemies of all because of this triple conflict. "If 

whites and Africans can agree on anything in South Africa," says Bonacich, "it is on their 

antagonism to the Indians" (ibid, 590). A common charge against middleman minorities is their 

'unassimilabiIityl which is, of course, the base of their solidarity. Hence they are also accused of 

dual loyalty and of draining the host society of its resources. ]in modem states middleman 

minority's citizenship and standing is always suspect. Being parasites is one side of the drainage 

accusation; "taking over" the country is the other side. Usually attempts at displacing middleman 

minorities fail because "the economic and organizational power of middleman groups makes them 

extremely difficult to dislodge" (ibid, 592). Usurpation practices, bribery, and unscrupulousness of 

the minority frustrate all attempts to solve economic competition and its ethnic implications. The 

tenacity and resilience of middlemen minorities pushes host societies to ever more extreme 

reactions. "One finds increasingly harsh measures, piled on one another, until, when all else fails, 

"final solutions" are enactedN(ibid, 592). Extremity is a direct result of unresolved confIicts 

between host and guest minorities. Hence, the middleman minority is depicted by Bonacich as a 

formidable opponent. 

However, host hostility, short of a final solutions, augment the ethnic cohesion of the 

middleman group. Host hostility enhances their ambivalence towards their place of residence and 



blocks integration. Paradoxically, hostility enhances the very elements it is attempting to 

eradicate. The interest and desire to remain a "stranger'' are amplified. Those who remain as 

sojourners follow one of two routes: either they assimilate or assume permanent minority status. 

The assumption of a permanent minority status means that a cycle of host hostility and 

ethnic solidarity is perpetuated. Bonacich likens the ambivalence feeling towards place of 

residence with Sirnmel's "stranger" and Weber's "pariah" designations. For both Simmel and 

Weber, the Jews were the classic example. Bonacich concludes, therefore, by saying that: 

middleman minorities are strangers. They keep themselves apart fiom the societies 
in which they dwell, engage in liquidable occupations, are thrifty and organized 
economically. Hence, they come into conflict with the surrounding society yet are 
bound to it by economic success (idid, 593). 

Bonacich concentrates on the host society's point of view, because, as she argues, she 

wants to explain their actions, not to justifjr it. Middleman minority relations with host societies 

usually conclude in tragic consequences for the minority group. Small in numbers and politically 

powerless, in the long run, they tend to be the losers in their conflict with the host society. 

3. A critique 

Although Bonacich's model sheds much light on the issue of ethnic relations in the specific 

context of the middleman minority, she does, however, neglect three theoretical issues. Despite 

her previous remark concerning the host society's point of view, her sociological analysis is 

focused exclusively on the minority economic and social behaviour. As well, she disregards the 

political context, and the constant vulnerability, not the strength of the minority group. In fact, 



Bonacich does not explain host hostility and violence. She describes it, understands its 

motivational and rational basis, but stops short of explaining it. For we know that not all 

middleman minorities were invariably persecuted. And we also know that middleman minorities 

were not persecuted all the time. 

That is to say, that prevalent anti-minority feeling or the social-economic positions 

occupied by the minority (the alleged middleman minority status) were alone sufficient enough 

factors to cause the occurrence of state Iegalized, total exclusionary policies of "final solution" 

namely: expulsion and/or genocide. Furthermore, these social sentiments and structural factors are 

an insufficient explanation for the violent ethnocentric actions perpetrated against such ethnic 

minorities. In concurrence with Fein's analysis (1987:223), I believe that the timing and intensity 

of persecution should be addressed along with variables concerning social structure and ideology. 

Therefore, under what historically specific conditions a group will be persecuted is a 

question that remains unanswered by Bonacich's elaborate analysis. Are there any other factors 

that should be integrated into the analysis of persecution and/or "find solution" policies? 

Historical specificity and factors other than economic are required to f iU the gaps in Bonacich's 

admirable thesis. 

According to the Bonacich framework, the explanation provided for the economic 

position of middleman minority's groups is exclusively rooted, in their economic interests, in their 

social versatility and in their cultural behaviours. Thus, the political history of such minority 

groups can be deduced solely as a direct result of the internal dynamics and actions of these 

minorities. In this framework the host society seems to be reacting to actions of the minority 

group. It seems as if in Bonacich's analysis, the tail wags the dog. However, in the historical cases 
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to be presented shortly, the initiative and the power was in the hands of host society's members. 

Middleman minorities were able only to react, never to pro-act or create the circumstances of 

their lives. Since the minority group was vulnerable, its reactions were in most cases futile. Its 

alleged formidable ability to protect itself was of no avail. 

As well, the role of the state in creation, maintenance and preservation of these - 

"middleman minority" groups is neglected (Burawoy, 198 1; Peled and Shafir, 1986; Peled 1989; 

Bodernman, 1991). From a theoretical point of view "the state" is completely ignored by 

Bonacich. Therefore, the state, that is, politics must be "brought in" into an analysis that aspires to 

explain state organized ethnocentric eruptions (Skocpol, 1985 : 3 -37, 348-367; Peled and Shafir, 

1987). 

Thirdly, policies of total exclusion resulting in expulsion and/or genocide emerge fiorn 

specific power relations between minority and majority groups. Intense vuherability, more than 

any other social or economic factor, was the main characteristic of the minority groups in the 

cases surveyed here. Demographic imbalance, social entrapment, and political isolation are the 

root causes of such a vulnerability. These factors appeared in the five cases examined here and 

contributed immensely to the vulnerability of the minority and to its eventual demise. 



End Notes 

1. An English translation of the work exists. The Jewish Problem, Trans. Helen Lederer, in Reading in Modem Jewish 
History, ed. Ellis Rivkin. Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of Religion, 1958. 

2. "The stages of history, which for Hegel represent stages of consciousness, are objectit7ed in a succession of cultures, 
Volksgeister. Hegel discerns four main cultures: the Oriental, the Greek, the Roman and the Germanic-Christian" 
(Avineri, 1972:222). History began for Hegel in the East: in China and India. The principle of the Eastern world is static 
and it is personified in the figure of the absolute divinized monarch. Only the monarch is an individual; "no other 
individual has a separate existence, or mifiors himself in his subjective freedom." Unreflected consciousness is the 
characterizing feature of these civilizations. Stable and durable as they were, these empires had "unhistorical history." 
That is, their history was cyclical, a continuous chain of despots who endlessly rose and fell. It was a static and stagnant 
culture. The family, civil society and the state were unified. In India too, there was no room for self-consciousness. 
Everything was determined by the accident of birth into a caste. The Persian empire and the Mosaic law, although 
slightly different, were also constituted on a blind, unreflective, and obedient populace unconscious of its potential 
fieedom. 

The second stage of development or world was the Greek civilization. The Greek world was a multifarious fl 
civilization represented in its plurality of city-states. Incipient subjective fieedom can be detected but it was embedded in 
unity of the polis. A person was born into a polis and hence become its 'citizen.' However, the polis was not a willed 
entity. Individual subjectivity is the distinguishing trait between modern democracy and the Greek polis. In the polis the 
will of the individual and the common will were united. In modern democracy, in contrast, the individual will is the 
expression of freedom. "To the Greek his country was a necessity of life, without which existence was impossible." 
(Hegel, Philosophy of History, quoted fkom Avineri, 1972:226). The Sophists and Socrates disturbed that unity; 
Christianity ultimately revolutionized it. 

The third stage of world history was the Roman world; Roman rule was sheer arbitrariness and brute might of 
the state. The univasalization of the Roman rule had turned the beautiful though limited fieexlorn of the city-states into a 
world of hard work and servitude. "lmperium became indistinguishable from dominiurn" (Avineri, l972;227). 

Christianity introduced to this world the principle of subjective consciousness and fieedom. Its eventual 
unfolding led to the Lutheran Reformation and to the French Revolution. "If the Oriental world knew only one man to be 
fiee -- the despot -- and the polis h e w  already that some men are free, Christianity announced the principle that all men 
can be free" In Hegel's words: 

It is about a millennium and a half since the fieedom of personality began through the spread of 
Christianity to blossom and gain recognition as a universal principle fiom a part, though still a small 
part, of the human race. But it was only yesterday, we might say, that the principle of the fkeedom of 
property became recognized in some places. This example fiom history may serve to rebuke the 
impatience of opinion and show the length of time that mind required for progress in its self- 
consciousness. (Hegel, Philosophy of Right # 64, quoted f?om Avineri, l972:228). 

3. Avineri (1 972) explicates the notion of positivity in this manner: 

By 'positivity' Hegel means a religious system which lays down a set of rules and regulations which 
the believer has to follow not because each individual act of behaviour represents for him the 
expression of his own inner conviction and free moral choice, but because it has been so established, 
set down and 'posited' for him by the institutions of religion (ibid, 14). 

Christianity, for Hegel, began its way as a moral-individualistic religion (Tugendrligion). Jesus, according to Hegel, 
Avineri maintains, "undertook to raise religion and virtue to morality and restore to morality the freedom which is its 
essence." And Hegel continues: "how could we have expected n teacher like Jesus to So rd  any inducement to the 
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creation of a positive religion, i.e. a religion which is grounded in authority and puts man's worth not at all, or at least not 
wholly, in morals?" (ibid). 

However, the economic and political conditions of the Roman Empire instituted social inequality and 
established a strict separation between private and public spheres. Furthermore equality and communism of the early 
Christians were relinquished in order to proselytize successfUlly and amass power. Church accommodation to changing 
circumstances, an immanent process in all successful religions, traflsformed a volunta~~ community of believers into a 
'positive' political organization (Avineri, 1972:28). Therefore, the notion of 'positivity' incorporates religious and 
political aspects of domination. 

Hence, positive religion has a specific connotation in the Hegelian and Bauerian parlance. Both of them 
referred to Judaism as the example of a "positive religion." In Hegel's rendering Judea was a strict theocracy in which 
state and religion were unified. In Hegel's words: 

If an Israelite fulfilled the commands of his God, i.e. if he kept the feasts properly, managed his 
sacrifices properly, and paid tithes to his God, then he had done everything which he could regard as 
his duty. These commands, however, which might be moral, a s  well as religious, were at the same 
time the law of the land, and laws of that kind can produce no more than legality (Hegel 'The 
Positivity of Christian Religion' quoted by Avineri, 1972: 17). 

According to Hegel the Mosaic law was based on the absence of fieedorn. All Jewish laws were derived from 
the religious conception of reality, that is, the Law presumably emanated fiom God. The commands pedantically 
prescribed all spheres of life; it "gave the whole people the look of a monastic order," (Hegel, in Avineri, 1972: 17). The 
end results of such a condition were that religious virtue became "compressed in dead formulas" and that the behaviour 
of the Jew was a "slavish obedience" to laws that they did not create. This in its tum effected their perception of reality 
i.e. hindered the progress toward the consciousness of fieeclom while undermining the Jews active participation in 
history. 

4. The present discussion is based on Marx's "The Jewish Question" and "The Capacity of the Present-day Jews and 
Christians to Become Free," Early Writing, edited by T.B. Bottomore and Maximilien Rubel. (New York: McGraw- 
Hill, 1963). All quotations h m  these articles will be indicated by the page number in parentheses immediately 
following the cited passage. Italics are in the original unless otherwise indicated. From hereafter Early Writing will be 
indicated as EW. 

5. On this most important designation of Manc, Bottomore and Rube1 had these enlightening words to say: 

The terms "species life" (Gatfungsleben) and "species-being" (Gaffungswesen) are derived fiom 
Feuerbach. In the first chapter of Das Wesen des Christentums [The Essence of Christianity], 
Leipzig, 184 1, Feuerbach discusses the nature of man, and argues that man is to be distinguished fiom 
animals not by "consciousness" as such, but by a particular kind of consciousness. Man is not only 
conscious of himself as an individual; he is also conscious of himself as a member of the human 
species, and so apprehends a "human essence" which is the same in himself and in other men. 
According to Feuerbach this ability to conceive of "species" is the fundamental element in the human 
power of reasoning: "Science is the consciousness of species." Marx, while not departing fiom this 
meaning of the terms, employs them in other contexts; and he insists more strongly than Feuerbach 
that since this "species-consciousness" defines the nature of man, man is only living and acting 
authentically (i.e. in accordance with his nature) when he lives and acts deliberately as a "species 
being" that is, as a social being [Editor's note] (MBTX, 1963: 13). 

6. In the "Jewish Question," Jews were treated by Marx as a "uniform entity." Marx's stereotypical designation of the 
Jews generated an anti-historic, anti-materialistic conception of the Jews. It cluttered his sociological and historical 
understanding of the political problem Jews represented to 19th century European societies. Neither the economic 
factors nor the political barriers that the Jews faced were addressed by Mam; the dierent economic functions and 



historical trajectories of the Jews in East, Central or Western Europe were ignored by Marx (See Rosen, 1974: 69-72 
(Hebrew); and Silbemer, l949:3-52). Social stratification within the Jewish group as well as  its political-historic 
relations to various majority groups were overlooked. Thus, "The Jew" emerged in this article as a mythical figure 
patched together fiom pieces of theological criticism (Bauer's mainly), scattered historical information, popular legends, 
and mainly stereotypes. In a word, Marx essentialized "the Jew". Ban Halevi provides a succinct summary of this critical 
argument. 

The idea that Judaism could be mything other than a simple function of bourgeois society, a fortiori 
that it could itself contain contradictions -- that is to say deprived of a unique essence -- was as foreign 
to the young Manr as to the old Bauer. From whence the common and systematic usage of the 
singular: 'the' Jew. From whence Marx's idea that Judaism was a pure product of bourgeois society, 
and would disappear with it: an anti-historic and anti-Marxist idea if ever there was one (quoted fiom 
Traverso, 1 994:29). 

7. Was Manc an anti-Semite? Marx supported the political demand expounded by liberals to grant the Jews civil rights. 
He also took states' attitude toward the Jews as a yardstick by which to evaluate states' level of political development. 
Marx admitted that "Israelite religion is 'detestable"' to him, but this was not a reason to discrirrhate against the Jews in 
terms of their political rights. In fact, Man< was ready, as the editor of the Rheinische Zeitung, to defend and support the 
right of the Jewish community in Cologne to be represented in the Rhenish Diet (Avineri, 1964:448; Rosen, 1974:74 
(Hebrew); Silberner, 1949: 18). 

David Mclellan argued that Marx judged, "the political maturity of a state by the degree of Jewish emancipation 
which had been attained and he considered as incoherent a civil society which denied equality of rights to Jews" 
(Mclellan, M a n  before Mamism, London: Macrnillan, 1970: 14 1). Traverso says that Marx's harsh language in regard 
to the Jews "reflected in reality an attitude very widespread in Germany among partisans of emancipation" (Traverso, 
The Mamists and the Jewish Question: the History of a Debate (1843-1 943), New Jersy: Humanities Press, 
1994:22). Avineri, in contrast, opens his article "Marx and Jewish Emancipation," with the assertion that the fact that 
Marx was "an inveterate anti-Semitew is considered a commonplace today (1 964). 

Avineri, nevertheless, elaborates in the body of the article that Manc, like Hegel before him, took the attitude 
toward the Jews to be a criterion for modernity and political development (Avineri, l964:448). Referring to a letter 
Marx sent to Aronld Ruge, a letter in which Marx mentions Cologne Jews who come to ask him to write a petition for 
them, Avineri says: "Anyone who has followed Marx's argument closely will not be surprised to find that Marx takes the 
degree to which Jews enjoy political and civil rights as the criterion for the modernity of any particular state." 
Marx himself wrote: 

The Jews (like the Christians) are filly politically emancipated in various states. Both Jews and 
Christians are far from being humanly emancipated. Hence there must be a difference between 
political and human emancipation. The essence of political emancipation, i.e. of the developed state, 
must therefore be studied. On the other hand, states which cannot yet politically emancipate the Jews 
must be rated by comparison with accomplished states and must be considered as under-developed 
(Max, 1 956: 1 49 [The Holy Family]). 

Marx, being loyal to his premise concerning the partiality of political emancipation, thought that fill 
emancipation fiom religion and for that matter fiom nationality could be attained only if bourgeois society would be 
revolutionized in the human direction. Therefore, if anti-Semitism is to be defined as a political attitude which rejects 
granting Jews any rights, then Marx was not an anti-Semite. However, his relations to his Jewish origins and in some 
cases to other Jews is ambivalent, to say the least. Titles such a s  Baron Itzig,' and 'Ephraim Gescheit' (Ephraim the 
wise-guy) with which he labelled Lassalle are only some of the indications of that ambivalence (Avineri, 1964:445; 
Silbemer, 1 949:3-52). 

Bauer, however, began his way as a Young Hegelian "wound up as a racist" (Rotenstreich, 1984: 1 1 1). Later on 
in his career in the 1850s, he joined the conservative circles of the Second Reich. As Rotenstreich indicates, Bauer wrote 
a chapter on the Jews in the Political and Social Encyclopedia edited by Hermann Wagener and published in 1859. 



There, Bauer explains the social and cultural characteristics of the Jews as determined by their racial origins. "The Jew 
is a "white Negro," lacking only the crude and uncouth nature and the capacity for physical labour of his black 
brother ... The Jewish race is never affected by the changing times or by contact with the surrounding world. Since the 
racial facto r... was permanent and unchanging, Jewish emancipation was an a priori impossibility" (Rotenstreich: 
1984: 1 10, for the full discussion see pp. 107- 1 12). 

8. In the present discussion I rely on Avineri's work in The Social and Political Thought of Karl M a n ,  (Cambridge: 
The University Press, 197 I), especially on chapters 3 and 4. All quotations fiom these chapters will be indicated by the 
page number in parentheses immediately following the cited passage. Italics are in the original unless otherwise 
indicated. 

9. In the third thesis Marx says: 

The materialist doctrine that men are products of circumstances and upbringing, and that, therefore, 
changed men are the products of other circumstances and changed upbringing, forgets that it is men 
who change circumstances and that the educator must himself be educated. Hence, this doctrine is 
bound to divide society into two parts, one of which is superior to the society (Mans, 1976:7). 

10. Marx elucidated the differences between his and Hegel's conception of alienation and of the dialectical method in this 
manner, he says: 

My dialectical method is not only different form the Hegelian, but its direct opposite. To Hegel, the 
life-process of the human brain, i.e. the process of rhinking, which, under the name of "the idea," he 
even transforms into an independent subject, is the demiurgeous of the real world, and the real world 
is only the external, phenomenal form of "the idean With me, on the contrary, the ideal is nothing else 
than the material world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms of thought (Marx, 
1986:29). 

1 1. In "The Jewish Question: A Marxist Interpretation," Abram Leon contends that the fundamental working 
assumption for a historical-scientific study of Jewish history should be extracted from the economic role played by the 
Jews, not from their religion or nationality. This was Leon's basic premise. He argued that neither religion nor nationality 
can explain the "miracle of the Jew." Namely, the preservation of Jews in history as a cultural and social entity, should be 
explained by focusing on their everyday life activities. Here as in most of his arguments he literally and piously follows 
Marx's dicta (Leon, 1 970:66). 

Leon argued that idealist theorists, Jews and non-Jews alike, commit a "fundamental error" by attributing the 
preservation of Judaism in history to 'like will" factors, religion being the most prevalent one. In contrast Leon asserts 
that only a study of the economic role played by "real Jews" can explain Jewish history (66-7). 

In the pre-capitalist epoch Jews had developed the characteristic of a people-class. "Above all the Jews 
constitute historically a social group with a specific economic finction. They are a class, or  more precisely, a 
people-class" (ibid, 74). That is, in pre-capitalist societies, instances in which race becomes class were the rule not 
the exception. The history of the Jews confirms this general pattern argues Leon. 

Jewish history, according to Leon, evolved along this dominant theme: the people-class dynamics. The 
solidarity or the dissolution of the Jewish group were direct by-products of the people-class economic function. Other 
factors had no bearing on Jewish historical existence. Whether concerned with Western or Eastem Jewry, in pre- 
capitalist or capitalist era the people-class argument is the leading golden thread. The people-class notion is the 
historical program of the Jewish group. Jewry either remains as a coherent group or assimilates. 

Neither actions nor reactions of the social environment in which Jews are emersed have any effect on the 
historical evolution of the Jews. Only the economic fuaction performed by the Jews can explain their consciousness and 
history. In a way Jewish history, according to Leon, is a history without historical actors. Jews are never seen as subjects 
in history only as objects of history. Events are happening to Jews but Jews cannot cause events to happen. This 
conclusion is reflected in Leon's conceptions of the origins of assimilation and anti-Semitism. 



The dissolution of the people-class at the beginning of the capitalist era in Western Europe, Leon argues, 
forced the Jews to chose between two options: assimilation or emigration. The minority of the Jews who remained in 
Western Europe eventually assimilated. The majority of Jews, however, was expelled and emigrated to East European 
countries where their people-class existence could be maintained. 

Their east European experience was only a sojourn, however. Capitalism, though belatedly, engulfed these 
countries also. The Jews of Eastern Europe were faced again with the option of assimilation or emigration. At the end of 
the 19th century7 however, the European scene created contradictory trends. Whereas West Europe presented a more or 
less favourable economic ground for the assimilation of a small Jewish contingent, in Eastem Europe the road to 
assimilation was blocked by the very process of capitalist development. 

East European capitalism uprooted the Jews fkom their former secular economic positions without facilitating 
their integration into the new economic order. The Jewish merchant became the Jewish artisan; self-employed, in small 
shops in which other Jews like him fulfilled the same roles, the Jew was suspended in mid-air. From a merchant people- 
class the Jews were transformed into an artisan people-class concentrated in urban centres, in consumer goods industries 
and emerging as a sour thumb in their host societies' sides. 

However, concentration in urban centres meant for Leon automatic assimilation. It was inconceivable for Leon 
that the "people" not any more a clear "classn would have a "national renaissance." Dissolution through assimilation of 
the Jewish group, therefore, was the only way open to a theory which based its arguments exclusively on economic 
determinism. Moreover, rejection of assimilated Jews by the host society did not seem to bother Leon's economistic and 
rationalistic structure of thought. 

"Racism" argues Leon, "is in the first place the ideological disguise of modem imperialism" (ibid, 235). The 
declared motive of imperialism is racism. However, the true reason of racism should be sought at the "..prosaic domain 
of the material interests of a class" (ibid, 235). Racial ideology, like religion, is a weapon in the hands of a ruling class 
and like all other ideological processes it is a product of false consciousness. 

Imperialism emerged out of capitalist contradictions between production and consumption. In its quest to 
conquer external markets, big capital forges the ideology of "the race struggling for its living space," which means 
capitalist and imperialistic expansionism disguised as a racial ideology. Likewise, the struggle to control the internal 
market gave rise to the fabrication of an "internal enemy." 

The Jewish group composed mainly of merchants and artisans became the arch-enemy of the nationaI petty 
bourgeoisie. The petty bourgeoisie, because of its hybrid character, is incapable to comprehend neither history nor its 
place in it. It falls prey to the ideology of racism of the capitalist class. With the help of the petty bourgeoisie the 
proletariat is vanquished By then both proletarian and petty bourgeois masses are ensnared in the racial web of false 
ideology. 

Racism then has nothing to do with cultural or political factors. Racism is a rational tool used in a most 
sophisticated manner by big bourgeoisie and capital, through their control of the state, to enhance their own material 
interests. It is in Leon's words an enormous "..operation of spiritual swindling" (ibid, 240). Nazism was a clear 
manifestation of such social economic forces and "spiritual swindling." 

12. "Critical Remarks on the National Question," in Collected Works. vol. 20. Moscow: Progress Publisher, 1964. pp. 
1 9-5 1. From hereafter CRNQ. 

"The Right of Nations to Self-Detenmination," in Collected Works. vol. 20. Moscow: Progress Publisher, 
1964. pp. 395-454. From hereafter RNSD. 

13. The Bund - the General Union of Jewish Workers in Lithuania, Poland, and Russia - was a political party of Jewish 
working class and artisans. The B ~ M D  was established in October 1897. Later, in 1898, it entered the RSDLP (The 
Russian Social Democratic Labour Party) "as an autonomous organization, independent only in questions which 
specifically concern the Jewish proletariat" (Peled, 1987:62). The Jewish question was a constant concern either as a 
political matter r e g d i g  the Bund or as  a concrete example of an ethnic or national group. "Up to 1 901 I' Stalin says, 
"the BWD put forward only one political demand of its own, the demand for civil equality for the Jews. At the Second 
Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party held in 1903, the BWD withdrew h m  the Party when the 



congress rejected i t .  claim to be recognized as the sole representative of the Jewish proletariat and its demand that the 
P a .  (that is, the RSDLP, M.A.) should be constxucted on federal lines" (Stalin, 1942:290). 

14. Stalin Joseph. Marxism and the National Question andColonial Question. London: Lawrence & Wishart Ltd. 
1942, from hereafter M N Q .  

15. The middleman minority concept, in its various theoretical manifestation, has a long pedigree Wilhelm Roscher, 
Georg Simmel, Werner Sombart, and Max Weber being its most well-known classical theorists. Howard Becker, Edna 
Bonacich, and Walter P. Zenner have elaborated the concept more recently. Excluding Zenner, I designate this group of 
scholars, despite the fbndamental differences among them, as adherents of a minority centred structural analysis. Fein 
(I 987) and Zenner (1 987) evaluated the plausibility and applicability of the middleman minority concept in their 
respective analysis of genocide. 

See W. Roscher, "The Status of the Jews in the Middle Ages fiom the Standpoint of Commercial Policy," 
Historia Judaica 6(1944): 13-26; Georg SimmeI, "The Stranger," in, The Sociology of Georg Simmel, ed. K Wolff. 
Glencoe, 111.: The Free Press, 1980. pp. 402-409. Wemer Sombart, The Jews and Modem Capitalism, Glencoe,IU,: 
Free Press, 1952. Max Weber, Ancient Judaism, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1952; H.P. Becker, "Constructive 
Typology in the Social Sciences," in, Contemporary Social Theory, ed. H.E. Barnes, H. Becker, and F.B. Becker, New 
York: Appelton-century, 1940, pp. 17-46; Edna Bonacich, "A Theory of Middleman Minorities," American 
Sociological Review 38(1973):583-94; Helen Fein, "Anti Jewish and Anti-Minority Discrimination, Ideology, and 
Violence in Comparative Contexts," The Persisting Question: Sociological Perspectives and Social Contexts of 
Modern Antisemitism. Ed. Helen Fein. Berlin: Walter De Gruyter, 1 987. Walter P. Zenner, "Middleman Minorities and 
Genocide," in Genocide and the Modem Age: Etiology and Case Studies ofMass Death. Eds. Wallimann Isidor and 
Micael N. Dobkowski. New York: Greenwood Press, 1987. pp. 253-281; Zenner, P. Walter. Minorities in the Middle: 
A Cross-Cultural Analysis. New York: State University of New York. 1 99 1. 

16. Institutional completeness, argues Breton, is a measure of communities' social organization. Ethnic communities can 
have no formal organizations or they might have well organized and well integrated social organizations. "Institutional 
completeness would be at its extreme," argues Breton, "whenever the ethnic community could perform all the services 
required by its members. Members would never have to make use of native institutions for the satisfaction of any of their 
needs, such as education, work, food and clothing, medical care, or social assistance" (Breton, 1964: 194). It seems that 
many middleman minorities are institutionally organized and provide for their members many of their material, as well 
as  cultural needs. 



Part IT. Pariah People and Ethnic Groups 
Chapter 4 

The Jewish group, as a socio-cultural entity, was defined by Weber as "Guest People" or 

"Pariah people1. Weber argued that "All the essential traits of Jewry's attitude toward the 

environment can be deduced from this pariah existence - especially its voluntary ghetto, long 

anteceding compulsory internment, and the dualistic nature of its in-group and out-group 

morality" (Weber, 1952:3)'. 

Weber enumerated five characterizing features as crucial elements in defining Pariahood: 

it is a religious group and membership in it is determined by hereditary factors; the group has no 

autonomous political institutions; the segregation between in-group and out-group members is 

subjected to religious injunctions; it is usually a politically disprivileged group, and has a high 

degree of occupational specialization in its economic pursuits (SR: 108-9). 

Weber defined the concept of pariah people several times in different ways. His most 

comprehensive definition appears in the SocioIo&v of Religion, but in all his writing a similar or 

very close definition reoccurs (see for example Weber, 1952:3; 1958: 12-3; 196 l:263; 1963 : 108- 

9; l978:493; also see Cahanman, 1974: 1 56). 

According to Weber, the earlier ghettoization of the Jews was self-ghettoization, 

emerging as an outcome of an internal and voluntary decision of the group. Consequently, the 

exclusion of the group was a by-product of the self-segregating policies which were rooted in the 

religious doctrine of Judaism (A.J:417). Theoretically the "pariah" group was a "caste," and this 

designation was of critical importance to Weber. 

In European history, the Jews were "the most impressive historical example" of such a 

caste existence (FMW: 189). The aversion to Jews was the outcome of Jewish idiosyncratic 

religious characteristics, and the group's self-ghettoization was based on ritualistic segregation. 

Anti-Semitism, [sic] argued Weber, widespread already in the ancient world, was precipitated 

by Jewish self-segregation and rejection of non-Jews (kT: 417). 



The self-segregating policies of Jewry can be appreciated, 

comprehending the group's attitude toward three elements: sexual 

argued Weber, by 

relations and intermamage to 

non-Jews (connubium); hospitableness toward, and common meals with non-Jews 

(commensality); and the absence of economic and social partnerships with non-Jews 

(fiaternization). Weber's concIusion regarding the self-ghettoization and the "caste-like" nature 

of Jewry rested on these grounds. Therefore, Weber averred, the best way to understand "the 

problem of ancient Jewry" is by "comparison with the problem of the Indian caste order" (AJ:3). 

What were Weber's reasons for the pariah-people designation of the Jews? Weber had a 

theoretical as well as historical interest in the so-called Jewish Question, because "the Jews" and 

"Judaism" played an important and central role in the theoretical debate concerning the factors 

that had brought about the capitalist order. In addition, Weber was a German academic deeply 

involved in Germany's political and intellectual life of the early decades of the 20th century. The 

Jewish question was an important item on the political and intellectual agendas of the Second 

Reich and in the early decades of the 20th century (3ermany3. 

There are two primary goals in an investigation of Weber's theoretical rationales: the first 

aim concerns to what extent Weber's designation provides us with conceptual tools by which to 

comprehend modem ~ e w r y ~  and its relations to its social environment; the second aim is to 

discover the theoretical and historical relevancy of the pariah-people designation and concept in 

relation to ethnic studies and violence in general, to the dynamics of the Jewish Question in 

Second Reich and Weimarian Germany and to ethnic violence against the Jews in Germany in 

particular. 

In order to clarify the historical reasons for the "pariah people" concept, I argue that 

Weber conducted a twofold comparison. In the f ist  comparative analysis Weber compared 

Judaism to Hinduism; in the second Weber compared Judaism's religious ethos to Protestantism. 

Thus, a critical analysis of Weber's comparison of Judaism and Hinduism and Judaism and 

Protestantism is necessary to reveal Weber's intentions. 



A. Weber's Pariah People: the application to Jews 
1. An ethnically blocked disenchantment 

Weber's disenchantment argument states that the drive for a rational, consistent and 

meaningfid understanding of the world fostered a war against magic. In Judaism, Weber argued, 

the war against magic, that is, the disenchantment of the world, was extended up to, but no more 

than the religious and social boundaries of the group. Therefore, Judaism had essential but 

limited relevancy to the development of world culture. In some stage of its religious 

development and as a result of specific historical events, Jewry was transformed into a 

segregationist group with a particularistic religion based on ritual separation (AJ:418-424). This 

tendency was clearly manifested, for example, in the relations of Jews with the early Christians 

(AJ:423). Judaism transformed Jews into a willing "castet' in the midst of other religions and 

peoples. This, I argue, was Weber's main purpose in designating the Jews as a "pariah 

people. " 

On top of religious interdictions prompting members of the Jewish community to remain 

Jews, Weber supplies some sociologica1 insights into the effect such segregation had on 

strengthening and solidifjling the Jewish community. This solidity contributed to the same effect, 

namely "self- chosen situation as a pariah people" (A.J:424). The isolation of Jews from the 

world and the solidarity of the Jewish group as an entity was hightened by the sociological 

barriers they created to prevent Jews fiom leaving and outsiders fiom gaining acceptance within 

the group. 

In Hinduism the caste system is internal and contain within the confines of a general 

unitary religion (what Durkheim called a "church"). Jews, in contrast, developed their "caste" 

relation vis-a-vis the world. Hence, Judaism, due to its inner religious logic, lost its universal 

appeal and missions. 

The Catholic Church was the heir of Judaism as a universalistic religion; Protestantism, 

on the other hand, inherited the torch of the rational message of war against magic which 

radically secularised the world. In Judaism, asceticism was almost absent; in Catholic 



Christianity it was glorified and personified in the image of the monk whose performance of his 

divine "calling" and "vocation" was confined to monasteries. Weber argued that "the really 

complete Christian is the monk" (GEH:268). 

In contrast to both Judaism and Catholicism, Protestantism took asceticism out of 

monasteries and turned believers into individualized and isolated monks in the world. "Vocation" 

as a "calling" was every protestant's ordinary religious duty. The Protestant Reformation 

universalized and individualized asceticism. Mastering the world for the glory of God became 

the preoccupation of devout Protestants. That was the real "spirit" of the Reformation as 

Sebanstian Franck, quoted by Weber, said: "..you think you have escaped from the monastery, 

but everyone must now be a monk throughout his life" (GEH:268). 

The end result of this specific development, a development unique to the West, was the 

creation of the modem economic and political systems in conjunction with a specific religious 

ethos unique in the world. This is Weberts main argument in the Prolestan? Ethics and the Spirit 

of Capitalism. 

Generally speaking, in Eastern religions (India, China) magic retained its position as a 

central religious institution. Thus, the conquest of the territory of magic, and the disenchantment 

of the world is the central motif in Weber's comparative considerations of world religions 

(GEH:267-270; FMW324-327). This will also be the path through which I will develop my 

interpretation of Weber's understanding of the notion of "pariah people," because according to 

Weber the pariah people syndrome in Judaism blocked this disenchantment of the world. My 

criticism will also develop along these lines of comparative analysis. Before turning to a detailed 

comparison and criticism of the religions, however, I will highlight what I consider to be Weber's 

second principal argument. It concern the concept of "pariah people" in contrast to the concept of 

"universal freedom." 



2. Universal freedom: Pauline br,eakthrough 

The Pauline breakthrough of the "Jewish ghetto" opened the way for the Western concept 

of citizenship. This is Weber's second pivotal argument concerning "pariah people" and Jews 

(FMW:269,403; AJ:421-424). Despite the fact that Judaism was the religion of urbanites, or to 

paraphrase Weber "the religion of a civic 'pariah people"', it was a segregationist religion 

(FMW:269; GEH:234). Christianity, in contrast, fostered economic, social and sexual contacts 

among people of different cultural backgrounds on an universalistic basis. It did so by opening 

the religious gates to people regardless of ethnicity or caste. Universalist religion meant "..a 

religion with a unified God of the entire world" (JMW: 333). Although both Judaism and 

Christianity were salvational universalistic religions, Judaism transformed the Jews into an 

ethnic group, whereas Christianity established the concept of "community of believers" on a 

world dimension. The universal "community of believers" is diametrically opposed to ethnic 

exclusiveness. 

An essential element in the incipient stages of salvational religions is the creation of 

"communities" of believers. These believers join the fold on an individual basis, as opposed to, 

ethnic, cult or family based religions into which persons are born. Hence, salvationary religions 

were not only freed fiom ethnic restrictions and cult exclusiveness (lFMW:272, 333), but they 

also contrasted established cult religions on religious substantive grounds. Most notably, by 

offering consolations to the 'unfortunates' who, because of their misfortune, were rejected by the 

cult's god(s). 

Therefore, salvation religions were plebeian. This sociological basis, not Nietzsche's 

psychological 'ressentiment' or 'slave revolt in morals' was the seed fiom which salvation 

religions originated (Nietzsche, 1989:36-46; see FMW: 270, especially 276-77). Thus, Weber 

provides the sociological foundations to refute Nietzsche's psychological rationale for the 

emergence of the 'slave revolt in morals.' However, Judaism's plebeian tendencies, that is, its 

inclusionary characteristics were blocked by religious-ethnic injunctions. Christianity, on the 

other hand, left the doors open and excluded none. 



In summary, Weber argues that Judaism as a religious creed, despite slight changes in 

specific periods (AJ:418-421), was reluctant to accept strangers into its midst. Accordingly, 

Judaism as a religion and Jews as a group were unable to overcome the religious consequences 

and social implications of religious participation on a universalistic base. Therefore, argued 

Weber, Jewish theodicy transformed the Jews into members of a "caste." These considerations 

bring us to Weber's comparative project on religions. 

By comparing Judaism to Hinduism and Protestantism, Weber sought to highlight on two 

points: Firstly, built into Jewish theodicy is a dual conception of Jews and non-Jews. This 

conception limited the scope of the war against magic to the confines of the Jewish group alone. 

Herein lies the source of Judaism's caste-nature and its analogies to the Hindu caste system. 

Secondly, Christianity enabled the development of the idea of Western citizenship by 

universalizing the "community of believers" and here lie the roots of its economic importance as 

developed by Protestantism into its radical form. Since Judaism lacked these aspects, the 

significance of Judaism or the Jews to the development of the capitalist world order was 

negligible. 

To recapitulate, the process of conquering the land of magic was the criterion by which 

Weber distinguished world religions. The process of disenchantment started within Judaism with 

the uncompromising onslaught of the prophets against magic. This impressive beginning was 

circumscribed by the ethnic boundaries of the Jewish group. Breaking away from exclusive 

Jewry transformed early Christianity into the first universal religion, in theory and practice. The 

Paulinian breakthrough out of the Jewish ghetto became a "world-historical event" in Weber's 

view. Protestantism pushed the war against magic to its logical conclusion by secularizing the 

world. Hence the diflerentia specifics of the West rests on these reasoning. Therefore, Judaism 

and Hinduism have a common element: the theoretical notion of pariah-people or more 

prosaically, the caste systems. This common element blocked their economic and social 

development. 



B. Judaism and Hinduism: a historical and sociological comparison 

In both cases of comparison (Judaism versus Hinduism and Protestantism) Weber was 

evaluating "..the influence of certain religious ideas on the development of an economic spirit, or 

the ethos of an economic system" (PE:27). In other words Weber examined the interdependency 

among religion, social-psychology and economic behaviour of the respective believers6 Weber 

was influenced by, but never accepted, the evolutionary scheme of the historical school of liberal 

theology (the well known Wellhausen-School). Weber, rejected their scheme in which the New 

Testament was a perfection of the Old Testament. For Weber various religions addressed similar 

issues but were distinct entities in and of themselves. Value judgments were out of the scholar 

agenda, though comparisons were the flash, blood and bones on his method.. 

The similarity between Judaism and Hinduism pertained to the preponderant role of the 

"caste" institution. This was especially true as far as economic behaviour with 'strangers' was 

concerned. The weight of the caste principle (the ritual separation, in the case of Jews) becomes 

salient when compared to Protestants' evenhandedness toward 'others,' in their economic dealing. 

Cultural disposition, whether permitting or blocking "negotiation" with strangers, was shaped 

and determined by the specific 'ethical imperativesf of these respective religions. 

Weber was aware of the religious differences between Hinduism and Judaism as two 

salvation theodicies, two distinct "life orders" and "world images". These differences were 

summarized under three headings. First, Jews became a pariah group in an environment f?ee of 

castes. Second, the conception of "destiny" and "merit" werelare radically different in these 

religions. And third, built into Judaism is a concept of world revolution. The last motif is 

completely absent fiom Hinduism (A.J:3-4). Notwithstanding the above distinctions, Weber's 

argument seems to  be that despite substantial differences, the formal caste restrictions were 

paramount. That is, the functional importance of "caste" or "pariah" institutions similarly shaped 

the historical development of both religions and peoples. 



1. A surrounding free of castes 

In Hinduism the caste structure is internal to the system, whereas in Judaism the caste 

system develops between it and the world. The caste and pariah principles precluded 

commensalism, cunnubium and fiatemhation. These reiigious ritualistic barriers created sharp 

differences between the East and the West. Hence an understanding of the caste principle is of 

fundamental importance. What is a caste according to Weber? 

A caste is different fiom a tribe and opposed to a guild. The caste is an endogamous 

association extremely specialized in its economic pursuits. In contrast, tribes are usually 

exogamous, and comprise all possible pursuits necessary for their subsistence. Above all, tribes 

are political association. That means that a tribe always has political leadership. Elaborating on 

the Weberian terminology, one could say that a tribe always has an internal structure of 

authority. 

In contrast "a caste is never a political association'' (FMW: 399), meaning that a caste is 

always subjected to some sort of external structure of authority. In addition, a caste is based on 

religious prohibitions; while a tribe is linked together by blood revenge mediated by the sib. 

Tribes are usually united by 'contracts' between sib kinships. Thus, tribes are based on political 

agreements, in complete contrast to castes which are subjugated by force and are immersed in 

magic. 

This last point easily fits in with Weber's understanding of Hinduism, but hardly with 

Judaism, particularly in regard to the uncompromising struggle of the Hebrew prophets against 

magic. Weber, however, claims that the distinction between the 'chosen people' and others, rests 

on a magical basis. Only with the fill development of the monotheistic belief was Israel 

transformed into God's chosen people. "Only when Yahweh [sic] had increasingly become the 

heavenly sovereign of heaven and earth and of all people, Israel became his "chosen people" 

(AT342). The in-group and out-group morality of the Jewish group rested on these grounds. 

According to Weber the notion of the "chosen people" was the main barrier which hindered the 

universalization of Jewish theodicy7. 



Weber's asserted that the institutionalisation of ritual separateness as the ultimate 

religious imperative in Hinduism and Judaism, dictated a specific social development; it 

proscribed f?ee interpersonal communality between people of different statuses or religious back- 

grounds. These prohibitions acted with special force against the rationalization of economic and 

everyday life. 

Economic rationalization explicitIy depended on fkee contacts and negotiations between 

people regardless of their ethnic origins, social ranks or religious convictions. Everyday life 

rationalization means that less and less spheres of life are shrouded with magic. However, this 

formulation contradicts the economic rationalized behaviour of Jews and the ancient war against 

magic. Hence Weber's assertion does not conform with Judaism, though it does with Hinduism. 

In order to salvage Weber's theory of "Pariah People" as conterminous with caste, it 

might be argued that despite the fact that the logic of caste segregation did not fit completely the 

development of Judaism, perhaps its historical evolution and/or its religious message would 

grant his formulation a better solidified basis. So what was Weber's explanation for the historical 

origins of the Hindu caste system and the Jewish (caste) ritual separateness? 

According to Weber, the caste system had different historical origins in the two religions. 

In India, pariah groups and castes had developed as a consequence of two processes: military 

imperialism and a quest for political legitimation. Military imperidisrn resulted in a new division 

of labour between the conquered and the conquerors. In the main, the new division of labour 

manifested itself in the relinquishing of independent tribal organizations and the incorporation of 

tribes into a hierarchal structure of castes under a Hinduist canopy. Hence, the Indian social 

structure was transformed fiom a horizontal and parallel tribal groupings into a vertical structure 

of superior and inferior castes. 

The new division of labour enforced a social differentiation into statuses and classes 

within the inclusive confines of Hinduism. Since specific occupations were perceived as an 

unfitting and unworthy for the governing elite, members of conquered tribes and guest workers 

were forced to perform them. Over time, these group-occupations became hereditary. The 



supremacy of the Brahmin caste was divinized and became the exclusive reference point for 

status and power positions. Social mobility between castes was defined as religious 

transgression. The conquered tribes were transformed into "guests" and in time they requested 

and received religious and political protection. Religious services were rendered by the Brahmin 

castes and protection was provided by the political authorities. Religious prohibitions and 

political protection safeguarded the lower strata social status and economic occupations. In 

Weber's words castes became "quasi-unions" (ROI: 17). 

In addition, the Hinduization process facilitated the legitimacy of class rule by the 

Brahmin and the Kshatriya classes. Whereas tribe denoted autonomic institutions, caste was an 

element in a larger system of religious and political legitimacy. This was the policy enacted by 

ruling strata in ancient India. The incorporation of the tribal elites into the caste system gave 

these elites legitimation through the adoption of the Hindu religion. The Brahmins and tribal 

ruling elites cooperated in order to protect each other's social and political interests. Tribal elites 

requested the Brahmin priestly classt cooperation. The Brahmins, also being a bureaucratic class, 

could supply religious authorization and organizational skills in exchange for their elevated 

social status. However, the status of the rank-and-file members of the tribe was always that of a 

lower caste. The elite was transformed into a superior caste at the expense of or by 

"double-crossing" their tribal masses. 

Weber also argues that legitimation by a recognized religion has always been a decisive 

cement between political and social dominant classes and the priesthood. The Hindu elites 

received not only a "recognized rank," but also It.. .secured their superiority over the subjects 

classes with an efficiency unsurpassed by any other religion (ROI: 16). 

In Judaism, according to Weber, the pariah status emerged from the religious practices of 

those exiled by Nebuchadnezzar to Babylon after the destruction of the First Temple (576 

B.C.E.). The rules of ritual separateness were institutionalized by Ezra and Nehemiah with the 

return to Israel, especially against mixed marriages (AJ:345, 3 5 1-55; Ezra, 10: 10-44 ). The 

"segregationist" attitude developed as a precaution and as a consequence of the knowledge 



acquired fkom the disappearance of "Israel" who were exiled by the Assyrians. Segregation was 

therefore a protective mechanisms against ethnic assimilation. The Israelites who were exiled by 

the Assyrians assimilated into the peoples of the lands to which they were exiled (AJ:346,35 1). 

In contrast, those exiled to Babylon fiom Judea (Yehuda in Hebrew hence Yehudim i.e. Jews) 

not only prospered but also "gained great cohesion" as a group (AJ:348). 

The most important factor contributing to that eventuality was the practice of Persian 

kings to  prefer the priesthood class over the kinghood sibs. In analogy to the Marathon and the 

Salamis thoughts experiments, we can engage in a similar experiment about the Persians and the 

Jewish priesthood class. What could have been the historical developments of Jewry and the 

West, if Persian kings had preferred the Davidian sib's interests over the Priesthood interests? 

The Jews would have not been able to return to Israel (Judea); the Second Temple would have 

not been built, the rebellions against Rome would have not occurred and Jesus of Nazareth 

would have not appeared. Thinking Jesus of Nazareth out of Western civilization, what could 

have been the nature of European history? This policy contributed enormously to the 

consolidation of power in the hands of priests (kohanim, Levites and prophets). In tum, they 

solidified the group identity of the exiled. This cohesion was achieved by instituting ritual 

barriers in three areas: the prohibition of mixed marriages; strict dietary prescriptions; and the 

observance of the Sabbath (AJ:351-55). However, none of these laws were newly invented. They 

were all based on previous religious codifications in regard to the peopIes of Canaan. 

Observance of these rituals transformed Jewry into a self-conscious group who regarded 

itself as having an unique religious ethic. This uniqueness was always contrasted to the creeds 

and practices of neighbouring peoples in Canaan. Hence, the avoidance of mixed marriages, their 

strict adherence to special dietary laws and the sacrosanct status of the Sabbath, were the focus 

of the covenant between God and His people. Strict formal isolation was promulgated through 

these elements. Religious prohibitions designated to preserve that segregation became the 

constituting elements of the ancient Israelites' social identity. 



In addition, the knowledge, understanding and inculcation of that education was the 

prerogative of a specific stratum of people (kohanim and Levites). Thus, the distinction between 

Jews and non-Jews crystallized before the Babylonian exile. Weber, of course, was aware of this 

(Ak345). However, he does not clarifl when the pariah status of the Jews began as a historical 

process. Did the pariah status emerge as a reaction to exile and dislocation? Or was it a 

constituting element in the identity of an independent group settled and secured in its homeland? 

Moreover Weber oscillated between these two options. 

In his discussion of the development of commerce, a third interpretation of Pariahood 

emerged. There, the status of pariah is attributed to Jews as part of their occupational 

specialization in trade (GEH: 15 1-2). However, Weber was also aware and therefore mentioned 

the religious struggle between the Baal and Yahweh priesthood in Canaan. These clashes were 

part of a conscious political, cultural and religious struggle enacted by ancient Israelites priests to 

block the cultural influence and to avoid contact with the various peoples of Canaan. He ties this 

struggle to the hostility against magic related to the agricultural rituals of the god Baal and 

Yahweh, who was the god of volcanoes, earthquakes and pestilences. The conflict was canied 

on, of course, by their respective priesthood (GEH:265). 

Therefore, according to ~ e b e r  himself, the status of pariah people was a development 

which had no clear beginning. Religious and cultural conflict against the Baal priesthood in 

Canaan at the settlement period is a different developmental trajectory fiom a conscious ritual 

separateness fostered by a dislocated group in exile - especially when the process is initiated in 

order to preserve the group's survival. Both of these processes are radically different from a 

situation in which a guest ethnic community specializes in trade because of the restrictions 

imposed on it, or because the group tries to exploit a specific conjuncture in the social system in 

which it Iives. In all three instances there is a consistent effort made by the Jews to emphasize 

their religious distinctiveness. 

What were the religious basis of this self-willed group distinctiveness? It seems as if the 

unique contract between God and his people - the Covenant (Berith) - provided that base. The 



Berith is seen by Weber as an unique event in the history of world religion because Israel and 

God were equal parties to it (AJ: 118). 

The contract or Berzth was presenred and maintained through religious regulations 

enacted in three concrete areas of everyday life: sexual relations, food consumption and 

preparation and the performance of work. These are the exact same areas of ritual separateness. 

The Berith is then the central motif in the creation of that self-willed segregation. However, the 

Berith is the foundation upon which Jewry was constituted as a people. The roots of that 

"contract" go ali the way back to the exodus fiom Egypt and Mount Sinai revelation. That is to 

say, the seeds of religious codification and of ritual separateness were rooted in the pristine 

origins of Jews as a group and as a people. 

In India under Hinduism, the process was radically different. There, Hinduization was the 

process by which the ruling elite tried to integrate various tribal communities in order to achieve 

legitimate dominance. On the other hand, alien workers and conquered tribes were interested in 

being incorporated into the Hindu system since it reassured and protected their meagre economic 

assets and social standing. In short, religious incorporation and codification had no direct 

relations to personal or ethnic identity formation. 

Notwithstanding, Weber's main point seems to be that in both cases, the sociological 

aspects of caste and/or pariahood were unaltered. Connubium, comrnensality and fraternity with 

"others," despite the important differences, were blocked by the respective religious creeds. 

These were not, however, the only differences between Judaism and Hinduism. The substantive 

content of the respective religions was radically distinct, and Weber does articulate these 

differences. Nevertheless, and despite the theoretical, historical and substantive differences 

between Judaism and Hinduism, Weber insisted on the validity of his designation of Jews as a 

pariah people and their similarity to the Hindu caste system. 



2. Destiny and merit 

According to the several dimensions by which Weber compared world religions, Judaism 

differed from Hinduism. Hinduism and Judaism were radically divergent in these regards: the 

type of the prophet and the image of god, the religious virtuoso versus aplebeian salvation, and 

the nature of God's promise to the respective believers. In addition, Judaism judges the existing 

world and finds it wanting; therefore, it strives for its radical transformation. Hinduism accepts 

the existing world as it is; moreover, it sees in it the "best" of all possible worlds. 

These differences are epitomized in the various images and personification of the 

prophets. Starting with the evaluation of the respective prophet's role and figure, I will highlight 

the distinct moral demands - the ethic - of these religions. 

Weber distinguishes between two kinds of prophecy and prophets: emissary and 

exemplary (FMW:285; AJ:267-335). These ideal types display the principal diflerences between 

Hinduism and Judaism. The emissary prophets - to which the Jewish prophets of social justice 

were the quintessential expression - saw themselves as the mouth of God on earth. They had a 

message to deliver to the masses. The message was stronger than they were; the prophets were 

obsessed by the message; they became talking vessels of God's imperatives. They enunciated 

moral demands and castigated their audience. The people had to obey their pronouncements 

since they, the true prophets of God, were chosen by God as his tools and as such they demanded 

ethical commitment to Yahweh's commandments. They morally exhorted the people and 

condemned their sinful ways. That was a clear indication of their truthfblness (AJ:295 and also 

Al269). 

Psychologically viewed, most pre-exile prophets were ecstatic men (AJ:286). A 

prerequisite was that the ecstatic states were not valued for their own sake as personal or sacred 

possessions, but an entirely different meaning was ascribed to them, that of a mission (AJ:289). 

The spirit of God had descended on them. Weber labelled the emissary prophet's attitude toward 

their mission as "magical Charisma" and the prophet's awareness of its existence as "the 

awareness of power" (SR:47). 



In contrast, the exemplary prophets - Indian sagas and Brahmins being its quintessential 

expression - positioned themselves differently in relations to their eyewitnesses. They did not 

proclaim any demands. The exemplary prophets suggested to their audience that they emulate 

them in life. These prophets were in the possession of God, divine elements were installed in 

them. They were holy because there was divine sacredness in them. They recommended but 

never prescribed. Their contemplative conduct was a living example of a meritorious way to 

attain salvation (SR:55). Exemplary prophecy points out the path to salvation by exemplary 

living, usually by Iiving a contemplative and apathetic-ecstatic life. In contrast the emissary type 

of prophecy addresses its demands to the world in the name of a god. Naturally these demands 

were ethicai; and they often advocated an active ascetic character and way of life (FMW:285). 

The differences in the prophet's role and personality stem fiom the variant images of 

Godgods in the two religions. The Oriental "god" in general and the Hindu in particular 

represents one among many divine entities. All these entities are subjected to an impersonal 

force which "resides" above them. The Greek Moira and the Eastern rita or Tao are very much 

the same (FMW283; SR56-8). Above the gods there is an impersonal supra-divine force 

(Zeitlin, 1984:l-35; E&S:(vol II):430-1,448). That is, the eastern religion is a pantheism or 

polytheism of gods, whereas the God of the Jews represents the almighty creator of heaven and 

earth. He is a personal entity, transcendental and has specific moral demands (SR:56). Thus, an 

emissary prophet, as God's messenger and representative on earth, had an elective afinity with 

the personal, transcendental and demanding God. Only that kind of God could have 

"representatives" on earth, personified as emissary prophets (FMW: 285). 

The different images of god are apparent in the distinctive attitudes Judaism and 

Hinduism have toward miracles and magic. In Judaism, a miracle is the way in which God 

intervenes in the world and changes it according to His wilI. In contrast, magic or spells are the 

main roads by which magicians, sorcerers and rnystagogues influence divine entities and 

intervene in the cosmic order of things. Magic was an essential component in the enchanted 

world of India and the East (ROI:329-338 see especially page 335; See also Zeitlin, lgW2OO). 



In the Jewish faith the reign of God is fathomless and there is no way by which humans 

can compel God to action. Neither spell nor magic can do it. God is one and no other; there is no 

sphere beyond his responsibility or above His powers. Destiny is part of the divine order. God is 

not subjected to destiny. Thus, the disenchantment of the world fkom magic is complete, 

impartial and finite in Judaism; all authorities rest in God's hands. This is the tradition 

transmitted to Christianity. The "world importance" of Judaism emerges fiom this very fact. 

Judaism's hostility toward magic is unrivalled by any other religion (GEH:264-5). 

The Hebrew prophet's stance against magic is elucidated, as well as the demand for an 

ethical - meritorious - way of life. A worldly way-of-life conducted according to God's rules is 

emphasized. From this image of God the belief in predestination arises9. 

Weber also argues that the different types of prophecies and images of god provide the 

ground for status stratification. Ancient India is a conspicuous case in this regard. In Hinduism 

not everyone is "religiously musical" (FMW287). Those who are not, have to emulate the 

"religious virtuoso." 'Heroic' or 'virtuoso' religiosity is opposed to mass religiosity. "By 'mass"' 

says Weber, "we understand those who are religiously 'unmusical"' (FMW:287). However, when 

God's imperatives are pronounced by the emissary prophet in teachable and understandable 

forms concerning the rules of everyday behaviour, the religious experience is 'democratized.' 

Religion is transformed into aplebeian salvation in contrast to the aristocratic salvationary 

religions of the East. 

Both religious faiths give meaning to a person's life, actions, and world. They also lay 

down the criteria by which to measure man, actions, events, and the cosmos. Indian religious 

experience moved in the direction of magic and ecstasy as means of acquiring meaning for the 

self, events and for the world; Jewish religious experience veered against magic and toward 

codification of religious feelings. Codification meant that normative behaviour was demanded 

and expected fiorn the community of believers. In short, mundane, teachable means by which to 

attain salvation were established. These means also defined the standards by which to judge 

human beings' actions and the world. In addition an ethical stand could be formulated against the 



world. The nonnative demand to attain a congruity between destiny and merit @MW:275; 

Shafir, 1985:s 19) burgeoned in Judaism but not in Hinduism. Its clearest manifestations were 

elaborated in the prophets' annunciations. 

Moreover, salvation hopes in Hinduism and Judaism assign different aims to the 

believers: individualistic rebirth versus collective redemption respectively. Such hopes also 

create a different 'bond' among believers and between them and their god. The importance of 

these various departure points is in the effect they exert on communal life, group identity and 

personal psychology (SR: 10% 1 10 see also GEH:263). 

3. A built-in concept of revolution 

In the Jewish understanding of salvation, the component of collective redemption and the 

transformation of the existing social order are dominant. Thus, Judaism is a collectivist religion 

which has a revolutionary vision concerning the existing world. 

In religious Judaism the reference fiame is always the collective. Salvation includes the 

whole people as a social and religious unit. Redemption means a radical and revolutionary break 

away fiom the current state of affairs. The rupture will occur by God's intervention (miracle). 

Thus, Judaism depicted a division of labour; Jews will keep their faith and God will, one day, 

intervene on their behalf. It is not the promise of "Nirvana", but the promise of social change in 

which the dignity and social worth of the "chosen people" will be restored and recognized by the 

world. From this vantage point, the self-esteem and deservedness of Jews in their own eyes 

grew as oppression and persecution were intensified. Their mission become dignified as well as 

dignifying. 

In contrast, Hinduism emphasizes individualistic and conservative elements. Hinduism 

leaves the caste stratification system intact. Persons move about through re-incarnation within an 

unchangeable structure. A person's reincarnation is determined by hidher actions in this world. 

The movements among social roles (castes) and int er-worlds is individualistic. Acceptance and 

adaptation to the existing order of things is obligatory. The structure is eternal. Human beings are 



transitory and move between compartments. Adaptation means accepting the existing world as 

an exclusive reality. This attitude demands an inward retreat fiom the external world. One 

becomes indifferent and 'emptied' of one's social and natural environment. Rejection of the 

existing order of things denotes a rejection of the cosmic and divine order; it is a blasphemy. 

Thus the chances for 'positive' reincarnation are diminished by such an act. In short, Hinduism 

divinized conservatism (GEH:263). 

Thus, the political "achievement" of Hinduism as an ideology becomes explicit. 

Hinduism convinced lower castes' members, as atomized individuals, to accept their inferior 

position. Moreover, Hinduism urged individual members of all castes to accept the caste dharma 

as their individual destiny. The meritorious believer was the one who filfilled the preordained 

caste destiny. That acceptance became part of their inner psychological life and religious 

convictions. Thus, in Hinduism each caste had a specific merit requirements to satis@ its caste 

destiny (Kalberg, 1994: 182). 

Jewish salvation is conditioned on the actions and behaviours of the "chosen people." 

Since the salvation of the "chosen people" will be determined by the moral behaviour of the 

collectivity, both group maintenance and solidarity receive existential and religious meanings. 

Accordingly, the divine promise postulates that the position of God's people will be privileged in 

the time to come. By entertaining this hope and belief, the inferior position of the present also 

obtains religious meaning. Inferiority and subjugation were direct punishments of the betrayal of 

God's ways; the violation of contract which was formalized as a covenant between God and his 

people. But since God is gracious and mercifirl, repentance and adhering to God's way would 

transform oppression into liberty. 

Furthermore, the fbture divine order will be a world in which the last will be the first, the 

weak will be the strong and the oppressed will be emancipated. It will be a world in which social 

justice will reign supreme. This hope kept alive the constant tension between the existing world 

and the desirable world. The fhture world will be one in which the "chosen people" will filfil its 

genuine and proper calling. These are the components of the religious Jewish world revolution. 



In contrast, the Hindu promise is epitomized in a Nirvana state. It is a state of divine 

peace; a state which does not belong to the human world. Nirvana is something that happens to 

the individual by losing hidher self and identity. Thus, it is a complete transformation of the 

individual's soul. Its origins are unknown, other-worldly, and the process by which it is attained 

is imbued in mystery. The different nature of the divine promises were due to these radically 

different conceptions of salvations. The differences are symbolized in the fact that in Hinduism 

one is "re-born" whereas in Judaism one is "redeemed" (FMW: 279,280). 

Judaism demanded specific attitudes, behaviours and actions to be performed by 

believers in order to change the world. Hinduism demanded no change; compliance with the 

existing order of things was sanctioned, and passivity glorified. Jews had to keep their separate 

ways in the face and inspite of an indifferent or even unjust and hostile world. To challenge the 

world morally, tacitly or overtly, was an inherent part of Jews' psychology and history. In other 

words, in Judaism, allusions to Nietzsche's 'ressentiment' and 'slave revolt in morals' could be 

traced (Nietzsche, Genealogy of Morals, Preface and First Essay, see in Kaufmann, 1989: 15-56). 

In Hinduism, however, such aspects were completely absent (SR: 109-1 11; FMW:275-277; 

GEH:263). 

In contrast to Nietzsche, Weber did not see the 'ressentirnent' component as a sufficient or 

as a necessary condition in the development of salvation religions. He argued that: "Resentment 

has not been required as a leverage; the rational interest in material and ideal compensations as 

such has been perfectly sufficient" (FMW: 277, see also FMW: 190). Hinduism represents a 

clear case in which the Nietzschean dynamics were not confirmed. 

According to Weber's scheme, salvation religions were not ethnic - that is "community", 

"primeval" or "political association" - cults' religions (FMW:272). Ethnic religions were cults of 

the "fortunate". The primeval cult religion "..provides the theodicy of good fortune to those who 

are fortunate" @MW:271). In the cult interpretation of reality, the fortunate "deserve" their 

privileges; those who suffer, deserve their misfortune. 



In short, argued Weber, the fortunate's cult rejected the downtrodden and embraced the 

blessed. In cult religion, suffering (sickness, poverty, misfortune and untimely death) were 

construed as a signs of odious crimes. According to the cult's logic, something in one's own 

biography was displeasing to the gods; it must be that either the person or his ancestors offended 

the gods. Consequently, individuals who suffered deserved suffering and the fortunate deserved 

fortune. Hence, the afflicted could not turn to the tribal (cult) god for consolation. They had no 

open avenue to ease their bad luck but to consult the magician and the sorcerer as a 'spiritual 

advisor' (FMW:272). "...The salvation of individuals qua individuals fkom sickness, poverty, and 

fiorn all sorts of distress and danger," was provided by these magicians. The institutionalization 

of magicians as mystagouges paved the way to salvation from suffering as religionslO. 

Therefore salvation religions were nourished by two quests, the first being the simple 

hope for a better future in which "the last will be the first." This was rooted in the quest to 

preserves the self-esteem of social inferiors by entrusting them with a special moral 'mission' 

(FMW:276). It was also rooted in the spiritual demand for a material and psychological 

compensation which is the second aspect of salvation religions. Faced, as it wadis, with the 

irrational distribution of suffering, misfortune had/has to be accounted for in religiously 

meaningfhl terms. Salvation religions turned "the negative evaluation of suffering" inside out. It 

welcomed the sufferers instead of rejecting them. And this was a revolutionary act. Moreover, 

since 'inferiors' comprised the majority of society it gave salvation religions their plebeian 

nature. The fortunate did not need salvation; they already had their social honour, political power 

and dignity in this world. These formulations highlight the differences between Hinduism and 

Judaism. Hinduism success is formidable: the religion of the fortunate was inculcated as the 

religion of the masses. 

In the case of Judaism these righteous feelings of f'rustrated equity did not lose social 

force or moral vigour in the face of persecution. Despite the fact that the group lived in a caste- 

like social existence, its internal dignity and self-worth was not hampered. However, "righteous 



feelings, " were absent in Hinduism. Weber, not embracing Nietzsche's thesis, supplemented its 

depth psychology with sociological underpinnings. 

Hence, the Jewish group represents the opposite structure of the presumed social- 

psychology of castes. Instead of internalizing debased esteem, Jews had worked out a scheme of 

distinction. Their singularity was based on the belief in God's mission entrusted to them alone. 

However, it was not translated to the Nietzschean 'ressenternent' argued ~ e b e r "  (SR: 10% 1 17). 

Believing Jews never perceived their religion as inferior to the religion of others nor did they 

view themselves as degraded in comparison to others. The contrary attitude can be supported 

much more easily with evidence (See Momigliano, 1994: 175- 177). 

It is apparent that Weber supplements the Nietzschean inversion of value thesis. He is 

doing that by adding theplebeian social aspect and individual perspective. It is done in contrast 

to the one-sided focus on the aristocratic nature, whether Hinduist or pantheist (ancient Greece) 

religious ethic. By "democratizing" God's grace, that is, by the unswerving demand for 

"understandability" of the religious message, rational conduct toward salvation was de-mystified 

(AJ:396-7). 

In Judaism, moral behaviour was constituted as teachable laws. Hence, a completely 

negative psychological force of 'ressentiment' was transformed into a "positive" sociological 

force which enhanced self worth, group solidarity, and the sense of God's mission as a calling. 

The God of religions like Judaism and Christianity is a universal God. He is not an 

exclusive God of the "good" the "noble" or the "fortunate". Hence, God's universal character 

shifts the spotlight fiom the "virtuoso" to the "community of believers". A self-selected 

community becomes the centre of religious life. God's universality pulls the rug out from under 

any claim for political or religious exdusiveness. 

In universal religions, neither "the lords of the earth" (the "good" before 'the slave revolt 

in morals' in the Nietzschean terminology) nor the "religious virtuoso" constitute the moral 

centre. A methodical way of living governed by strict and teachable rules becomes the moral 

core. Ail humans can attain the grace of such a universal God. Thus, monotheistic salvation 



religions were great equalizers of status and provided the basis for universal religious 

participation. As God grew in scope and comprehensiveness, the differences between believers 

diminished in importance (see for the same point, Sirnmel, 1950:223)12. Ethnic or cult 

exclusiveness become obsolete. Western citizenry and citizenship emerged from religious 

inclusiveness. Therefore Western political institutions are rooted in this universal and cultural 

conception of God. These were also the foundations of a Weberian theory of citizenship (to be 

developed in the next section). 

Weber saw the status of pariah people as emanating fiom the voluntary and internal 

decision of the Jewish minority group to segregate itself In Hinduism and Judaism, Pariahood 

was created by similar religious processes. Ritual and social separateness were motivated by 

salvation aspirations. However, in Hinduism individual merits are tied into various castes 

destinies and are coupled with an a-political rejection of world (see also Karlberg, 1994: 182). 

Judaism, in contrast, nurtures a collective destiny coupled with the idea of world 

revolution. In Judaism, the contribution of religion to ethnic solidarity is decisive. In Hinduism, 

religious separation into castes solidifies and consecrates a social division of labour within a 

Durkheimian "church". In other words, inter-caste alliances are impossible in Hinduism. In 

Judaism, in contrast, ethno-national identity is enhanced by religion. 

These differences set these religions on completely different tracks of social and 

economic developments. As elaborated above, the theoretical premises of the caste system, the 

historical developmental trajectory of the pariah people and the caste system, and the content of 

the salvation promise and the ways to attain it, in all these factors Hinduism and Judaism are 

diamerically opposed religions. These inferences are based on the critical examination of 

Weber's own rendering. 

To recapitulate, in India the caste system developed within a "unitary" religion; the pariah 

class was the fate of conquered tribes and aliens workers. Their subjugated social and status 

positions received social recognition and formal protection. The establishment of exclusive 

occupations defined by religious rituals was enforced and later willingly accepted by all 



concerned. The provisions of minimal economic and social security were the chief reasons for 

that acceptance by lower castes' members. Over time, this division of labour was divinized. It 

received the aura and sacredness of religious convictions. The rule of the politically privileged 

was sanctified, then legitimized. Hence, Hinduization, secularly considered, was a two-way 

social process. Leaving the masses without internal leadership secured the rule of the political 

and religious elites. The result was that India become a stagnate and conservative social system 

(see Zeitlin, 1994: 188, 198-9). From a religious standpoint, tribal reIigions were amalgamated 

under the auspices of the Hindu "church." Nothing was beyond the "church" control or interest. 

Its control was unswerving and its interest was expressed as radical conservatism. In the Jewish 

case, these or similar process did not occur. 

Although Weber was able to show how the Jews became a distinct group vis-a-vis the 

world, he did not stress how that very process contributed to their peoplehood. Indeed, ritual 

separateness distinguished Jews fiom non-Jews in terms of the connubium, commensality and 

fraternity. But it also created a strong sense of self-worth and a solid community. This 

community was internally organized. It had, in other words, an internal structure of authority, 

that is, a political and spiritual leadership. Although Jews were formally ranked as inferiors by 

"outsiders," internally, they never accepted that designation (Baron, 1937; Cahanman, 1974; 

Momigliano, 1994). 

This feeling of internal self-worth was the prevalent attitude among Jews; it contradicted 

lower caste Hindust perceptions. In the midst of persecution, as Weber mentions time and again, 

Jews created criteria by which to judge the world. The judgement they reached served as an 

impetus to boost and bolster their self-image and dignity as a group. It also fuelled their hope for 

world revolution for generations to come. For all these reasons I see Weber's application of the 

"pariah people" concept to the Jews as an oxymoron; an oxymoron in which the "pariah" element 

contradicts the "people" component. 

Though shedding light on several important aspects of Judaism and the history of the 

Jews, the comparison, let alone the equation, of the "pariah people" notion to the Hindu caste 



system obscures more than illuminates essential aspects. Chief among these aspects are the 

relationships between religion and internal cohesion and interactions with host societies. For as 

we shall see, ethnic (racial) persecutions, in contrast to religious persecution of the Jews, 

emerged not when the Jews kept their Jewish way of life, but on the contrary, when they aspired 

to assimilate into their host societies, religiously or otherwise. In other words, the racial 

persecution of the Jews began when some Jews decided to quit being Jewish. Hence, racial 

persecution was motivated by and rooted in host society's dynamics, not in the minority's 

characteristics. Consequently anti-Semitism cannot be equated with anti-Judaism. Anti-Semitism 

is a modem phenomenon and has to do with racial rejection of the group's formal equality and 

political incorporation. It has only a tenuous relation to religious rejection. 

Therefore if one tries to employ Weber's "pariah peoplet' concept for the explanation of 

the ethnic violence perpetrated against the Jews in modern Europe and especially in Germany, 

the results are rather disappointing because the concept is focused on the minority's religious 

characteristics, not on the rejection of them as citizens. Weber's second reason for designating 

the Jews as a pariah people relates to his comparison of Judaism to Protestantism and to the 

question of whether Judaism and the Jews contributed to the emergence of the capitalist order. 



Chapter 5 
C. Judaism and Protestantism 
I. The d#fferentia speciflca of the Occident 

Weber's major aims in the Protestant Ethics were to demonstrate the dzferentia specijica 

of the Occidental capitalistic order by focusing on "..the influence of certain religious ideas on 

the development of an econornic spirit, or the ethos of an economic system" (PE:27). That is, to 

show how capitalistic attitudes and actions differed from traditional ways of conducting 

economic behaviours. For Weber, economic traditionalism, of whatever sort, could not account 

for the unique and revolutionary new features of Occidental capitalism. What were, then, the 

unique features of capital istic behaviour, according to Weber? 

Firstly, Weber argued that "the rational capitalistic organization of (formally) fiee labour" 

was the most significant trait of the capitalist order. Second, was "the separation of business fiom 

the household", third, was "rational book keeping" and last was "the rational structures of law 

and of administration. " Capitalism, argued Weber, was all but a traditional way of conducting 

economic life. Protestantism was revolutionary in its attitude toward life, work and economic 

activity. Protestantism's uniqueness, religiously as well as economically, was an important factor 

contributing to the emergence of the Occidental capitalistic order and therefore to the ascendance 

of the West (Giddens, 1958:3). 

By comparing Judaism to Protestantism in the Protestant Ethic Weber wanted to 

emphasize two crucial points. Blatantly put, the points are simple. The first states that ancient 

Judaism contributed to the rationalization of the world; the second, however, argues that the 

emergence of the capitalistic order in the West, was meagrely influenced by the Jews' economic 

practices. The rationalization of Western culture emanated from the war against magic initiated 

by the Hebrew prophets. Its impact on Christianity and later on Protestantism gave Judaism its 

world importance. 

However, Jews remained traditionally oriented in their economic activities. The willed 

segregation of Jews denoted the traditional character of their economic ethics. Therefore, 

"Jewish Capitalism was speculative pariah capitalism while the Puritan was bourgeois 



organization of labour" (PE:271). Jews did not introduce the new system. As a matter of fact, 

Jews, economically speaking, acted similarly in pre-capitalist and in capitalist era by maintaining 

a separate moral for insiders and outsiders. This was Weber's main argument in his debate with 

Werner Sombart. 

2. Sombart versus Weber: Historical correlation or rational consistency 

Weber argued that the contribution of the Jews to the development of Western capitalism 

was marginal, negligible, if not all-together negative. Their economic activities were 

"traditional. " The Protestants' religious ethic, in contrast, had revolutionary economic 

consequences. The Protestant's way of "doing" his calling touched upon spheres of economic 

behaviour never considered before in such a combination. Labour and capital were part and 

parcel of the Protestant economic behaviours; all were brought into his purview. The Jew, in 

contrast, did not dwell on these spheres of economic activity; they were out of his considerations. 

Sombart's (1 982) rejected the Weberian theory. Capitalism had developed where Jews 

were present Sombart argued. Jews were the people who brought this major change. Historically, 

capitalist change emerged with the expulsion of Jews &om Spain. As a verification of his thesis, 

Sombart brings in the correlation between the Jews' presence and capitalistic developments. 

Israel passes over Europe Iike the sun: at its coming new life bursts forth; at its 
going a11 falls into decay. A short resume of the changing fortunes of the Jewish 
people since the 15th century will lend support to this contention (Sombart, 
1982: 13). 

Jews were disproportionally represented in big commerciaI cities, in the Leipzig market, 

in new modes of productions, in European colonies; they were always in close proximity to 

capital and capital transactions. There was a strong correlation between the Jews' paths of 

wandering and economic developments. Furthermore, Jews were among the first explorers and 

colonialists; they contributed to the creation of the nation-state through money loans; in business, 



they had developed new methods of economic transactions @ill of exchange, securities [stocks 

and shares], banknotes, public debt bonds, stock exchange (Sombart, 1982:6I-114); they were 

among the first to commodify industry; they were out to find clients, reduced the prices of 

commodities in order to expand the flow of money, they supported liberalism and promoted the 

demand for lowering political limitations (taxes) to commercial traffic. Jews epitomized 

capitalism, said Sombart (1 982: 13-2 1). 

The religious beliefs of Jews are congenial to the new economic system, he firther 

argued. Jews followed God's precepts; their lives were governed and ordered according to a 

written and prescribed code of laws; they abstained from enjoyment of this world and they were 

fnrgal and prudent. These religious traits contributed immensely to the accumulation of capital 

which is a necessary condition for capitalism. 

In capitalism, as well as in Judaism, the concept of "contract" is elevated to a degree of a 

holy matter. Contract means relations which are conducted and ruled by formal laws. Sacredness 

and lawfklness are intertwined in Judaism. Observance of the religious law is sanctified. It is an 

example of the extreme rationalization of life. Judaism had conducted a relentless struggle 

against the mystification of life via magic or through the submission to bodily lust or to the 

temptations of the flesh. Jewish self-denial or asceticism, in contrast to monastery asceticism, is 

an integral part of everyday life of the believer. Self-control, prudence, circumspection, orderly 

and continuous work, moderation, frugality, modesty and sobriety are the central qualities 

praised by believing Jews. It proscribes rationalization of the sexual life and channels sexual 

energies into economic pursuits (1 982: 234). 

Thus, for Sombart, Jewish religion and character dovetailed perfectly with capitalism and 

its ethos; they carried the same 'spirit'. Moreover, Puritanism was similar to Judaism to such an 

extent that "Puritanism is Judaism" Sombart asserted (ibid, 249). The only difference was that 

Judaism was older than Puritanism. In addition the Jews had "special characteristics" as a race. 

These characteristics explained the Jews' attitude toward the peoples among whom they dwelt; 

their dispersion and diaspora existence; their religion; their strong propensity for commercial life 



and especially for money-lending which antedated their diaspora existence, and, "Jewish 

wealth. " 

Characteristics, such as, Jewish segregation, special religion and money occupations, 

were results not causes. They were the results of the Jews being a people of the Desert-edge. The 

desert-edge people were nomadic, oriental people whose habitat "...was in that part of the globe 

lying between the Atlas Mountains in the West, and the Persian Gulf in the East" (ibid, 324). 

Baked by the sun of that burning climate, for over some twelve or sixteen thousands years, these 

people developed special characteristics of nomadic traders. The Jews constituted part of these 

peoples. 

The 'wandering' element - nomadic instincts according to Sombart - was overwhelming in 

the organic constitution the Jews, and suited the urban and cosmopolitan life and the capitalist 

economic order. "Throughout the centuries Israel has remained a desert and nomadic people, 

either by the process of selection or of adaptation" (ibid, 329). Where does one finds Jews today? 

In the cities. And the modern 'city' of the capitalist world was symbolically akin to the desert 

oasis of the past. These were the principal historical, cultural and racial elements which Sombart 

found in Judaism and in Jews. 

An inclination toward commerce was the Jews' main characteristic and it was accentuated 

by religion and inbreeding. The Northern people were peasants, peoples endowed with an heroic 

component. This component was manifested in the European people and above all in the 

Germans who had "an equally remarkable ability for technical inventions" (ibid, 323). 

Both desert-edge and Northern people, however, were ideal types. Each belonged to a 

different cultural pattern which expressed and epitomized a 'spirit' characteristic of the 

configuration fiom which it emanated. For Sombart, social institutions expressed human 

instinctual structure. Hence, institutionalized patterns of groups' behaviours are based on the 

psychological drives unique to each group. Combination seems to be possible; integration, 

however, is denied (Sombart did not clarify the differences between combination and 

integration). From the dialectic combination of these two 'ideal types' a new cod~guration had 



emerged, namely capitalism. Thus, Hegelianism and psychologism were the threads fiom which 

Sombart wove his new historical individual: Western Capitalism (Klausner, 1982:li). 

Methodologically, a major difference between Weber and Sombart seems to rest in the 

fact that Weber is attentive to history, whereas Sombart seems to ignore history. Sombart is an 

evolutionary idealist. Historical development is immanent in a specific cultural configuration. 

Each cultural structure has an organic 'life cycle'. The origin of change and dynamism is internaI 

in the social organism. However, the configuration's origins are shrouded in mystery. 

Environment, social or othenvise, might spur or slow the process, but it can not block it. 

By contrast, Weber sees revolutionary changes in history. The consequence of the 

Marathon battle - the classical example of the counter factual thought-experiment which Eduard 

Meyer employed - shaped the counters of Western civilization. For Weber, the ethos of 

Protestantism was unique and had to fight for survival. As a result of its unique psychological 

features, it had revolutionary effects on the economy. The spirit of capitalism was a new 

phenomenon which was not given in advance, but was a result of a specific constellation of 

cultural, economic, and social factors. Any change in these factors could have resulted in a 

different outcome. Organic evoIution had nothing to do with these specific cultural-historical 

developments. Judaism had a different set of imperatives, their combined effect was 

traditionalism in economic pursuits. Capitalism, therefore and fiom a strictly economic 

perspective, had little to do with the Jews. 

D. The democratization of God's grace: Weber's theory of Occidental citizenship 
1. The religious basis of secular citizenship 

Hence, two general claims provide the basis for Weber's argument concerning pariah 

people and Jews. In the first, Weber argues that the disenchantment of the world was blocked by 

the walls Jewish theodicy built around the Jews. In the second claim, Weber argues that Judaism 

was an exclusivist and particularistic religion of an ethnic group. The validation of this argument 

is explicated through the presentation of the historic uniqueness of the Protestant ethics and its 



revolutionary economic spirit. Jews and Jewish ethics are presented as having traditional modes 

of economic behaviours. Capitalism had little to do with the Jews because of their exclusive 

ethics and the dual morality attached to their ethnic economic behaviours. 

Therefore, only the Pauline breakthrough enabled the universalization of Jewry, that is, 

the propagation of Christianity. The exclusiveness of the 'chosen people' attitude restricted the 

universalization of the message of Judaism. In order to break these ghetto walls, Paul (the 

Apostle) had to destroy the ethnic restriction of Jewish religiosity. Only then did he achieve 

"Christian freedom". Hence, the universalization of Christianity on the one hand, and the 

emergence of Occidental citizenship - though a thousand years apart - on the other, were made 

possible only with the transcendence of Judaism. These were also the foundations on which 

Weber built his theory of Occidental citizenship O;MW:403-4, see also AJ:421-2, ROt37-8, 

GEH:263). 

The first stage of an universal religion was built on the solid foundation supplied by the 

war against magic. And this was the hallmark of the Hebrew prophets' mission. Whereas 

Hinduism developed mysticism; Judaism veered toward rationalism. Hinduism spread magic; 

Judaism divested the world of it. Hence Judaism provided the basis for a rational attitude as a 

result of the universal (monotheistic) nature of its God. This rational attitude, however, was 

blocked by the dual morality of insider versus outsider which constituted the Judaic distinction 

between "we" and "others". 

Jewish ritual separateness, is on a different level of abstraction fiom the Hindu caste 

segregation. In Hinduism there is an elaborate formation of ranks of sacredness and profaneness 

in addition to the excluded "Barbarians". Judaism has only two levels: Jews and non-Jews; the 

former are the 'chosen people' the latter are not. Weber's argument is that formal Christianity 

cancelled the concept of caste in toto. Citizenship is the secularization of the caste principle. 

According to Weber, the caste principle contradicts equal participation in religious as 

well as in political experiences. Caste structure means that levels of sacredness are built into the 

social system. Caste system endorses the premise that people are 'dzfferently qualij'ied fiom a 



religious point of view. And thus intensive religiosity is the base on which "..sfahrs strufz~cation' 

in accordance with differences in the charismatic qualification" are built (FMW287). 

The original conception of Christianity is a good example of a world emancipated fkom 

caste principles. All were children before God; all human beings are equal before God, since all 

are his creation. Therefore all are qualified for redemption. However redemption was organized 

and mediated by "..the universalist Catholic church - a compulsory organization for the 

administration of grace "(FMW: :32 1). To be sure, the routinization of the "religious experience" 

had its effects on social institutions and stratification within Christianity, a development which 

eventually gave birth to the Reformation (O'dea, 1963:72-3). However, despite these facts, 

Christianity supplied the cultural basis &om which the Occidental city emerged and the Jews did 

not take part in this development; Occidental cities meant modem civilization. 

2. The Occidental city 

The caste principle also blocks the way for civil participation. Civil participation is 

premised on universal components which cross familial or 'natural' bonds of 'blood revenge.' 

Citizenship, that is, civil participation transcends family, clan, sib, tribe or caste lines; it does so 

in a comparable fashion to religious universalism. The binding bonds among universal "church" 

members are their mutual beliefs. In addition, their bond is based on an actual performance of 

and the willed subjection to the same religious laws. 

Similarly, the unity of 'citizens' is rooted in the oath-bound agreement for mutual defense 

and the common responsibility for the city affairs of the burgers. Both, defense and 

responsibility, were premised on the willed subjection to the civil law of the city. Thus, in the 

West, a universal religious belief was the cultural and political foundations on which the 'civil' 

defense and economic partnership grew up. This complex conjuncture of events and rules 

appeared only in the Occidental city. 

The oath-bound agreements between members of guilds, for achieving political 

protection and economic warranties, materialized because, religiously speaking, the burgers were 



able to treat each other as formally equal entities in war and in peace. Purity laws on which the 

caste system is based, prohibit and proscribe any contact or negotiation among members of 

different statuses. These religious prohibitions blocked the emergence of the city in the East. And 

"the city" was constituted on social contacts and economic negotiations among members of 

different status groups. That is, city means market relations. And the Jews and the Hindus could 

not create "cities" or "market relations" because their culture of ethnic segregation blocked such 

a development (GEH, 238). 

The guild as a military, economic, and political organization was the base of the "city" 

universalism and autonomy. Universal approach meant subjection to an a-personal set of rules 

fostered by the oath commitment. The development of the Occidental city is the best testimony 

to the conflict and contradiction between 'Caste and Guild' as principles of economic and 

political organization and development (ROI:33-39). Both the guild and the city were connected 

to religious universalism and therefore served as the basis of the Western Capitalist order. 

The city of the Occident, unique among all other cities of the world - and 
citizenship, in the sense in which it has emerged only in the Occident - has been 
the major theatre for Christianity (FMW :269). 

E. Pariah people: concluding remarks 
1. Politics and vulnerability 

Through the discussion of "pariah people", I wanted to show Weber's positions 

concerning ethnicity and the impediments Jewish theodicy presented to the incorporation of Jews 

within the Occidental social and political systems. What emerges fiom his formulation is that 

caste systems and ethnic groupings are two opposing poles of the social and historical 

phenomenon of ethnicity. However, both caste systems and ethnic groupings involve power 

relations. My contention is that the concepts 'guest people' and 'pariah people' overlooks 



asymmetry in power. It is especially apparent in Weber's application of the concept of "pariah 

people" to Jews in the specific (European) historical situations he discussed. 

According to Weber, the caste system in India was created as a result of military 

conquest. The 'guest' status of Jews was a corollary of their exile to Babylon or was an outcome 

of their dispersal during the Hellenic-Roman era. In both cases compared, social vulnerability 

and an extreme asymmetry of power were the typical characteristics of these groups. Weber did 

not elaborate on these political factors. He did, however, focus on the internal religious 

characteristics of the subjugated groups. 

Cultural, economic, and political behaviours are to a large extent determined by power 

differences. That is, vulnerability and powerlessness shape groups' attitudes and behaviours. For 

example, by highlighting the political circumstances under which the so-called voluntary 

ghettoization of Jews took place, attention must be paid to the limited options available to the 

Jews in conjunction with the internal religious imperatives for a minority group incorporation. 

Under these circumstances the group's political destiny was almost a given, regardless of its own 

actions and its internal dynamics. 

Accordingly, the five Weberian characteristics designating a pariah group (1 963: 108-9) 

can be subdivided into two larger categories. The first category relates religious factors, internal 

to the group. The second category refers to political factors which are beyond or only slightly 

under the group's control. Religious separateness and hereditary are internally determined". 

However, lack of autonomous organization in the Weberian sense, l4 or occupational 

specialization were necessarily a result of group policies. Political disprivilege, the fifth 

Weberian designation, is completely out of group's control. Thus, the components of Weber 

definition of pariah-people or caste must be seen as interactive factors. Subjugated groups, 

whether castes or pariah peoples, are not sufficiently independent to carry out their own internal 

policies unhampered; this is what subjugation is all about. 

For example, the 'choice' of occupations in which Jews in the diaspora 'specialized' was 

never 'fiee.' It was, in most cases, under the direct control, guidance and interests of the power 



that be, that is, in accordance with the ruling elite of the dominating group. The case of 15th 

century Catholic Spain provides ample evidence to the veracity of these claims. The different 

statuses Jews enjoyed in the Roman empire and in the early Middle Ages with their internal and 

temporal fluctuations, are another set of examples to the effect politics has on status. The status 

of Jews under Islam was of a different sort all together, for example, the Millet system in the 

Ottoman empire (Cahanman, 1974: 158; and see Cahanman 1964). 

In Weber's analysis, however, these elements remain in the shadows. Although he points 

out that the Persian kings preferred the interests of Jewish priesthood over the interests of the 

Davidian aristocratic sib, he does not elaborate on the possible or probable implications of this 

point. In India, the incorporation of the ruling strata into the higher Hinduaized castes was 

achieved at the expense of the tribal rank-and-file. Hence, the identity of the 'condemned' had 

evolved under conditions of unequal power and social vulnerability. The identity of the 'guest' or 

'pariah' was more or less the only status available. They chose fiom what was given, and what 

was given was not much. The so-called free choice was limited. Accordingly, the consolidation 

of pariah or caste statuses must be assessed within an interactive and historically dynamic 

framework focusing on the alternation between ethnic competition and exclusion. In other 

words pariah people and caste must be seen historically within the framework in which such 

statuses developed. It should not be seen as an exclusive reIigious or cultural process divested 

fiom historical context of power and economic relations. Therefore the distinct nature of the 

ancient Israelites cannot be equated, unqualified, with the character of Jews in medieval Europe 

or for that matter modern Germany, as if nothing has changed in their political situation. In my 

opinion these are the major theoretical flaws of the Weberian concept of 'pariah people'. These 

points will be elaborated on when the dynamics of ethnic relations of minority groups in Spain, 

Uganda, Ottoman Turkey and Germany will be presented. However, a brief theoretical 

presentation of caste versus ethnic structures is in order here. 

2. Vertical and horizontd social structures 



According to Weber, the most extreme case of ethnic segregation is a caste system. In a 

caste structure, status distinctions are not only a question of conventions and regulations, but also 

of religious rituals. A caste based social order is an ideal type radically different from an ethnic 

based social order. A caste system is a vertical, hierarchial structure of clearly ranked social 

statuses of superordinate and subordinates. All those who belong to the higher caste are "better" 

than all those who belong to the lower caste(s). And this is the case with no exception. That is, a 

caste system is an honour-based social structure. In addition, the occupational structure of a caste 

is extremely limited. 

By contrast, a social system of ethnic groups is a horizontal structure in which each group 

develops a full range of social roles, statuses, and occupations required for its survival. Most 

importantly, each ethnic group has a political and cultural elite which defends and preserves a 

unique 'style of life'. This uniqueness is the base for its claim for dignity and specific 'honour' 

(FMW: 189). The political implications of social conflicts in these two systems are clear. In the 

caste system, revoIutions will be the rule, whereas in the ethnic system, secessions will be 

prevalent. 

In ancient empires the movement usually was fiom separate existence of ethnic- 

nationality or tribal groups to an integrated structure of a political system. Athens and Sparta can 

serve as two cases which exempiifL variations of the ethnicity and the caste continuum 

respectively. India was a clear and an extreme example in which political conquest was also 

transformed into social and religious dominance. However, in most ancient empires the caste 

principle was not carried to its logical conclusion. That is, most ancient empires were not based 

on a unitary religion, but on a unitary political regime. 

The transformation of ethnic coexistence to a caste system is possible only with 

employing severe amounts of violent force. That is, the movement fiom a horizontal structure to 

a vertical one is not an outcome of the fiee will of lower castes. As a rule, vertical ethnic (caste) 

existence is a result of violent political subjugation. The historical indications provided by Weber 

concerning the Indian case conf~m this. 



Moreover, the modem historical experiences of minority groups, such as the Jews in 

medieval and modem Europe or Mo-Americans in the United States, are no exception to the 

rule. The effort to break away fiom a rigid "caste" existence, (Feudalism and Christian 

dominance in the case of Jews, and slavery in the case of Afio-Americans) attests to the 

difficulties associated with Iiquidating these social structures. 

The naturalization of Jews as citizens in modern Europe encountered major objections. In 

the last 150 years, there has been a constant struggle to grant and ensure equal civil rights to 

Afio-Americans in the United States. The efforts to keep these minorities in their '"place", 

wadis a direct attestation to the violent force inherent in the caste system. The dificulties facing 

the movement fiom ranked (caste) to unranked (ethnic) societies express, though belatedly and in 

an inverted handwriting, the violent nature and brute force embedded in ranked societies. A 

horizontal structure - ethnic coexistence or civil society - can be seen as a major victory for 

minority groups. Under such conditions social position is legally and formally equal, although 

the distance between formal equality and actual achievements might be as large as the distances 

separating castes in a ranked society. Formal equality or civil society is based on the concept of 

citizenship. Hence both formal equality and citizenship rights denote a deep transformation of 

the social structure from an honour-based structure to a rights-based structure. 

3. Radical secularization, citizenship rights and history creation 

Citizenship as a political concept represents one more aspect of the different trajectory in 

which Protestantism developed in contrast to Judaism. The concept of citizenship is constituted 

on adherence to the rule of law: a law that human-beings have created as an abiding and final 

arbitrator. The radical political secularization of the world has the effect of restricting God's 

spheres of authority. That is, the dualistic nature of a religious world in which heaven is the 

prerogative of God and earth is the domain of humans is transformed into a monistic one. Such a 

radical secularization of the world was initiated by Protestantism. A world governed by God 



fiom above and inhabitated by human beings below was incompatible with such political 

secularization. This is a variation on the prevalent Enlightenment theme of a world without God. 

Judaism's hope for God's intervention in this world represents an impediment to political 

secularization and full citizenship. Divine revolution, that is, God's intervention on behalf of the 

'chosen people' is of fbndamental importance in Jewish religious thinking. God will intervene in 

the human world; even if this intervention will be delayed, it will come. In this respect, 

Protestantism pushed God's "actions and thoughts" farther fiom human horizons. God's actions 

are impenetrable; his thoughts are incomprehensible to the human mind and heart; God is an 

entity which can not be fathomed. The individual Protestant must follow his 'calling' dictated by 

religious imperatives in complete ignorance of hisher religious destiny. That is, whether helshe 

is among the elected. Furthermore, he/she has no hope of changing God's decision. In a way, 

God became irrelevant to the everyday conduct of humans. 

The Jewish religious revolution is founded on God's actions in the world. It is 

intrinsically tied to a dual conception of the world. By contrast, Protestantism developed a world 

conception that is monistic. World affairs are of humans responsibility. Humans must strive "..to 

create the Kingdom on God on earth" (Kalberg, 1994: 98-100). However, the privilege of final 

judgement - unknowable and incomprehensible - remains God's prerogative. History, in the 

Protestant conception becomes the prerogative of human beings. This is the religious base of 

Protestant rationalism and civic participation. Its 'iron logic' reIentlessly spurred Protestants to a 

radical secularization of the world through dominating its history. 

It is possible, therefore, to gauge the different attitudes orthodox Judaism and devout 

Protestantism have toward history and history making. Weber identified orthodox Jewish 

perception as the perception of all Jews. When he wrote about ancient Judaism it seems as if he 

adopted a formalistic or exceedingly orthodox understanding of Judaism. However, such a 

conception never constituted the only understanding of reality in Judaism. Actually, Christianity 

is the most glaring example of a different interpretation of Judaism. There was always more than 



one interpretation of society and its relations to history in Judaism. Adopting an orthodox 

interpretation entails the negligence of historical events in which Jews acted in the world. 

Thus Weber's omission of ethnography, to which he alludes in the introductory chapter of 

the Protestant Ethics, is of crucial importance. The assimilationist Jews in Germany, for 

example, interpreted their position vis-a-vis their religion in a completely different way fiom 

their coreligionists in the Pale of Settlement in tsarist Russia. Both held radically different ideas 

of Orthodox Judaism. Therefore, historical specificity must be addressed if concrete situations 

are to be  understood. This point is especially important if the history of German Jewry in modern 

Germany and in modem times is called upon. Orthodoxy left history behind, thus rejecting the 

world in a way similar to the Hindu mystics. This was not the attitude of most German Jews. 

Assimilationist tendencies, whether in their secular (citizenship) or religious forms (Germans of 

the Mosaic faith), and Zionism were clear expressions of a Jewish drive to "make history" in 

"history. " 

The concept of "pariah people" overshadows the historical actions of Jews as German 

citizens; it also obscures, for example, the understanding of concrete interactions between Jews 

and Germans - as German citizens. Furthermore, the "pariah people" concept insinuates that the 

rejection of German-citizens of Jewish origins by German-citizens of Christian origins and later 

on the so-called Aryan-Germans, was a product of the Jews' characteristics. The last implication 

is particularly untenable. Hence the pariah people concept is an unsatisfactory conceptual tool to 

address modem ethnic relations. It does not capture the multi-dimensionality of the interactions 

between Germans citizens of Jewish and Christian origins in early 20th century Germany. 



Chapter 6 
Strangers, Marginality, Host, and Guest Peoples 
F. Simmei: Strangers and modernity 

While in the pre-modern epoch of European history Jews were the "classic" strangers, in 

modem European (and global) history "strangeness" is an universal rule. This is the most 

important point to be inferred fiom Simmel's work when considering ethnicity and Jews. Simmel 

argued that 'strangeness' has a positive quality; it is a unique and tangible form of social 

relations. Strangeness simultaneously embodies association and detachment. We both feel 

attachment toward the stranger because of some features about hirnlher and detachment because 

of other dimensions of  those very qualities. For example, the lack of interest the stranger exhibits 

toward "family feuds" and political factions prevalent in the host society, provides h idher  with 

a unique vantage point. This vantage point provides 'the stranger' with a wide horizon and serves 

as the basis for hidher impartiality. The fact that the stranger 'understands' less of the internal 

familial dynamics than a member, equips him with the capacity to become an arbitrator. In 

Simmel's words, "..the stranger is more impartial; the member is more understanding" (Simmel, 

1950:21615). 

The metropolis, in which most of the world's population lives, became the formal setting 

of the modem epoch. In it, everybody is a stranger. Strangeness is the universal characteristic of 

modern life. Concomitantly, the metropolis also epitomizes the money economy, the intensified 

division of labour and the cultural-psychological structures accompanying these features. 

Hence, the central characteristic of Jews as "the strangers" in European history and 

culture had been transformed into a universal characteristic of modem social life. A direct 

conclusion that one can draw from Simmel's analysis is that European Jews, after losing their 

'unique' feature as the only strangers, were transformed into an indistinguishable element within 

universal strangeness. This new and equalizing status renders pre-modern identities obsolete. Old 

identities lost meanings and substance; social conflicts embodied in past-identities became 

anachronistic. 



From this perspective, Simmel's formalistic construction concurs with Marx's 

materialistic conception. Marx predicted the disappearance of Jewry by equating Judaism with 

capitalism. Egoism and practicality, Jewish idiosyncrasies according to Marx, became the 

leading values of the economic instrumentality dominating capitalism. Similarly, Simmel 

implicitly visualized Jewry's evaporation as a direct by product of strangehood's universalization. 

In addition, Simmel's tacit assumption was that social strangeness is a necessary 

condition for the creation of the modem social structure. Hence, Jews were just the first case, so 

to speak. The experiences of Jewry can serve as an exemplary case. The assimilation of Jews, 

that is the shading offtheir particular strangeness, is the outcome of the universalization of 

strangehood. Assimilation is not only desirable, but it is also an inevitable reality in modern life. 

Jews, by losing their particularity, receive in exchange an admission ticket to modern society. As 

noted above, Mam, Lenin, Stalin and Leon saw in the assimilation of current Jewry the conditio 

sin quo non for the solution of the so-called Jewish question. 

However, strangeness had another aspect, mentioned, though not elaborated on by 

Simmel. The stranger had the potential of becoming the "other." That is, whereas strangehood 

was regarded as the foundation of a specific and positive kind of conflictual social relation, the 

"other" or "otherness" exhibited a totally negative relation16 Genocide, I argue, is a manifestation 

of such negative relations. The definition of Jews as non-human by Nazi ideology meant their 

total exclusion fiom any sort of human relations. In contrast to Simmel, however, this is not a 

matter of general attitude. Rather, the creation of "negative otherness" out of previously 

"positive-conflictual" relations, involves the employment of considerable social efforts backed 

up with ruthless political power as cases of total exclusion repeatedly show. . Thus, in Simmel's 

formula, strangehood is the basis of inclusion, whereas otherhood is the basis of total exclusion. 

As an example, Simmel advances the imagined inhabitants of the plant Sirius or the 

attitude ancient Greeks exhibited toward "Barbarians" (SofGS:402,407). The barbarians were 

perceived by ancient Greeks as the ultimate "otherst'; relations toward them were "no-relations," 

exactly as would be humankind's presumed relations toward the inhabitants of Sirius (ibid, 407). 



The possibility that the Jews would be transformed into the "others" who inhabit "no 

where," was probably something that Simmel did not imagine. This was especially true of 

Germany in his lifetime (1858-1918). Assimilation and integration of the Jews into German 

society was then celebrated as a great and assured achievement1'. 

However, negation and rejection of the very rudimentary human characteristics of the 

Jews was the central demand of the racial anti-Semitic parties in the Second Reich (1 87 1 - 19 18). 

It laid the foundation for Nazi anti-Semitic ideology. 

The assimilation hypothesis, which was implicit in Simmel's work received an explicit 

elaboration in Park's "Race Cycle Relations" and in Stonequist's "Marginal Man" (Park, 1950; 

Stonequist, 1937). Three common premises can be delineated in Simmel's, Park's, and 

Stonequist's works. All three scholars subscribed to a modernist perception of social and 

historical process. The universalization of strangehood was the fimdamental premise on which 

they had built their analysis. Consequently, assimilation, either cultural or through what they 

called "racial" interbreeding, seemed to be an inevitable process. Lastly, they were cautiously 

optimistic about the end result. Ethnic conflicts would be resolved, they believed, through the 

creation of a new type of social organizations. Rational-instrumentality would prevail, they 

asserted. In this chapter, I will review some of their works and present a critical analysis of their 

common assumptions. 

I argue that the universalization of strangehood, assimilation, and optimism -- the 

common assumptions of their works - emanated fiom the premise concerning the "positive" 

relations between "stranger" and "host? The concepts of "host" and "guest" were subjected to 

critical analysis in the Weber's chapter. Other options such as, "Indigenous" as the antonym to 

"stranger" is too far removed fiom Simmel's intentions. Jews, in some cases, were an established 

social group before the "indigenous" people had any sense of their political commonality, 

indigenousness and/or nationhood. This was the case in 15th century Catholic Spain and in 19th 

century Germany. Therefore host society means "the majority" based on demographic 

considerations, religious convictions or political dominance vis-a-vis the minority. ". The 



"positive" relations premise was a kndamental component in their conception of the historical 

process. European expansion and the chain reactions initiated by it, transformed the world into 

an universe. Isolated societies were inconceivable in their conception of the modem epoch. 

Contact with the European world forced even isolated societies into a thoroughgoing exposure. 

These relations moved fiom the initial symbiotic-naturalistic phase into a social type relations. 

Although they acknowledged conflict, it was, however, restricted to the initial stages of cultural 

and social contact. Assimilation was inevitable and was perceived essentidly through its 

benevolent aspects. 

In contrast to Weber, who saw the retention of (Jewish) ethnic identity as the result of 

dynamics internal to the group, Simmel, Park and Stonequist regarded external factors as 

findamental causes in the erosion of particular ethnic identities, including the Jewish one. Thus, 

an implicit theory of history is intertwined in their theoretical construction. This thread of 

historical development is manifested in Simmel's work on the metropolis. 

1. Simmel's metropolis and modern challenges 

The metropolis, according to Simmel, was the central factor contributing to the attrition 

of pre-modern identities. What was the metropolis for Simmel? The emergence of the metropolis 

represented a historical change, occurring particularly in European society, but also engulfing 

world societies. The 18th century was the epoch which celebrated humans' liberation fiom the 

constraining ties of religion, state, and fiom obsolete moral and economic conventions; the 19th 

century highlighted finctional and individualistic professionafism through the intensification of 

the division of labour. 

On the one hand, such occupational specification emphasized the particular and 

irreplaceability of each individual, while augmenting, on the other hand, the interdependency of 

individuals. The physical as well as psychological survival of individuals became completely 

dependent on a web of  social relations. The intensification of the division of labour created an 

interdependency coupled with an extremely individualistic existence. Hence, interdependency 



and individuality are the root causes of modem social tensions. Comprehending the metropolis, 

that is, modem society, demands the analysis of these two powerfbl undercurrents (SofGS: 409). 

Although cities always involved aspects of the money economy, only the metropolis has 

the unique characteristics of an elaborate division of labour in combination with money 

economy. This combination created the modem social-psychological tension of anonymity. The 

money economy means that individuals and objects lose their particularity and the only way to 

assess their value is by estimating their lowest common denominator that is, their worth in 

money terms (ibid, 41 I). 

In the city, production is completely oriented toward the market, never toward 

individualistic needs. The anonymity of producer and consumer is the reason; it creates a 

''matter-of-factness" attitude toward business; an attitude that does not involve "emotions." The 

only emotions allowed in, are the cold calculations of gain and loss. This approach, built on 

constant calculability, supplies city life with its pulse. Without constant calculability, city life 

will become a chaos. An a-personal "time-table" is the rhythm of the city. Without the watch, 

disorder will reign. Such a social structure shapes not only economic behaviours, but also an 

individual's personality and hidher social-psychological underpinnings (ibid, 413). 

Life in the city, argued Simmel, is by necessity schematic and derives fiom non-personal 

criteria. It is this feature that aroused the hatred of city life by such people as Nietzsche. The 

psychological structure of the urban personality is built on such schematic and a-personal life. 

Despite all that, only such features provide the grounds on which the unique subjective 

personality can emerge. As a matter of fact, individuality and individualism are possible only in 

such a context. The "artificial" or social character of the individual is possible only in a 

metropolis. The individual is undeniably a social and abstract fabrication. Judged fiom this point 

of view, Simmel's attitude overlaps with the Durkhemian conception of the organic division of 

labour, the emergence of the individual as a social phenomenon and the appearance of the "cult 

of the individual" (Giddens, 1971 : 1 15-1 18). 



For Sirnmel, the urban personality is, first and foremost, reserved toward others. This 

reserve is a protective mechanism mitigating the brutal abundance of experiences and sights that 

urban life provides. Mutual strangeness and repulsion emerge fkom this abundance and aversion 

borders on hostility and violence (ibid, 415-16). However, within these confines of indifference, 

reserve, and mutual aversion, personal fieedom burgeons. This is the land on which personal 

subjective identity sprouts and flourishes. The relations of the metropolis to ethnicity and ethnic 

violence are elucidated through comparison with "village" life. 

The city presents in a clear manner, although in an inverted way, the material and the 

bonds fiom which social institutions are made. At the basis of institutions such as the village, the 

small town, a tribe, or an ethnic group, rests the exclusionary mechanism which rejects strangers. 

These closed circles of associations also block the development of the individualistic traits of 

their own members. In such groupings, personal fieedom or individuality are almost impossibie. 

Group self-preservation dictates a strong emphasis on unity and erects thick boundaries which 

separates "us" fiom "strangers" (ibid, 417). 

As a group develops and grows, its unitary identity and the thick boundaries lose their 

constraining power. Individual members acquire the leeway to express other dimensions of their 

personalities. Whereas the metropolis is the formal basis within which the individualisation 

process takes place, the village exerts pressure to de-individualise personality. The metropolis is, 

by definition, the ground on which a cosmopolitan world-view develops (ibid, 419). 

Notwithstanding the above, the metropolis also transforms individuals into a crowd. 

Despite their "expertise" and their functional indispensability, each one of the individuals can be 

replaced by many other "experts" like him or her. In addition, because of the very nature of 

professional specification, individuals are becoming 'one-dimensional'. The culture into which 

they were born and in which they firnction divorces itself fiom them. Individuals lose the 

attachment points through which they could comprehend, adjust and belong. Hence, one loses 

the sense of self-worth despite or maybe because of his or her idiosyncratic characteristics. In 

order to hear his voice, he must expose his inner, most intimate self (ibid, 422). 



The metropolis is thus the arena in which individuals might lose their selfhood, self- 

worth and the meaning of their existence. Modern life can become incomprehensible, 

meaningless, aimless and worthless. The general feeling of worthlessness is projected onto the 

self and augments the degraded self-esteem of individuals. The modem epoch produces 

alienation; it can also produce the modem mob, a mass of alienated and atomized individuals 

(Arendt, 1979:106-116,147-157). 

Whereas the 18th century highlighted the need for liberty and equality in order to 

promote general individual independence, the 19th century ushered in Romanticism and the 

intensified division of labour. Romanticism focused on the common traits of all individuals, and 

the intensified division of labour underlined particular subjectivity (individuality itself), but 

always as part of a romanticized group that did not exist in reality. Thus, the 18th century 

championed liberty and fieedom as common basis of human beings; the 19th century underlined 

"man's qualitative uniqueness and irreplaceablity". From the integration of these two current of 

individualism, the liberated individual emerged - the individual who tries to assert hisher distinct 

features from others. The conflict between the general and the unique are brought to a head in the 

modern city. The metropolis is the specific historical theatre in which the drama of the "stranger" 

unfolds. Only the metropolis can provide the fertile ground for the resolution of these conflicting 

strands. However, Simmel, aware of the challenges and threats, avoided judgements and 

suggested only humble understanding. Simmel's metropolis then offers only the preface to the 

emergence of identity politics with the potential violence accompanying it. 

2. The Stranger and "organic" societies 

Weber argued that the concept of "pariah people" explains the sociological history of the 

Jews as an ethnic group. Simmel did not deal specifically with the Jewish group. However, it is 

reasonable to suggest that Simmel saw in the status of Jews in European social history the 

epitomization of "stranger." I also argued that he regarded the history of European Jewry as an 

exemplary case of modem social dynamics. 



The cultural strangeness of an ethnic minority, argued SimmeI, was a constituting 

element of social life throughout history. For example, any external relations of self-sufficient, 

pre-modern societies were necessarily performed by strangers. Such societies received from 

strangers products that they could not produce themselves, usually luxury products. 

Historically, therefore, the stranger was the trader and the trader was a stranger. Weber is 

in a complete agreement on this point (see Weber, 1961 : 15 1; Simmel, 1 %O:403). The classic 

example of the trader ethnic minority in Europe, says Simmel, were the Jews. Strangers do not 

own soil and were not allowed to purchase soil. They were, so to speak, "soilless" literally and 

symbolically. They did not produce their livelihood fiorn agricultural pursuits and had no roots 

in the place19. Because of the mediately function of their commercial occupations, traders are 

always in motion. Their mobility is the most characterizing feature of their social status. While 

being in contact with others, the strangers are attached to none. Never an organic part of the 

community, "through established ties of kinship" they are always an external addition to it 

(Soas: 404). 

However, social relations with the stranger had a unique content in human social history. 

That is, these relations had a "positive", specific and definable substance. 

For, to be a stranger is naturally a very positive relation; it is a specific form of 
interaction. The inhabitants of Sirius are not really stranger to us, at least not in 
any sociologically relevant sense: they do not exist for us at all; they are beyond 
far and near. The stranger, like the poor and like sundry "inner enemies," is an 
element of the group itself His position as a full-fledged member involves both 
being outside it and confronting it (ibid, 402-3). 

But who is, theoretically speaking, the stranger in modem societies? 

The stranger is thus being discussed here, not in the sense often touched upon in 
the past, as the wanderer who comes today and goes tomorrow, but rather as the 
person who comes today and stays tomorrow. He is, so to speak, the potential 



wanderer; although he has not moved on he has not quite overcome the freedom 
of corning and going ... But his position in this group is determined, essentially, by 
the fact that he has not belonged to it fiom the beginning, that he imports qualities 
into it, which do not and cannot stem fiom the group itself (ibid, 402). 

Hence, the modern stranger is a constituent element of current societies. It is an integral attribute 

of modem society and psyche. 

The relations between 'community' and 'stranger' incorporates indifference and 

involvement of a specific type. The stranger is impartial in hidher relations with the community. 

He does not belong to the community; usually, he is not aware of the conflicts of interests and of 

the political history of social relations within the community. This objectivity does not change 

over time, since the stranger's status does not change. He is not introduced to the intricate 'secret' 

relations of the community as a member of one or the other factions. Thus, this impartiality and 

objectivity becomes functional in the community. The stranger can become an outside arbitrator 

to whom groups may find it easier to subordinatez0. Secrets can be revealed to him, since neither 

can he use them for himself, nor can he tell them to other factions. The stranger has no one to tell 

the secrets to. Nobody is interested to hear 'secrets' fiom him. Lastly, the stranger is free, that is 

he is free from traditional commitments and obligations. This, of course, enables him to look at 

the social situation fiom a vantage point above the fiay. 

But this very ability puts "the stranger" in grave danger too. Simmel's penetrating 

analysis, however, left this important aspect out of consideration. The fact that the stranger 

stands 'in-between' may incur the wrath of both sides on him. Both parties might find him guilty 

of their misfortune. Like the elected tyrant of ancient Greece, he might incur the kry, and be 

blamed as harming all2'. The stranger can be accused of being an instigator because his 

perspective is impartial. In such cases he becomes culpable of insurrection, eruption of violence 

or calamity. By blaming the stranger, the accusers acquit themselves and the rebellious. Instead 

of confronting the concrete difficulties that a social situation may present to them, instead they 

hang the stranger or the messenger. Constant vulnerability is the stranger's lot; he can be easily 

transformed, symbolically or concretely, into a sacrificial scapegoat. 



The combination of nearness and distance intertwined in the objective, existential 

position of the stranger are readily manifested by the fact that each specific 'stranger' can be 

replaced by other 'strangers'. Relations to the stranger never reach interdependency; contacts with 

him never reach the level of uniqueness. The stranger remains in the abstract level of 

communication. With the stranger, random and accidental encounters are the norm. Relations to 

the stranger have "no inner and exclusive necessity" (ibid, 406). In short, relations to the stranger 

are based on the stereotypical assumptions of  origin, race, occupation or the most rudimentary 

and universal human attributes. Personal and idiosyncratic traits of the individual stranger with 

whom one negotiates, do not play a role in the interaction. "For these reasons," says Simrnel, " 

strangers a re  not really conceived as individuals, but as strangers of a particular type: the 

element of distance is no less general in regard to them than the element of nearness (ibid, 407- 

8). For example, the Jews in medieval Germany did not pay taxes as individual citizens with the 

fluctuations of his fortune, but only as "a Jew" that is, a fixed tax. 

Notwithstanding, Simmel argued that we should not perceive the stranger as an external 

entity to the group, rather the stranger is an integral part of it. The complexity of this definition 

emanates fkom the absence of precise words to describe the social situation of the stranger's 

minority, he argued. Simmel's oscillation between an abstract concept of the stranger as  a 

constituent element of modern society, and the historical content he uses to shed light on it are 

apparent here. 

In spite of being inorganically appended to it, the stranger is yet an organic 
member of the group. Its uniform fife includes the specific conditions of this 
element. Only we do not know how to  designate the peculiar unity of this position 
other than by saying that it is composed of certain measures of nearness and 
distance. Although some quantities of them characterize all relationships, a 
special proportion and reciprocal tension produce the particular, formal relation to 
the "stranger" (ibid, 408). 



In my mind, Simmel was wrong to universalize the notion of the stranger to such an 

extent. The mistake originates from his premise about the existence of an "organic" social entity. 

If he had not used that kind of language, he would have not been ensnared in the theoretical web 

of organic and in-organic belonging. Unwittingly, it seems that Simmel accepted the social 

definition of reality of the dominant political group in his life and in the society he lived. 

This is so because the theoretical validity of the "organic" definition is questionable and 

this is especially true in modern societies. The concepts of organic society as a "host" society and 

minority group as a "guest" group, and therefore as strangers are the result of social and political 

constructions of reality. These definitions represent the outcome of social and political 

confrontations in which the demand for a privileged honour of a specific group received political 

legitimation. The case of Germany is a clear manifestation of that process. 

Until 1871, there was no clear definition of German citizenship. Jews had been residents 

of various German states for centuries, and in some cases for more than a thousand years. 

Therefore, Jews were "organic" Germans. Politically however, their status remained precarious 

and bordered on the "stranger" lines of identification. Thus, the theoretical and political 

consistency of Simmel's own definition of the metropolis as the arena of strangeness would have 

compelled him to see the particular demands of the organicist argument as theoretically baseless. 

The overbearing ability of such dominant groups to impose their "organic" definition on reality 

and therefore to exclude "others" is rooted in their political supremacy, not in the absence of 

precise analytical tools. The theoretical ambivalence of the stranger's concept rests on political 

imbalances, not on theoretical misconceptions. Therefore, the acceptance of concepts such as 

"host" and "guests" societies or the one-sided application of the concept of the stranger, 

unconsciousIy endorses the implicit superiority of one group over the other as an objective 

reality. Historically, simultaneously, Jews were totally excluded - that is, transformed into the 

"others" by their "stranger" position - as the "organic" German racial identity was being 

crystallized. 



G. Park and Stonequist: Marginal-Man 

The "Marginal Man," invented by park" and elaborated on by Stonequist, has its 

theoretical roots in Simmel's "Stranger." Based in a symbolic-interactionist paradigm, the claims 

of Park and Stonequist constitute a skeleton of a rational, linear and optimistic theory of ethnic 

relations. In contrast to Simmel, Park and Stonequist paid due attention to the process of 

assimilation. They, nevertheless, focused only on its 'positive' aspects. I argue that they 

disregarded the potential long term negative reactions to assimilation. This is also the main 

reason for the limited theoretical value of their concept as an explanation for ethnic violence. 

Their theoretical omission stems in part fiom their American historical experience and in part 

fiom their open-ended and optimistic theory. The optimistic approach was apparent in their 

implicit premise that assimilation was an exclusively a minority groups' experience. 

The Jewish question, especially in regard to emancipated Jewry, appeared in their work 

as part of a general process of cultural assimilation of minority groups. In itself it constituted a 

"case" similar to other "cases" of "cultural hybrids." They recognized that in the past, the Jewish 

group had some unique features such as its historically established minority status, international 

dispersion and strict rules of endogamy (Stonequist, 1937: 76-7; see for similar formulation Park, 

1950: 11 5 and especially 354-5). 

This past uniqueness, however, did not seem to warrant a different treatment today. 

Stonequist groups the Jews together with Europeanized Afkicans, Westernized Orientals 

(Indians), denationalized Europeans - immigrants and their descendants - and what he called the 

American Negro. All these groups were considered as "cultural hybrids." That is, all exhibited, to 

some degree, some characteristics of the marginal-man (Stonequist, 1937: 54- 1 19). 

In Park's analysis, the cultural positions of "the Jew" is theorized and generalized to 

include the new type of personality prevalent in modern life, that of the cultural hybrid or the 

marginal-man. The marginal man, says Park 



was a man on the margin of two cultures and two societies, which never 
compfetely interpenetrated and fised. The emancipated Jew was, and is, 
historically and typically the marginal man, the first cosmopolite and citizen of 
the world. He is, par excellence, the "stranger," whom Simmel, himself a Jew, has 
described with such profound insight and understanding in his Soczologie 
(1950:354). 

There are several common elements shared by the stranger and the marginal man; matters 

of social and psychological belongingness are the focal points. As an example of this 

interchangeability and similarity Park takes the life of the Spanish-American, writer and 

philosopher George Santayana, who is equated to Simmel's "stranger" (1950:374). 

The American theoreticians' attention was focused on the interaction between the 

individual immigrant psychological structure and the social constrains and possibilities 

immigration had presented to himlher. The type of individual, caught in-between two cultures, 

was identified as the marginal man. This integrative formulation enabled the theoretical 

breakthrough of the Chicago School. It facilitated both the sophisticated analysis of immigrants 

societies in America and their penetrating insights into race relations in the U.S.A. and in other 

countries (Lal, 1986:280-298). 

However, I argue, that it also circumscribed their theoretical horizons. According to 

Stonequist's definition, the marginal man was: 

... one who is poised in psychological uncertainty between two (or more) social 
worlds; reflecting in his soul the discords and harmonies, repulsions and 
attractions of these worlds, one of which is often "dominant" over the other; 
within which membership is implicitly if not explicitly based upon birth or 
ancestry (race and nationality); and where exclusion removes the individual from 
a system of group relations (Stonequist, 1937:8). 

Park's definition ,of the marginal man is similar (1 95O:373). 

The significant point in these definitions is the stress put on the social psychological 

process of personal identity crystallisation. The individual's personality is shaped by the social 



groups to which helshe belongs. Identity is formed and shaped through the interaction one has 

with "significant others" in various groups, whose opinions about him are of the utmost 

significance. Furthermore, these opinions are central to the formation of individual's self-image. 

"Social self and role" as well as "personality" receive their existential depth and sociological 

meaning in this process. 

"The individual," writes William James, "has as many different social selves as there are 

distinct groups of persons about whose opinion he cares. He generally shows a different side of 

himself to each of these different groups" (W. James in Stonequest, l937:2lS). These 

fbndamental dimensions were eIaborated in such concepts as, Cooley's 'looking-glass self and 

'social reference' and later in Mead's 'generalized other' (James, 1892; Cooley, 1909; Mead, 1934 

see also Collins and Makowsky, 1993 : 170-204; Zeitlin, 1973 :2 19-242). James', Cooley's and 

Mead's writings and insights permeates Park's work. 

Therefore, for Park and Stonquist, the individual "marginal-man" exemplifies, in an 

extreme manner, the confrontation between cultures. The cultural clash takes place within the 

individual's soul, almost, so to speak, over one's soul. Hence, the Marginal-man's personality is 

the subjective manifestation of the objective conflict which takes place between two or more 

groups. Individual immigrants, their struggles and modes of adaptation became both the unit of 

analysis and the subject of research. 

1. Universalization of strangehood: the metropolis as social frontier 

Ezra Park developed both of Simmel's key theoretical concepts: the metropolis and the 

stranger. Both concepts played a significant role in the construction of his theory of Race Cycle 

~ e l a t i o n s ~ ~  and the marginal man. The metropolis was conceptualized as  the theoretical fiontier 

of Europe's expansion. Europe, he argued, was a "politically active" zone in the last four hundred 

years."Active areas are those in which there is a great deal going on. New ideas are burgeoning, 



new technological advances are in progress, and both are changing the conditions, the structure, 

and the content of social life" (1950: 1 17). 

The passive areas are the areas in which traditional modes of behaviour still predominate. 

The cities were cultural frontiers in all historical periods. The Greek Poiis and its metic vibrant 

population is just one example of this process (Park, 1950:92-100). Park's concIusion claimed 

that "What took place in Greece first has since taken place in the rest of Europe and is now going 

on in Americat' (ibid, 352). 

In the fluid reality of "frontier" cities, people were objectively freed ftom old conventions 

and archaic social obligations. Humans were fiee and had to create new frames of reference, and 

original, that is, new social patterns. In the fiontier, all people are new to the situation. Thus, "the 

situation" itself was in a process of fermentation. Social roles, religious ideas, statuses and 

positions, all were in a state of flux. Individuals, not social institutions in the forms of 

conventions and stereotypes, defined reality. This is the arena in which strangers, merchants, 

metis and marginal-man as well as 'natives' interact. Therefore Simmel's "stranger" received its 

generality through Park's and Stonequist's "marginal man." Marginality was the characteristic 

feature of immigrants in the ancient world; it retained this centrality in the new. In a way, 

marginality became a trans-historical conceptual tool. 

As mentioned, the modern marginal-man was a direct product of migration and conquest. 

And migration and conquest were intimately tied up with the expansion of Europe. That 

expansion moved along two parallel paths which created similar sociological consequences. In 

the first path European expansion created the racial hybrid (Stonequist, 1 93 7: 1 0-53). That is to 

say, children who were born of sexual relations or marriage between Europeans and natives. This 

happened mainly in settlement or colonized regions of the world (India, South M c a ,  Hawaii, 

the East and West Indies, Brazil and of course among the Afro-Americans who were brought to 

America as slaves). 

The other path was created through cultural contact; the world became an universe; and 

as a result the world had been Europeanized. This contact created the cultural hybrid 



(Stonequist, 1937541 19). The cultural hybrids are the people who were influenced by the 

'European touch' through culture, technology, commodities or ideas. The racial and the cultural 

hybrids overlap in many instances. Those who were born to parents of different cultural 

backgrounds were both racial and cultural hybrids. However, this did not exhaust the 

phenomenon. Immigration and immigrant, cultural diffision and economic contacts had 

complemented it. All these diverse processes created the marginal-man as a social category. 

The marginal man, as a phenomenon, has social patterns, and the life cycle of an 

individual marginal-man has certain stages. These stages are typification of that social reality. 

Moreover, the marginal-man seems to have some common social-psychological characteristics. 

The conflictual social reality in which the marginal-man is embedded, whether through hidher 

ancestry, immigration or cuItural contacts, shapes to a large extent, hidher psychological 

structure. That is, a marginal-man's social psychology has a sociological-historical base. 

In the past it was possible to witness social situations in which different races - like 

different plants or animal species - cohabited in the same area without having race relations. 

Differences did not penetrate awareness as issues of concern. Park calls these situations 

symbiotic relations; these kind of relations are diametrically opposed to social relations. The 

transition from symbiotic to social relations depends on contacts and on the appearance of 

interbreeding (Park, 1950:vii, 83-85, 105). 

European expansion and the European economic and political superiority had 

transformed the symbiotic race-relations into social relations. Periphery and centre intermingled 

in one universal system. Hence, in Park's hands, Simmel's concepts were developed into an 

explicit, general theory of world history. The theory was premised on functional and rationalistic 

assumptions. 

The world, according to this scheme, was developing because it had internal economic 

and cultural imperatives. This development had an iron logic; that logic had a tremendous power 

to impose itself. Resistance to it was possible but doomed to fail. The advancement of the 

process could be postponed, but it could not be blocked. The market principle, the motor force at 



the base of metropoIis development and the modem epoch, had rules which could not be resisted 

- especially not by isolation and withdrawal to a bygone past. 

Such strategies were futile in a "known" universe. Every point on the globe can be 

reached. The world is a 'known' universe either physically by soldiers, missionaries or factory 

owners or by modem products and ideas. In any case, contact had the same effect. Modernity 

and European cultural dominance were omnipresent and invincible. 

2. Assimilation and optimism 

Simmel's stranger and Park's and Stonequist's marginal-man were objective products of 

social evolution and civilizing process. The hallmark of that process was assimilation. Park and 

Stonequist, in contrast to Simmel, assigned much importance to that process. Assimilation had 

several roots, all stemming fiom the expansion of Europe. Conquest, colonization, immigration 

and cultural contact were the most obvious routes through which assimilation proceeds. Hence, 

strangers and marginal-men were the direct product of inter-cultural and physical contact; 

interbreeding was the concrete manifestation of that assimilatory process. Racial and cultural 

hybrids are the epitomization of the race problem and conflicts. 

For Park 'race relations' were 'ethnic relations'. The concept of race was used in a loose 

manner. It incorporated marks of racial descent, awareness of them and the ways in which they 

shaped individuals perceptions of themselves and of their social status. Park argued that physical 

and biological marks are not crucial in and of themselves; they are indices and symbols of mental 

and moral traits that constitute social distances and political hierarchies among groups (Park, 

1950:239). Prejudices are the mechanism sustaining these distances and hierarchies. 

Thus, racial prejudices should be regarded as phenomena of status struggles. Racial 

antagonism emerges when prejudices do not function as they used to. That is, race relations 

necessitate parties' awareness of changes in status allocation; it is like class or caste 

consciousness. Without a 'race problem' caused by that change, there are no race relations. Thus 



race relations exist only with race consciousness. In a society in which people are racially "blind" 

there are no race relations (Brazi 1 was his example). 

Hence, Park was able to argue that in the southern states before the civil war there were 

racial prejudices but there was no racial antagonism. Racial antagonism had developed only after 

the old regime crumbled down. "In short" he argues, "the plantation population, in spite of 

differences of race and status, constituted what I have described as a we-group." In the south 

there was no racial antipathy between master and slave as in the North between Blacks and 

Whites (ibid, 235). The destruction of the 'ancient regime' created a situation in which social 

statuses became vague. Only when Blacks did not know "theirplace" (according to Southern 

whites) did race become an issue. In its turn, vagueness, created the conflict between whites and 

blacks. 

As far as the South is concerned, it is where racial prejudices, and the social order 
which they perpetuated, are breaking down, that racial animosities are most 
intense. It is when the Negro invades a new region that race riots occur; it is when 
he seek a place in a new occupation or a new profession that he meets the most 
vigorous opposition; it is when he seeks to assume a new dignity that he ceases to 
be quaint and becomes ridiculous (ibid, 236). 

Only after the civil war, which granted Afio-Americans formal equality, did race conflict 

emerge. That is, social changes caused racial conflicts. Prejudices are weapons used in that 

struggle. They are "the elementary expression of conservatism" (ibid, 233). The structure of race 

relations in the South changed from a horizontal line to a vertical line of organization. In the past 

"..all the white folk [were] above, and all the Negro folk [were] below." With the political and 

economic changes, the diversification of Afro-American's occupations, a new structure emerged. 

It assumed the form of a vertical line in which both racial groups have representatives in all 

occupations (ibid, 243). In the new structure, bi-racial organization are created. No longer do 

races look up and down at each other but across. Distances are maintained but attitudes are 



different; hence, race conflict permeates society. Park concluded that such a state of affairs is 

unique to the United States, because of its open-ended structure. 

However, this perspective, though insightfil, ignores other aspects of the phenomenon. 

Slavery's political oppression and economic exploitation were completely disregarded. The 

above scheme assumes that compliance means endorsement by the oppressed. However, 

compliance might have been the only reaction of the powerless and the vulnerable. Moreover, 

also stating that hostility was not located within the Ati-o-Americans community, Park did not 

develop this point. Hostility emanated from the majority group who resisted, in all possible 

ways, the advancement of Afio-Americans. The assumption that the Iabour market would 

accommodate the aspirations, talents, and skills of Afro-Americans was baseless. A dual labour 

market had developed and formal civil rights were not so easily put into practice. 

Despite that, Park's cautious evaluations remained optimistic. As the end of the next 

quote shows, he had envisioned a better future for America's 'races' or ethnic groups. 

The structure within which master and slave had lived for two hundred and fifty 
years was not at once dissolved by the publication of the Emancipation 
Proclamation. The old order, which was fixed in the habits and customs of both 
races, persisted long after the institution of slavery had been deprived of its legal 
sanctions. In many of its characteristics features it exists today, but it is crumbling 
(ibid, 236). 

For Park and Stonequist as well as for Simrnel, the possibility that the conflictual 

relations between stranger and host would deteriorate into a total rejection, seemed 

unimaginable. This specific attitude can probably be attributed to their own cultural make-up, but 

this is not a matter of concern here. However, the option of deterioration of racial relations into 

total exclusion existed, but they preferred to disregard it, Another point that should have 

concerned them was the role of the state and politics in ethnic and race relations. Afker all, the 

only force that can guarantee minorities' rights within states are the states themselves. The 



German state in Simmel's case, and the American state in the case of Park and Stonequit were 

not considered as primary factors shaping ethnic relations. But the most important point was that 

this states enacted different policies. Third Reich Germany declared war on its Jewish minority; 

the American state never legally sanctioned the persecution of its Afko-American citizens. 

3. Critical appraisal 

How are groups perceived by other groups? And how does that perception shape the self- 

image of individual members of negatively labelled groups? How is change in perception and 

therefore of status of groups and their influence on individuals brought about? What can 

individuals do in the different situations into which they are born? These are only some of the 

questions that do not have an explicit answer from the above models. 

Since Simmel's, Park's and Stonequist concepts were focused on the individual as the unit 

of analysis, the objective relations among groups, whether of an economic and/or of a political 

nature, received less attention. Furthermore, the relationships within the group, that is, the 

relations of individuals to their own groups is marginalized. In accordance with Park's and 

Stonequist's rendering, the individual's self-image is influenced by the status and position of the 

group to which one belongs. Hence, the marginalization of these internal dynamics can 

jeopardize the ability to comprehend the individual's (stranger, immigrant or hybrid) behaviour 

because the groups' status has to do with the economic and political structure of the society under 

investigation. Status politics are mainly politics among the groups which shape individuals' 

politics and perceptions. 

In addition, Simmel, Park and Stonequist premised their theories on the assumption that 

"old" ethnic allegiances will fade away. In short, such "ancient" group's afiliations and the 

conflicts they engendered were seen as transient in the modern epoch. Their assumption was that 

ethnic differences would eventually, dissolve into an integral social whole. The social whole, 

they envisioned, was based on individual meritocracy and democratic rule, and the United States 

was the model of things to come. 



However, the "state" as an agency which confirms privileges and assigns statuses was 

considered as a "racially blind" factor. Neither interaction between and/or within groups nor 

political conflicts and state politics were formally integrated into Park's and Stonequist's fiame of 

reference. These omissions become significant when the marginal-madstranger concepts are put 

into use as theoretical tools to tackle ethnocentric violence. Their inefficiencies rest, in the last 

analysis, in the presuppositions the three theorists had in common. 

The first common presupposition was the argument concerned with the positive effects 

of the universalisation of strangehood. Simmel perceived the stranger's relations to a community 

as a basic feature of modem societies. Metropolises were the formal location in which human 

beings interact in the modern world. Thus, the dynamics which created the metropolis, that is the 

quest for political liberalism and the intensified division of labour are the forces shaping 

individuals, individuality and the social world which they inhabit. This process was perceived to 

be a world phenomena. 

The Simmelian metropolis received its universal and historical significance in Park's 

formulation of race cycle relations and In Stonequist's marginal man. By contextualising the 

Simmelian metropolis and the stranger into the 'expansion of Europe' and world-wide emigration 

waves, both concepts were elevated into the central features of the modem epoch. The 

Simmelian "metropolis" became the Parkian social "tiontier" (1 950: 1 17-1 37). 

The second presupposition common to all three was the implicit (Simmel) and the 

explicit (Park and Stonequest) insistence on the inevitability of assimiIation. More importantly, 

assimilation was assumed to be part of social progress. The stranger and the marginal-man were 

conceived to be general human existential situations in the modem era. Although conflict was 

not disregarded, it had a latent finction of binding parties into an overarching social whole. 

"Today the marginal personality is found among all races and in all cultures, whether Oriental or 

Occidental, advanced or primitive, among "pure bloods" as well as "mixed bloods": he is a 

world-wide type" (Stonequist, 1937: 120). 



The last common presupposition was their cautious optimism. Park's race cycle 

relations consummated in assimilation. That is, each cultural contact, conflictual or otherwise, 

created, in the end, a new system of status distribution and equilibrium. 

In the long run, however, peoples and races who live together, sharing in the same 
economy, inevitably interbreed, and in this way if in no other, the relations which 
were merely cooperative and economic become social and cultural. When 
migration leads to conquest, either economic or political, assimilation is 
inevitable. The conquering peoples impose their culture and their standards upon 
the conquered, and there follows a period of cultural endosmosis (Park, 
1950:354). 

In Park's formulation "Slavery and caste are merely forms of accommodation, in which 

the race problem finds a temporary solution" (ibid, 354). In the long run, again, caste's members 

and even previously enslaved peoples will become "integral parts of one society" (ibid, 354). It 

seems as if Park had assumed that the democratic nation-state will provide the grounds on which 

groupst differences, political or economic, will dissolve themselves on the basis of individual 

meritocracy. 

In a democratic society, where every individual is fiee, or relatively so, to rise and 
to improve his social status on the basis of his individual achievement, or 
whatever represents success in the society in which he lives, caste distinctions 
tend to dissolve and disappear. In that case race distinctions also are obliterated, 
or forgotten and neglected (1950:98). 

Park was aware, of course, of the fact that intermarriage and interbreeding were not a 

straightforward processes. He also was aware of the fact that race and caste distinctions might 

linger on, as the cases of Mo-Americans in the United States and Jews in Europe demonstrate. 

However, he did not elaborate the reasons for this ethnic or racial minorities' aloofhess. These 

groups, he concluded, without elaborating the reasons, become racial and cultural minorities. 



Simmel likened relations to the "other" to non-relations; these were the relations to 

obscure entities out in space or like the relations to the "barbarian" in ancient history. Park's 

range of possibilities, on the other hand, moved only between symbiotic and social relations. The 

possibility of the revival of sentiments which totally reject association and integration of 

minority groups, were out of their conceptual horizons. This is one of the major shortcomings of 

their theoretical work. 

Their basic premises - the universalization of strangehood, the inevitability of 

assimilation, and the optimistic faith in modern progress - are the focal points of my criticism. 

The criticism does not aim at completely discarding their theory; on the contrary, it aims at 

introducing elements I see as essential in explaining ethnic identity formation and ethnic conflict 

genesis. Hence, I argue, along the symbolic interactionist theory, that ethnic identity of minority 

as well as majority groups, has roots in the emotional make-up of individuals as members of 

these groups and vice versa. In short, ethnic identity formation is a dialectical process integrally 

shaping and effecting personal and collective identity, the emotional and political basis of these 

identities, and the groups with which a group compares itself The bases of group attachment can 

be only partly accounted for by rational aspects of human behaviour. The missing link in 

Simmel's, Park's and Stonequist constructions - the emotional or the social-psychological link 

among members - is the focus of my work. 

H. Conclusion 

Park's and Stonequist's theoretical formulations and sociological investigations were 

focused solely on minority groups. The interaction between majority and minority groups, 

particularly the sociological and psychological effects integration had on majority groups were 

less developed. In addition, the processes of identity formation within the majority group were 

taken for granted; they tacitly assumed the majority identity to be a solid, unchangeable "fact". 

However, a careful application of their own theory would have resulted in a different conclusion. 

Namely, that the majority group's identity, not only in the United States in relation to the blacks, 



but also in Germany in relation to the Jews, had changed tremendously through contact with and 

the incorporation of previously disprivileged minority groups. Thus, this theoretical one- 

sidedness hampers the applicability of their concepts to phenomena such as majority (violent) 

ethnocentrism. State legalized persecutions, such as expulsion andor genocide, cannot even be 

considered. 

In the history of Europe the Jews were a classic case of a victimised ethnic and religious 

minority. Weber's "host and guest peoples" accepts without question the notion of Jewish 

"strangeness" and "marginalityt1, as if it was a naturalistic depiction of the history of relations 

between the Jewish minority and the non-Jewish majority. This point should be carefUlly re- 

considered because the racial exclusion of the Geman Jews was, first and foremost, a rejection 

of German citizens who were also Jews. The German rejection culminated in the genocide 

(Shoah) perpetrated against European Jewry. 

Hence, it seems that the "pariah group," the "stranger," and the "marginal-man" have a 

practical role too. The minority group acts as the setting against which the majority group can 

consolidate itself. The "stranger" and the "pariah people" are indispensable elements in the 

process of defining the identity of the majority. National pride and personal identity flourish only 

against the definitions of others who do not belong. 

The basis for the act of definition and demarcation of the "nation" does not require any 

"positive" truth. It is an arbitrary social definition; it can be defined, for example on the basis of 

adherence to a democratic law or on the basis of presumed racial origins. It is an "imagined 

community" as Benedict Anderson contends (1991:5-7). This act of demarcation facilitates the 

depiction of a separating line between the "we" and the "they". It also provides the rules for 

social distinctions which govern the boundaries, the gates, and the access to social resources, 

such as wealth, prestige and political power. Furthermore, it can either facilitate or hinder the 

right to the claim to be included and treated as a member of such a group (Weber, 1968:382-383; 

Bart4 1969:9-3 8; Park in Stonequist, 1937:vii). 



Consequently, exclusion creates not only a political and economic dividing line, but also 

has the capacity to create an emotional bond among the members of the excluding party. Social 

institutions - like the "nation" or the "race" - have an emotional weight. This weight has the 

capacity to motivate people to concrete actions; some would be ready to die for it and others 

might be ready to kill for it. 

Such a conceptualisation opens up the door for the politicisation of ethnicity; and ethnic 

politicisation takes place within the confines of states. The state - especially since the 

dismantling of the "old regime" - is the formal structure within which the process of collective 

and individual identities creation takes place. Therefore, questions of citizenship and political 

participation in the political affairs of the state, cannot be divorced from issues of ethnicity and 

personal identity. The state, as the sphere of action, should be included in the theoretical 

fkamework that deals with ethnicity (Skocpol, 1985). The bitter fate, the long and hitless 

struggle of the Jews to be accepted as citizens in Germany - a struggle that lasted over a hundred 

years and ended with the Shoah - is a compelling example to the power and virulence of total 

(racial) exclusion. It also testifies to the high price paid for by the so-called host society for its 

obdurate reluctance to accept "strangers" into its new civil fiame. 



End Notes 

'. Wekr uses the terms "guest people" and "pariah people1' interchangeably in the Nst paragraph of Ancient 
Judaism. There, Weber argues that: " Sociologically speaking the Jews were a pariah people, which means, as we 
know from Zndia, that they were a guest people who were ritually separated, formally or de facto, from their social 
surrounding" (1952:3). Gerth and Martindale argue that Weber "..uses the terms "pariah people" and "guest people" 
in a technical sense." Accordingiy, "guest" status refers to relationships emerging out of invasion, conquest or 
migration. "Pariaht' means an additional "ritual barriers" (Gerth and Martindale, 1952: xxiii). They add, therefore, 
that we should not "read too much into the concept1' of pariah people (1952: xxiv). Following Weber's own words, 
they suggest a smooth, linear, continuum between "pariah" and "guesf" thus they support the interchangeability 
argument. 

However, being a "guest" because one migrated fiom one's homeIand is a completely different social 
situation from becoming a "pariah" as a result of invasion andlor conquest. Although, both entail power differences, 
the shadow of violence looms larger in the latter case. Moreover, people can become "guests1' because of forceful 
exile andlor expulsion. Thus, different sorts of force and various amounts of brute violence are concealed in these 
designations. Hence, both the interchangeability argument between "Pariah" and "Guest people" and the suggestion 
of a technical usage are inappropriate. 

Furthermore, a careful readings of Weber's own writing on ethnicity and caste suggests a deep schism 
between "pariah" and "people." This is the main theme of criticism developed in my work. The criticism 
concentrates on Weber's own application of the "pariah people" concept to Jews. This is done in light of Weber's 
writing on ethnicity and caste. In my opinion "Pariah people" represents an oxymoron. Therefore 'the unfortunate 
misconception of the term1 to paraphrase Gerth and Martindale, rests squarely on Weber's shoulders. 

Weber's conception of the Jews as a "pariah people" did not go unchallenged. Several writers contested his 
analysis. S. W. Baron, the dean of Jewish history in the 20th century, was one of the main critics. Baron argues that 
the fact that Judaism was "externeous religion with its own values and counter values" in addition to the fact that 
believing Jews never "..admit that their suffering were due to any inferiority", render Weber's, otherwise 
"admirable", volume inaccurate. On the contrary, continues Baron, Jews always felt superior to surrounding 
Gentiles. They also believed that they were castigated by their God ".. because of their sins and the sins of their 
forefathers ... Neither the ancient nor the medieval Jew was ever a "pariah" in any real sense" (Baron, 1937:5,6). 
Although I think Baron's points are correct, it seems that he, nevertheless, misses Webeis theoretical purpose in 
using the concept of "pariah people." 

Another critic, though raising accurate objections, did not pay full heed to Weber's intentions (Momigliano, 
1994). Momigliano objected to Weber's assertions about the unpolitical character of Jewish communities (ibid, 173). 
Jews were always organized politically, which meant that they had an internal, that is, communal structure of 
authority and a leadership. "Believing Jews never gave up their sovereign rights and never admitted to being without 
political institutions of their own. This excludes that subjective acceptance of an inferior, nonpolitical status, which 
seems to be essential to Weber's definition of the Jews as pariahs" (ibid, 175). 

This, however, is not Weber's main point in the "pariah people" designation. Internally Jews were 
organized, but they refrained and were excluded fiom political involvement in their host societies. Thus, both 
Momigiiano and Weber are right. Each concentrate on a different aspect of political involvement Weber's 
concentrates on ritual separateness and the way it blocks fhternization with non-Jews. Momigliano, on the other 
hand, focuses on intemal organisration and solidarity of Jewish communities as a result of religious segregation 

Cahanman (1974) argues that, first Weber interpreted the concept of "pariah people" Werently in various 
occasions. A fact that rendered his notion to several rival interpretations. Second, Weber never clarified sufficiently 
the concept "as far as the initial Indian context is concerned" (ibid, 156). Was the concept used as an historical 
description or was it an ideal type construction? Cahanman's conclusion on these two points is: "What we have 
before us, then, is not an ideal type, but a relatively historical real type" (ibid, 157). That is, the applicability of the 
Weberian designation to Jewish history and "possibly to other extramIndian context is open to doubt" (ibid, 156). 

For example, in the Roman empire Jews had a special status of an autonomous community (politeuma), a 
far cry fiom being a pariah people. The Jews, says Cahanman, never feIt inferiors to the Gentiles in Europe. On the 
contrary, in the Roman empire and until the 12th century in Europe, Jews had a privileged position. Thus, the 
concept does not apply for most of Jewish history. "The degradation of the Jews ... to the lowly occupations of small- 
scale moneylending, pawnbroking and to the trade in used goods is a phenomenon of the high middle ages and was 



deepened in the newer centuries" (ibid, 160). Therefore, Cahanman argues, the concept is simply wrong and the 
benefit of using it outside of the Indian context is limited. Cahanman also levels a criticism against Weber's usage of 
the term "pariah capitalism" He argues that such a usage has a suspicious similarity to the "protonazistic 
contradistinction of "scMendesN (creative) and "raffende" (rapacious) capital of which one is supposedly "Aryan" 
and the other "Semitic" (ibid, 163).." 
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Hans H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills. From Ma Weber: Essays in Sociology. New York: Oxford University Press, 
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Weber Max The Methodology ofthe Social Sciences. Trans. and Eds by E. A. Shils and H. A. Finch. Glencose: 
The Free Press, 1949. From here after: MSS. 

-. Ancient Judaism. Glencoe: The Free Press, 1952. From hereafter: AJ. 

-. Religion ofIndia. TransIated and edited by Hans H. Gerth and Don Martindale. New York: Free Press. 1958. 
From hereafter: ROI. 

-. General Economic History. T m .  Frank H. Knight New York: Collier Books, 1961. From hereafter: GEH. 

-. The Sociology of Religion. Boston: Beacon Press, 1963. From hereafter: S R  

-. Economy and Society. Eds. Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich. (3 vols). Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1978. From hereafter: E&S. 

-. The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. London: Unwin, 1985. From hereafter: PE. 

'. See Momm~m I. Wolfgang. Mm Weber and Geman Politics: 2890-1920. T-. Steinberg S. Michael. 
Chicago: The Chicago University Press, 1984. On pp. 308-10 Mommsen relates an incident in which Weber 
declines the offer of the German Democratic party to be her "..representative to the so-called first socialization 
commission" (ibid, 308). This affair which involves Weber's stand on German politics also reveals his acute 
awareness of the Jewish problem in Germany (ibid, 3 10). Weber objected the selection m d  conhct (ibid, 3 10) of a 
pwiiamentary investigatory committee, an appointment of the National Assembly on 20 August 1919, on the 
grounds 'I.. that more than a third of the politicians" on that committee were of Jewish origins. Weber was not 
motivated by anti-Semitic feelings asserts Mommsen. On the contrary, "He weber] was &ous that anti-militarist 
resentment on the part of the Jewish committee members should not be allowed to influence the questioning of 
German officers (since Jews in the Wilhelmine Reich were normally not permitted to become officers) (ibid, 326). 

'. "Modem Jewry" is a problematic concept in Weber's schema. Fint it involves Weber's designation of ancient in 
contrast to modem Judaism. How much of Weber's analysis in Ancient Judaism could have been applied or had been 
applied to the analysis of modem Judaism in Germany or else-where? This point was never explicitly elaborated by 
Weber. In addition, the theoretical demarcation Line between ancient and modem Judaism is blurred and vague. 

Second, my work deals with the history of Jews in modem Germany since 1871 till 1945. It includes 
Weber's lifetime and beyond. The work also tries to assess Weber's own designation as part of the cultutal and 
political milieu of his time. Moreover, to what extent Weber's work contributed to the understanding of the "Jewish 
Question" in Germany between the World Wars is an important question by itself. 

Third, my argument is that Weber's perception of Jewry was excessively formalistic. Consciously or 
unconsciously Weber's understanding of Jewry was an adaptation of the orthodox religious conception of reality 
within Judaism. In this orthodox conception religion is the cause, history can be only the effect. However, the 
modern German Jewish community was a multifarious entity, as Weber was very well aware. Buf more 
importantly, other European and non-European Jewish communities exhibited other characteristics and were 



embedded in completely merent  social structures. Did Weber's "pariah people" designation apply equally to all 
these various Jewish communities? 

Four, in Jewish history the conflict and struggle between an orthodox and more 'historical' interpretation of 
Judaism was always the rule not the exception Christianity as an effort to 'reform' Judaism from within, is just one, 
though major, example. Cabalism, Hasidism, Zionism or current 'denominational communities' within Judaism in 
Israel, North-America, and other places are examples of that interpretive-political struggle. Hence Weber's 
preference of a formalistic understanding of Judaism had much to do with the prevalent Hegelian perception of 
Judaism as an ossified religion and Jews as an un-historic people. 

5 . Weber reached that conclusion being fully aware of the tragic or "heartbreaking fate" of the Jews. As Liebschutz 
puts it, "The teaching of the prophets and the final acceptance of their message by their nation has resulted in a form 
of existence which Weber felt as meaning separation &om the natural life of humanity" (196458). Pad, the apostle, 
realized that the messianic promises must not be tied into ritual separation. The Jewish interweaving of hope and 
exclusiveness had left the Jews "yearning and tarrying" (see "science as a vocation" FMW: 156) for more than two 
millennia. But, separate existence shouId not be a general rule as Weber warned his German compatriots 
(FMW: 156) and as Paul, the apostle, realized (FMW:403). 

6. Weber was not a religious evolutionist "Weber'r principle that social studies do not include the task of ananging 
the subjects of research into a hierarchy of values, is the basis of his sociology of religion" (Liebschutz, 1964:44). 
Thus, Weber's work differ fkom Hegel's teleological conception of religion as the progressive unfolding of the 
human "spirit" toward the consciousness of freedom (Universal History). It also differed from the Enlightenment's 
conception prevalent in deistic circles, of religion as spiritual weights on human political emancipation (See 
Ettinger, 1992~215-224 and Ettinger, 197858 in Hebrew History and Historians and Anti-Semitism in Modern 
Times). 

7. This, however, created a problem for Weber's definition of universalistic religion based solely on the "unified 
nature of God "of the entire world." Both Judaism and Christianity were universal religions. However, Judaism was 
a demanding universal religion. Christianity was able to proselytise universally because it by-passed some of the 
fundamental religious prohibitions of Judaism such as circumcision, diemy laws and the Sabbath laws. These 
prohibitions were essential elements in the "Berith" between God and his people. Thus, Judaism and Christianity 
were both universal religions because of the "nature" of their God, but had different religious and ethical 
imperatives. Being a member of the chosen people in Judaism meant shouldering a particular burden of religious 
and ethicai duties. The specificity of that burden created in individual members a strong sense of belonging to a 
distinct group. Hence, Judaism as a religion contributed immensely to group and self-formation. A sociological fact 
that Weber was very much aware of. 

*. This practice of the Perdan kings to prefer the priesthood over the kinghood sib culminated in the rem of Jews 
to Israel under Em' s  and Nehemiah's leadership. Again, and in the most surprising way, Persian practices were 
involved in the development of the West. This time, however, Persians were involved in a positive manner. If the 
Persians had won the battles of Marathon and Salamis, the Western world would have been different. These were 
Eduard Meyer's arguments in his method of exclusion (Liebeschutz, 1964:64). Weber adopted this counter factual 
thought experiment method (Weber, 1949). 

'. As mentioned earlier Weber does not ignore the rationalistic elements of Judaism His claim was that rationalism 
was practically blocked by the social boundaries of the group. To buttress this argument Weber brought Jewish 
rejection of Protestant interpretation of Job's book. For the Protestants Job's book provided the base for God's 
disengagement fiom human beings. Weber argued that Job's book supplied one of the foundations to the Puritan's 
belief in predestination. Job's book according to Weber "... contained a grand conception of the absolute sovereign 
majesty of God, beyond all human comprehension, which was closely related to that of Calvinism" @?E: 164). 



-- -- - -- 

lo. In Judaism this dewlopment was quite different. Despite the fact that the Rabbis were of plebeian origins, Weber 
hastens to assert that: "the Rabbis were, first of all, no magicians or mystagogues. This differentiated them from the 
Indian and the East Asiatic plebeian soul shepherds of all types" (Ak394). 

ll. Weber insisted on showing that Jewish Rabbis and the Talmud fought against that ethic of resentment and 
vengeance. Vengeance did not take over Jewish ethics although its power was recognized. Weber says: "To be sure, 
the struggle of the rabbis against the religious internationalization of revenge is ethically impressive and indicates, 
indeed, a strong sublimation of ethical feeling. But it proves essentially that it did not remain hidden to them (to the 
Rabbis M.A.) how strong a Edctor the need for revenge, condemned to impotence, actually was in Judaism of late 
antiquity" (AJ:404). 

12. Although Simmel puts Judaism in the same group as tatemistic religion, the argument of equalizluion through 
comprehensiveness is miXciently clear. In Sirnrnel's words: 

the immediate, almost local nearness to the faithiid, which is characteristic of the divine principles 
of all totemistic and fetishistic religions, as well as of the ancient Hebrew God, makes these 
religions entirely unsuitable to govern very large groups. Only the immense elevation ofthe idea of 
the Christian God permitted the equality-before-God ofunequals (1 9SO:223). 

13. This is more accurate in the case of the Jews. It is not true in the case of the lower castes in India. The caste 
system was imposed religiously by Hinduism and enforced politically - that is, by threat or actual violent force - by 
the ntling elites. 

14. See note 1. 

15 . WoEH. Kurt. The Sociology of Georg Simmel. Translated, Edited and with an introduction by Kurt H. Wolff. 
Glencoe: The Free Press, 1950. Hereafter SoJ(S, a l l  quotations fiom this volume will be indicated by the page 
number in parentheses immediately following the cited passage. All italics are in the original, unless otherwise 
indicated. 

16. The positive aspects of the Simmelian social conflicts are succinctly presented by Lewis Cow. 

Thus, although a given conflictive relationship might be considered wholly negative by 
participants or by outside observers, it could nevertheless be shown to have latent positive 
functions. Only a withdrawal from a relationship could be considered wholly negative; a 
conflictive relationship - though it might be considered painful by one or more participants - 
nevertheless remain a relationship, tying them to the social f8bric. It is essential to recognize, 
S h e 1  argued, tbat social conflict necessarily involves reciprocal action and is, hence, based on 
reciprocity rather than unilateral imposition. Conflict might often bind parties which might 
othenvise withdraw ... The good society - fix from conflict-fke - is, on the contrary, "sewn 
together" by a variety of crisscrossing conflicts among its component parts. In Simmel view, peace 
and feud, conflict and order, are correlative (Coser, 1965: 12-3). 

17 . Simmel was no stranger to the invidious effects of discrimination against Jews in Germany. "The latent anti- 
Sexnitism" writes Coser in the book he edited about Simmel "which disfigured much of prewar academic life in 
Germany was one of the causes for the shabby treatment Simmel received fiam the academic powers that were, but 
it was not the only one. The breadth of Simmel's culture, his refixsal to be restricted by any of the existing 
disciplines, perturbed many of the more settled spirits in the academic world" (1965:3). 

I*. I retain the "host" designation for lack of a better concept Despite the fact that Simmel did not use the tenn it 
was an analytical construct implicit in his theory of the "stranger." Simmel used the indefinite article 'a group' to 



describe the group within which the "stranger" resided. "He [the stranger] is fixed within a particular spatial group, 
or within a group whose boundaries are similar to spatial boundaries" (ibid, 402 italics added). 

19. This double meaning was a recurrent motif in racial and anti-Semitic European theories, especially in the Nazi 
ideology. The symbol of the "Wandering Jew" is a metaphor rooted in such absence of soil assets (see Mosse, 1985: 
102-6,114,181). Sartre used this metaphor to explicate the anti-Semitic and romantic revolt against the buying 
power of money in his Anti-Semite and Jew (1976: 127). There, the "anti-Semiteu, according to Sartre, argues that 
one of the unalienable "things" of the "real France," things that can not be sold is the soil (ibid3 1). Soil for the anti- 
Semite is like "honor, love, virtue, taste, etc" (ibid, 3 1). They are things that cannot to be bought, especidly nor by 
Jews. 

20. Simmel discusses the issue of arbitration in a different chapter entitled "Subordination of the Group to a Member 
or to an Outsider," (1950:216-223). There he argued that whether groups will prefer the rule (arbitration) of an 
outsider or insider is related not only to expediency but also to social-psychology. 

This aspect puts the issue of rule and arbitration in the field of social comparison and status honour among 
groups. Status honour involves relative Herences not absolute distances. In general, members of subordinate 
groups will prefer a rule of an outsider, whereas members of superordinate groups will prefer arbitration by peers. 
For the former, an insider arbitrator means being ruled by a person of low standing, like oneself. For the latter it 
means being ruled by a high standing person, like oneself again. 

Simmel likens arbitration to the creation of abstract concepts. Arbitration presupposes some common 
ground between parties. Without that, arbitration is not possible. Likewise, a general abstract concept must include 
elements of the two or more ideas it tries to cover. That is, it must have a common basis to which the other ideas can 
be related In some cases that common base can not be found. Hence, neither arbitration nor gened concept creation 
are possible. Thus, Simmel concludes "..the nomination of an impartial arbitrator is always a sign that the conflicting 
parties recognize a certain reciprocal coordination" (222). 

Reciprocal coordination simply means a common equal ground. Simmel brings two interesting examples 
that are pertinent to total exclusion of ethnic minorities. The first deals with the nationality principle as a system of 
rule (arbitration), the other with the Christian conception of God as a common base for religious communality. 
The nationality principle, as it is often proclaimed.. seems to imply that people of one race are done wrong in case 
they have to have common poiitical institutions with people of another race. That is, where there are two different 
social characters, A and B, A seems to be subordinate to B as soon as he has to live under the same constitution, 
even when this constitution, in its content, involves no lowering or subordination whatsoever (220). 

Thus, nationality principle as an arbitrator can be perceived by some as a process of status degradation 
since it presupposes citizens equality. That is, it ignores and dismisses the previous system of status honour. The 
equaiization of "others", which were previously held in contempt as lower-class members of that community, can be 
seen as demotion by some. Hence, nationality as an equalizer might encounter political objections because of the 
effects it bas on the social-psychological dynamics of status honour and social distance. 

The same applies to the Christian God. The difference between worshippers in Christianity could be 
ignored just because God was elevated to such a high altitude that the small differences between believers were 
negligible. Thus: 

the immediate, almost local nearness to the faithful, which is characteristic of the divine principles 
of all totemistic and fetishistic religions, as well as of the ancient Hebrew Gad, makes these 
religions entirely unsuitable to govern very large groups. Only the immense elevation of the idea 
of the Christian God permitted the equality-before-God of unequals (223). 

To put Simmels's theoretical formulation of the metropolis and the stranger in their political context would 
be to ask: What were Europeans, especially Germans, responses to the "nationality principle" in regard to the Jews? 
This question was not asked by Simmel, but it has much relevance to my work on total exclusion, citizenship and 
genocide. 

On Solon's case see Aristotle Politics, II. IL 12 (p. 80-1) and m.f. 10 @. 109-10) and Zdtilin's discussion of 
"elective tyranny" in his Plato's Vision, 1993:7,13-15. 



". Robat Ezra Park was the one who coined the concept of the Marginal Man (1950 [1928]:345-392). This concept 
was Stonequist's central theoretical tool in his book: The Marginal Man: A Shr@ in Personality and Culture 
ConjZct, published in 1937. Park was influenced by Simmel's stranger, as he writes in his auto-biographicat note 
(1950:vi). Simmel's theoretical formulations are repeatedly mentioned in Park's various writings. 

23. Although I agree with M's  argument (1986:283) that the rafe relations cycle theoly is not the major contribution 
of Park's analysis, I still main* however, that one can appreciate through it, his perception of historical change. 
P& had an evolutionary conception of social change based on the idea of progress in history. 

Sophisticated as it is, his analysis of ethnic and racial relations had some basic premises which I find 
questionable. The race relations cycle had an assumed universal trajectory (as the following quote clearly shows). 
The idea of progress in history was part of Park's optimistic conception of ethnic relations. It was also based on a 
one-sided application of his insightiid theory to minority groups alone. 

It is obvious that race relations and all that they imply are generally, and on the whole, the 
products of migration and conquest. This was true of the ancient world and it is equally true of the 
modem. The interracial adjustments that follow such migration and conquest are more complex 
than is ordinarily understood. They involve racial competition, conflict, accommodation, and 
eventually assimilation, but all of these diverse processes are to be regarded as merely the efforts 
of a new social and cultural organism to achieve a new biotic and social equilibrium (Park, 1950 
: 104). 



Part IIL Total exclusions and final solutions: Theoretical formulation 
Chapter 7 

This chapter has two theoretical aims. The first is to argue the case of "exclusion" and 

"vulnerability" as social factors (variables), and the second is to locate, theoretically, the social 

moment in which an existing minority is transformed fiom a tolerated group into a perceived 

threat to the majority group. In the literature on genocide this process is termed 

"delegitimization" or "dehumanization". According to Fein, it is a process in which the 

"..exclusion of the other fiom the universe of obligation" reaches its highest point (Fein, 1993: 

xix,36,43; 1979:4,9; 1977: 7). Expulsion and genocide are such "final solutions" based on total 

exclusion. I argue that the timing of this social moment and the intensity of the exclusion are 

rooted in the institutionalization of formal equality measures and their social aftermath. 

My predominant theoretical aim is to locate the historical social moment in which the 

bare tolerance of an ethnic minority is transformed into total rejection. By total rejection, I mean 

the absolute exclusion of the ethnic minority fiom all spheres of mutual respect and normative 

obligation. To lay bare the structural and social-psychological factors which account for this 

transformation is my sociological aim. 

In all five cases to be dealt in this work, the ethnic minority was a "domestic" group 

(Melson, 1992:3,24-30). In Catholic Spain, Second Reich and Weimar Germany, late Ottoman 

Turkey and post-colonial Uganda, the minority was "domestic" in that it had a history of 

cooperation and co-existence with the majority group, a long history that antedated the 

perpetrator's violent regime. Moreover, the minority was "domestic" in the M e s t  sense - 

socially, economically and culturally. 

From an economic point of view, the ethnic minority was filly integrated into the 

majority group's economic life. Culturally, some elements of the ethnic minority were partially 

assimilated in terms of language and religion. Despite these facts, or maybe because of them, in 

all four societies under study, the ethnic group was either expelled or destroyed. The historical 

"moment" in which tolerance was transformed into rejection may be sought in the realm of 



national politics. "Rejection" was formalized in state-authorized enactments and policies. The 

process of political rejection first manifested itself during social and economic crises in which it 

became apparent that the despised minority group had succeeded in adapting itself in all or most 

of the areas in which many members of the majority group had faiIed. This failure to adapt on 

the part of many majority members created in them an extreme sense of urgency and profound 

resentment. It would be no exaggeration to describe their sense of urgency as a form of "panic" 

or anomie. 

Within the majority, growing resentment and massive discontent, coupled with political 

upheavals prompted the formation of a new identity fiom which the minority was forcefully 

excluded. The majority's widespread discontentment became the fertile soil, as it were, for the 

enactment of violent anti-minority policies by the newly eqerging regimes. 

"Total exclusion", as a preliminary stage leading to expulsion and genocide, is a unique 

case of the general phenomenon of social closure. The advocates of total exclusion were 

successfbl in transforming "race," ethnicity, and/or religion into social capital for some 

members-citizens, and into catastrophe for others. The propagandists of "total exclusion" 

advanced the claim that the forging of a new identity for the majority group was urgently needed, 

a new identity which the minority group could not and must not share. An essential ingredient of 

the new identity was the institutionalization of a new image of a social order in which society 

was stratified along exclusive ranks. In short, it transformed the previous ethnic horizontal 

coexistence into a vertical caste structure. fn the imagined new order of things, all qualified 

members of the dominant group could look down at all members of the "new caste." This new 

identity led to a renewed solidarity which, enabled the new regimes to forge governmental 

policies, banning, outlawing and condemning ethnic "outsiders" to deportation and/or death. 

Indubitably, total exclusionary ideology is a revotutionary phenomenon which intensifies the 

habitual operation of social closures to its ultimate conclusion. 

I scrutinized the three necessary conditions for total exclusion to take place. The first is 

the propagation of an ideology and social movement which defines the boundaries of the 



majority group in such a way that minority's members cannot, under any circumstances, belong. I 

call such movements "total-ideology" social movements (Pan-social movements are examples of 

such ideologies and movements). The second necessary condition is control over the machinery 

of the state. "It is absolutely essential" says Weber 

for every political association to appeal to the naked violence of coercive means 
in the face of outsiders as well as in the face of internal enemies. It is only this 
very appeal to violence that constitutes a political association in our terminoIogy. 
The state is an association that claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of 
violence, and cannot be defined in any other manner (1 946:3 34). 

Hence it is the authoritative and absolute control over the means of violence which 

empowers the new regime to persecute, expel and/or destroy the domestic minority. However, a 

successfuf total exclusion depends on the ethnic minority's extreme vulnerability. Accordingly, a 

vulnerable (ethnic) minority is, then, the third necessary condition. 

Therefore, the theoretical question that this chapter deals with is this: what are the social 

and social-psychological conditions that prompt a majority regime to develop an ideology and 

policy totally excluding a vulnerable ethnic minority? My main argument is that social 

comparison processes, leave central elements within the majority group with a sharp feeling of 

indignant "failure", stemming fiom enduring economic and social inequalities. This "righteous 

anger" is amplified when such members are forced to compare themselves with members of the 

ethnic minority. The vehement reluctance to be equated, factually or imaginatively, with such 

previously despised ethnic minority, has tremendous political consequences (Festinger, 1954; 

Tocqueville, 1955 :22-32; Arendt, 1979:4; Zeitlin, 1984: 184; Zeitlin, 1994: 102-3; Woodward, 

1974: 1 7-3 1). 

This resenffil comparison with a minority is aggravated by the introduction of formal 

equality. The most abstract and comprehensive basis of comparisons are either universal religion 

or political citizenship. Against this backdrop, the mere formal equality (religious or civic 



participation) is perceived by some as adding an insult to injury. Therefore universal 

commonality is totally rejected by that segment of the dominant majority; if this segment seizes 

political influence or power, total exclusion, expulsion and/or genocide might ensue. The 

leadership of the total-ideology movements exploit the social crisis and these resentfbl feelings 

in their efforts to achieve control of state machinery and to augment their political power. 

In order to examine the preconditions elaborated, I suggest focusing on ethnic relations. 

"Ethnic discrimination and polarization" says Fein, "is still a leading explanation of the 

preconditions for genocide" (1993: xiii). Middleman minorities occupy a special role in the 

genocide and ethnic relations literature. Van den Berghe whom Fein quotes says: 

in the catalogue of human bestiality to man, MMs [middleman minorities] almost 
invariably appear as victims: Jews in Europe, Armenians in Turkey, Indians in 
Uganda, the 'boat people' of Vietnam (who are mostly ethnic Chinese), the 
Chinese in Indonesia and many other such MMs have been repeatedly victimized 
throughout human history (Van den Berghe, 198 1 : 140 in Fein, 1993:33). 

However, neither all middleman minorities were victimized nor all victimized groups 

were middleman minorities. Victims tend to have, argues Fein, three commonalities. Firstly, 

victims are portrayed as an unassimilable and alien factor. The proclaimed "unassimilability" of 

the victims' characteristics in conjunction with, secondly, a real or more commonly, imagined 

threat is the second commonality. Thirdly, are the benefits and opportunities the removal of such 

minorities provide for segments in the majority group. Hence victimized ethnic groups are rarely 

victimized because of their Middlemen minority status per-se. "There is thus no necessary 

connection between middleman minority status and victimization," concludes Zenner 

(1987:274). Fein concurs with this assertion (1993:34). 

Fein goes on to argue that social-psychological explanations of genocide and violent 

behaviour focus on inter-personal and inter-groups relations, thus neglecting the structurai and 

situational features of the societies under investigation. She rejects the social-psychological 



theories purported explanations for the question of "how people can kill others because they are 

members of another group or class or hold the wrong political views," (1993: 44). The main 

independent variables in social-psychological theories, obedience to authority, role and group 

conformity, self-interest and adherence to ideology, can be only partial explanations, she asserts. 

Thus, social-psychological theories can be complementary to macrosociological perspective, she 

avers. "What is needed" she says "is a theory of how structural, situational and cultural forces 

lead potential perpetrators of genocide to define the situation so as to mandate and justifjl the 

kilIing of the victims" (1993:44). To this she adds the crucial importance of the state as the main 

"legitimizer" of mass killing. Fein is concerned with the timing and intensity of such violent 

persecution and therefore these theories cannot account for the change in the inter-ethnic or 

inter-class relations (1987:220). The theory of total exclusion offers such a structural, situational 

and cultural framework in which extreme ethnic persecution can be contextualized. 

Total exclusion, I argue, is a radicalization of social closure practices based on status 

competition and economic conflict. Status politics, by definition, involve an ongoing process of 

social comparison among groups. That is, groups' intimate interactions and coexistence are the 

centre of both social closure and social comparison processes. 

Since the "state" is the ultimate guarantor of groups' status differences, its role is of 

crucial importance in comprehending status politics. In the case of total exclusion and final 

solutions, the state's role is manifested in its most drastic form: in a complete, authorized and 

legitimized persecution of a minority group. The state, controlled by the leadership of a total- 

ideology movement, turns its power against a specified minority. By doing so, it intensifies the 

vulnerability of the minority (ethnic or otherwise) which leads to its expulsion andlor 

destruction. Hence, close interactions in formally equal relations, social comparison, and state 

involvement are the spheres in which total exclusion policies might develop. Therefore, social 

proximity, not social distance, is a crucial factor in explaining genocide and expulsion. 



A. The theory of social closure 

Conflict theory based on a Neo-Weberian conception of closure theory, can provide the 

initial steps for explaining genocide and expulsion (Weber, 1946: 188-1 94; 1968:339-355,926- 

939; Murphy, l982,l983,W84,l98S; Parkin, 1982; Collins, 1971, 1980; Neuwirth, 1969). The 

central tenet of the theory is that social closure and exclusion are methods by which social 

conflicts over scarce resources - wealth, prestige and power - are conducted. Each exclusionary 

practice produces usurpation as a counteract. Social conflicts are seen as continuous, unending 

cycles of actions and reactions. 

In the above formulation, the total exclusion of a group fkom the universe of obligation is 

a unique sub-type of the general phenomena of groups' closures and conflicts; it is an extreme 

case in which exclusion is carried to its ultimate end. Total exclusion means that the excluded 

party cannot retaliate or counteract its absolute rejection. It is a curtailment of the sequence of 

exclusion and usurpation. 

Social closure and exclusion are everyday occurrences. Most human relations and 

interactions involve a process in which some are included, and others excluded. In Weber's 

analysis, "material monopolies provide the most effective motives for the exclusiveness of a 

status group; although, in themselves, they are rarely sufficient, almost always they come into 

play to some extent..'' (Weber, E&S:935). For example, the unequal distribution of property 

"excludes the non-wealthy fiom competing for highly valued goods; it favours the owners and, in 

fact, gives to them a monopoly to acquire such goods" @&S:927). The non-owners of property 

must sell their labour power in order to survive; they must get into market exchange relations in 

order to exist. Owners of property can transform their property as wealth to property as capital, 

and in this way benefit &om profitable deals in the market fiom which the non-owners are 

excluded (Murphy, 1983 : 632-33). 

Communities are formed, not only as a result of exclusionary, but also of usurpationary 

methods. The "success" in defending and restricting access to a "resource", creates within and 

among the defenders a feeling of political mutual interest and thus a common sense of identity. 



The "resource," whether it is a material asset, "identity" and/or cultural interest will be protected 

against "outsiders", and the same resources and interests will generate a claim for social esteem. 

But, the very act of social closure creates a sense of "we-ness" in those who were 

excluded. The excluded share, at least, the mutual experience of being rejected and the life 

chances and consequences this exclusion might entail. These negative and positive experiences 

and h r e  prospects might generate in members of both groups, the inclination, the need and/or 

the will to create a community out of the people who share the same fate. These double-edged 

communal relationships supply the basis for a community's aspiring to monopolize economic, 

political, or social advantages among other status groups (Neuwirth, 1969: 149-1 52). 

Status groups are communal groups; that is, a member of a status group is aware of 

hislher group identity and membership. As Hechter puts it, 

Status-based action is, by definition, taken by an individual acting as a member of 
a particular community with which he shares a specific "style of life" as well as a 
given quantum of "social honour" (1976: 1 162). 

For Weber, argue both Hecther and Neuwirth, ethnicity is a potential source for the 

formation of status group; it is a continuous socially constructed entity. Weber, says Hechter 

rejected the position, still held by many contemporary writers today, that ethnicity is an irrational 

and primordial "given" in the analysis of social groups. In his conception, ethnic identity is 

clearly a social construction. Hence, its existence is always problematic argues Hechter 

(1976: 1163). Weber's definition of ethnicity consist of a "subjective belief' which propagates 

"group formation" on the basis of a "presumed identity". Weber continues: 

In our sense, ethnic membership does not constitute a group; it only facilitates 
group formation of any kind, particulary in the political sphere. On the other hand, 
it is primarily the political community, no matter how artificially organized, that 
inspires the belief in common ethnicity (1978:389). 



That is, economic, social and political interests can be articulated as ethnic claims. This 

articulation can escalate to such a degree that claims for specific social honour, self-esteem, life 

style and f ibre  chances will form the basis of a new group's solidarities. Exclusion of others can 

be based on this "subjective belief', "presumed identity" and a given quantum of "social honour" 

as Weber puts it. 

However, not all processes of exclusion exclude to the same degree. One might be 

excluded fi-om the intimate circle of a club and still be a member of the workplace or workforce. 

One can be excluded fiom a religious parish and still be a member of the secular organization of 

a municipality or a citizen in a state. There are variations in the magnitude and method of 

personal and group exclusion. 

Therefore, total exclusion of a group is a specific phenomenon. It is a process by which a 

group of people are transformed into outcasts. This banishment is a political act and can be 

achieved or materialize only with the full support of the state. That is, only state's decrees can 

label members of ethnic or otherwise designated categories of people as "aliens." Only the 

authoritative agencies of the state can validate and construct this total exclusion on an everyday, 

continuous practice. Furthermore, usually, these labels are enacted as laws; it means that specific 

procedures are enforced for dealing with such a minority; obedience is supervised; regulations 

are protected and segregation between the two (or more) communities is imposed by the state's 

power. The demand to obey state-laws is always coupled with the threat to use crude violence in 

case of disobedience. The direct consequence of such policies is a ranked society. Weber calls 

that transformed structure a caste. 

A 'status' segregation grown into a 'caste' differs in its structure fiom a mere 
'ethnic' segregation: the caste structure transforms the horizontal and unconnected 
coexistence of ethnically segregated groups into a vertical social system of super- 
and subordination (FMW: 189). 



However, theories of ethnicity rarely deal with the role of the state in the construction of 

ethnicity; nor do theories of "the state" deal with the issue of ethnicity. Both perspectives need to 

be "amended" in order to address the issue of ethnicity, in general, and the issue of total 

exclusion, genocide and expulsion, in particular. Thus the "merging" of state theories and ethnic 

relations' literature is imperative. Such a merger requires a fresh look at the interrelations 

between Mancian and Weberian conceptions of state politics and ethnic relations. Neo- 

Weberianism offers that kind of fresh interpretation. 

B. State politics and ethnic relations 

The neo-Weberian theories extend the Marxian notion of power to include prestige and 

politics in addition to wealth. As well, they break away from the Marxian model in their 

introduction of "the state" as a factor in the analysis of power reiations among social groups and 

within classes. Raymond Murphy elaborated the notion of "exclusion" to replace "exploitation" 

as the centre of class analysis (Murphy, 1985). Frank Parkin argues that state power underlines 

any exclusionary closures as the "ultimate authority in the land," and "Privileges that the state 

confers can also be withdrawn, meaning that it is in the power of the state to alter or re-shape the 

stratification order" (1982: 102)'. Murphy concurs with this argument, however, she adds that 

Parkin "has not provided a fi-amework for analyzing how those principles are structured" 

(1984566). 

In such a presentation, the role of the state in producing and reproducing, constructing 

and maintaining the structure of class, and the status and political inequality among individuals 

and groups is pushed to the forefiont. Through its authority, a state can confer specific privileges 

to parts of the population while denying these privileges to others. This dispensation of 

advantages or denial of such entitlements is usually contested. The conflict, however, does not 

go unchecked. In some cases, the state will use its full capacity as the only legitimate bearer of 

violent means in order to contain any contentions. This is not to say, however, that the state will 

always act in accordance with the interests of capitalists or even with the interests of capitalism. 



Rather, such a neo-Weberian presentation advances a demand to focus on state political actions 

as shaping the autonomous status of "the state" in the realm of human decisions and political 

actions that create history. 

Furthermore, the state's status distributary finction is in accordance with Weber's 

emphasis on the distributive system as a factor in producing and reproducing inequality among 

individuals and groups (Parkin, 1982:94). Consequently, in the final analysis any structure of 

social inequality rests on the potential use of violent means. Although this point is derived from 

Weber's formulation, it is not explicitly stated by Weber. Parkin adds, "By disregarding the role 

of the state in internal affairs Weber is unable to offer a coherent account of the way in which 

social and status differentiation becomes crystallized into a system of structured inequality" 

(1 982: 102). 

Weber regarded the state, argues Parkin, as an instrument ".. waiting to be wielded by any 

group or class able to grasp hold of it" (1982: 103). This Weberian notion is, of course, a far cry 

fiom the Marxist formulation which assigns the state the role of the "executive committee of the 

bourgeoisie class." However, it is still a limited formulation. 

Parkin cites two main reasons for Weber's departure from the Marxist line of thought. 

The first was a historical reason. In Second Reich Germany, the state was controlled by the 

Junker aristocracy, not by the capitalist entrepreneurial class. This fact contradicted the 

reductionist Marxist claim concerning the state. The second reason was the fact that the 

bureaucratic personnel of the state formed a coherent, self-conscious and formidable status and 

interest group. Bureaucracy "..acted not as an executive committee of another class but as an 

organized status group out to feather its own nest" (Parkin, 1982: 103). 

Both of these points lend support to Skocpol's arguments for a transition fiom society- 

centred theories of the state to a renewed interest in the state as an actor in its own right. This is 

the paradigmatic reorientation she advocates in the edited volume titled "Bringing The State 

Back In" (Skocpol, 1985:4-7). 



This renewed interest in the state as an independent actor arises from the failure of the 

major schools such as the pluralist, structural-fbnctionalism and Marxism to account for the 

diversity and variation of the "state" phenomena. Skocpol finds the "Neo-Marxist" debate a 

source of valuable concepts and questions to be drawn upon. However, she still finds that most 

of the Neo-Marxists "..have retained deeply embedded society-centred assumptions, not allowing 

themselves to doubt that, at base, states are inherently shaped by classes or class struggles and 

finction to preserve and expand modes of production" (1985:5). She locates the roots of this 

reluctance in the origins of modem social science. In these various traditions, ranging from 

Herbert Spencer to Karl Marx, "civil society" was the one and only locus of social dynamics. 

It was not that such phenomena as political authoritarianism and totalitarianism 
were ignored, just that the preferred theoretical explanation were couched in terms 
of economic backwardness or the unfortunate persistence of non-western 
"traditional" values (1985:6). 

By the mid-1970s, when both the United States and Britain, the "most modern" countries, 

could no longer be easily seen as progressing unrelentingly toward a brighter fbture "..it became 

fashionable to speak of states as actors and as society-shaping institutional structures" (1 985:6). 

Thus, not only totalitarian states are to be partially explained by the role of "the state," but also 

the role of "the state" in democracies such as the United States and Britain should be considered. 

The Weberian perspective, in which the state is perceived as 'a compulsory association 

claiming control over territories and people within them', is a fhitfbl stepping stone leading to 

this renewed interest. The state is more than "government"; it shapes the relationship between the 

civil society and the public authority, and structures the class and status relations within the civil 

society (Skocpol, 1985:6) 

The deductive method, used by some Marxist, stntctural-finctionalist and the Pluralist 

perspectives -- in which the role of "the state" is stated in advance either as the "executive 

committee" or the arena in which "interest groups" meet to negotiate a political order or produce 



a public policy -- is rejected as an unsatisfactory method. According to these theories, political 

decisions ("outputs") are the direct results of societal "inputs" of various groups. These groups 

are either classes (in the case of the Marxists) or "interest groups" (in case of the Pluralist or 

finctional-structuralists). 

The editors, in contrast, suggest an "analytical induction" rooted in historically grounded 

comparisons. "Comparisons across countries and time periods and an emphasis on 

historical depth, the tracing out of processes over time, are optimal strategies for research 

o n  states" (Evans, Rueschemeyer and Skocpol, 1985348). They construct a method based on 

the " . .permissive assumption that states may be autonomous actors" (ibid, 3 56). And, they argue, 

that such a method especially suits research on states, because states are "Jams-faced" standing 

between domestic processes and world historical circumstances (ibid, 3 5 0). 

Although the editors' recommend a fresh look at statest relative autonomy from societal 

forces, they emphasize it in one dramatic development pertinent to my work. 

Since the turn of the century, we have seen developments undreamed of four 
generations ago. Two horrifying world wars and a number of attempts at 
totalitarian transformations of social life through state-sponsored mobilization and 
repression have been the most dramatic extreme manifestations of state power 
(ibid, 363). 

Parkin's argument concerning Weber's negligence of the state's role in constructing and 

maintaining inequality structures, and the demand for "a fiesh look1' at states from Skocpol 

coincides with similar arguments arising in ethnicity studies (Bodemann, 1990). Bodemann 

argues that the role of the state in "construction, deconstruction and reconstruction of ethnicity" 

is unsatisfactory in ethnic studies literature. And his more specific contentions is: 

..that minorities can be seen as being constructed to pdorm ideological labour on 
behalf of the state - labour which they perform creatively on their own, even 
though they are being forced into it (1990:37). 



Although Bodemann does not define the concept of "ideological labour", he illustrates it 

with several examples. He speaks about "Jewish usury" in medieval economy, about the role of 

purity and impurity in the caste system in India, and the role Blacks play in the United States. 

Not only are the Blacks the real poor, they also represent poverty symbolically. They are being 

cast in the role of a group in the pursuit of hedonism instead of puritanism, disorder instead of 

order, a group with crude instincts instead of civilized rationality. "Ideological labour is part of a 

"moral division of labour" in which different groups and individuals are assigned to fulfil 

differing moral hnctions. "Ideological labour", in short, "is closely tailored to the needs of the 

hegemonic forces in society (Bodemann, 1990:38). 

However, in addition to Bodemann's arguments, ideological labour represents not only 

the moral and actual division of labour, but also the division of power in society. In all instances 

mentioned, the concrete division of "roles", moral or otherwise, is established or handled by the 

power of the state or by its proxies. 

To conclude, the process of social exclusion and social closure, if correctly formulated, is 

of necessity "Bringing the State Back In" into the analysis of ethnic relations. No practice of 

social exclusion of a group as a collectivity can take place without the legitimate basis states 

provide with their authority and without the concealed threat of violence. Thus, state politics and 

policies must take their place at the foreground of the analysis of communal and status groups 

relations and of ethnic relations. In this way, the role states play as a social institution might 

receive adequate treatment. 

Even the economic privileges and capital (as property) ofthe propertied classes require 

the authoritative and legitimate sanction of the state. In the last analysis, the security of private 

property lies in the protection provided by the control of the means of violence. However, 

emphasizing the essential role of state power is not to ignore the complex relationships between 

capital and (political) power; the emphasis aims at the rejection of the ready made premise that 

political power is always and under all circumstances secondary or just a derivative of capital. 



Consequently, total exclusion means the termination of exclusion-usurpation cycles, and 

this cessation can materialize only with the state's intervention on behalf of the excluders. The 

negatively designated individuals or groups are thus pushed outside the realm which signifies a 

common ground of mutual respect and reciprocity. Only such mutual respect and reciprocity, 

manifested in laws, can guarantee political rights within the confines of a state. 

The designation as "aliens" renders the excluded, by definition, utterly vulnerable to the 

actions of authorized members of the defining party. Thus, we are dealing with a political 

augmentation of asymmetry in power relations among (majority and minority) groups. In fact, a 

state's decree of total exclusion is possible only because the excluded group had been previously 

defined as inferior. Exactly as capitalist market relations transform property as wealth into 

property as capital, a state, in which membership in its polity is defined on the basis of "race" 

transforms natural descent, religion, or citizenship into political capital. Total exclusion on this 

basis also means the potential for total victimization of the members of the excluded group. 

Although a person or a group might have had, in the past, some power in relation to the 

defining agent (i.e. the state), the foundation on which that power rested vanishes with the act of 

total exclusion by the state. In effect, a "stateless" that is, a "state-defenceless" category of 

people is created. The common ground that formerly characterized relations of mutual obligation 

ceases to exist with total exclusion. Whatever the group's power had been before, when the 

process of total exclusion is in fill swing, the power of the minority group becomes hollow and 

useless. This is so because the very act of total exclusion denies the excluded party even the 

ground on which it could have voiced its claims and used its power or resources. 

The banishment of the group means that it has neither "rights" nor legal support fiom 

within the society that has excluded it. There are only two possible sources of protection or help 

to the excluded group. It can get protection either fiom an outside source or by a rebellion of 

members of the society against their own government. The likelihood of outside intervention is 

minimal since these matters are usually deemed as "internal matters" of sovereign states. Internal 



revolt is even less likely since the new government seems to express the wishes of the masses 

themselves. Consequently, the isolation of the excluded group is almost absolute. 

Total exclusion imposes silence on the excluded party. It is a process by which one party 

of an interaction gains all power, whereas the other party loses all and is placed in an extremely 

vulnerable position. The only options theoretically open to the minority group are migration or 

violence. Therefore in effect, total exclusion means utter vulnerability. 

Almost all researchers surveyed by Fein in her book, Genocide: a sociological 

perqpective, 1993, agree that the exclusion of minority group from the universe of obligation or 

its dehumanization, is a precondition to acts of genocide or expulsion. Fein argues that "..the 

exclusion of the victim fiom the universe of obligation is a necessary but not suficient condition 

for genocide Fein, 1979:4,9,; 1993 :36,43; Chalk and Jonassohn, 1 990:28) and she adds that it 

"has often been equated with previous notions of dehumanization" (1993: 36). She cites Chalk 

and Jonassohn (1990:28) as saying that ".. a precondition of genocide is the devaluation of the 

victims, their definition 'outside the web of mutual obligation,' defined as the other, unequal and 

threatening or subhuman" (Fein, 1993 :37). Mazian's (1 990) first determinant of genocide is the 

"creation of "Outsiders" (in Fein, 1993:41). In Porter's recapitulation of the conditions favouring 

genocide, the first condition is that the "Minority groups have previously been and are presently 

defined outside the universe of moral obligation by the dominant group.."(Fein, 1993:43). Cohn's 

"Warrant for Genocide" contends that the dehumanization is the institutionalization of beliefs 

that " .. postulate a Manichean universe, stigmatizing the potential victims or enemy as the 

embodiment of evil: non-human, diseased, unclean, diabolical. They are not only outside the 

universe of obligation, they are outside humanity" vein, 1993: 50; Cohn, 198 1 : 169-2 15 

especially p. 188; see for a similar argument Same, 1976:34). 

My theoretical aim is to explain the process by which the total exclusion of a specified 

and designated group of people is achieved, and how the exclusion of the group contributed to its 

vulnerability. Thus, theoretically and historically, total exclusion by the powerfbl cannot be 

separated from the vulnerability of the powerless. It is a zero-sum game. Moreover, my claim is 



that the excluded group was vulnerable before the process of total exclusion began; the group 

could not have been totally pushed out unless it was previously defined as an alien group. 

Therefore the sources of social vulnerabilities of potential1 y targeted ethnic group should be 

addressed as a constituent element in their victimization. 

C. Social vulnerability 

In order to  answer the question of what are the factors that contribute to the vulnerability 

of an ethnic minority, we first have to address the issue of vulnerability in general. Orkin Susan 

Moller (1989) uses an elaborate theoretical model to explicate the vulnerability of women in 

modern family and marriage. Orkin Moller is trying "..to present and analyze the fact of 

contemporary gender-structured marriage in the light of theories about power and vulnerability 

and the issues of justice they inevitably raise" (1989: 135). Although my work relates to the 

general issues of power differences, social vulnerabilities, and justice, the modern family or 

justice per-se are not directly addressed. 

1. "Exit'' and "Voice" 

To shed light on vulnerability (in marriage) Orkin Moller uses two sets of arguments. The 

first is based on Hirschman's economic theories expounded in Exit, Voice, and Loyalty (1970) 

and National Power and the Siructure of Foreign Trade (1945). The second set of arguments 

deal with the moral status of vulnerability. 

Hirschrnan's concern is the social behaviour of customers, economic firms and 

organization in economic interactions. His main argument is that the "perEect competition" model 

which most economists employ is flawed. He proposes a different model based on his notions of 

"exit" and "voice". 

The specific interactions focused on are those in which there is a clear deterioration in the 

"service" given or in the quality of products sold to customers. The main question, according to 



Hirschman, is what are the avenues open for customers and members to voice their complaints 

and choose alternatives in cases were they are confronted with a poor product or service. 

According to the "perfect competition" model - in which all actors are assumed to be 

"rational" in the utilitarian economic sense - there are two alternatives: to either buy the product 

fkom a different firm or buy a similar product that can be used for the same purpose. The reduced 

revenues fiom sales will "indicate" to the former firm that it has to change its economic 

behaviour or go bankrupt. In other words one can either switch a company or quit using the 

product. This model, argues Hirschman, ignores several social and economic realities, such as 

power differences (monopolies) between customers, firms, and the availability of choices for 

customers. 

Hirschrnan avers that when a customer leaves hidher usual store or firm s/he is "exiting"; 

when a customer complaints she  is "voicing" their grievances. However, not in all cases do these 

two simple options exist. There are situations in which "exit" is not possible - i.e. monopoly. In 

other extreme cases "exit" is easily feasible, which means that many other firms sell a similar 

product. Between these two poles there is a wide range of possibilities to "voice" or in 

Hirschman's words to "kick up a hss." 

Nevertheless, the economic relationship between "exit" and "voice" are complex. Zn a 

monopolistic situation the firm has all the power on its side. On the other hand, when "exit" is 

easy, the customer will not "kick up a fbss." Customers will go elsewhere to buy what they need. 

Thus, no "exit" at all, atrophies "voicet1 in one way and a readily available "exit" atrophies 

"voice" too, but in a completely different way. In Hirschman's words, "voice is not only 

handicapped when exit is possible, but also, though in a quite different way, when it is not" 

(Hkschman, 1 WO:S5). 

Whereas "exit" is a "clear-cut either or decision", "voice" is an art (Hirschman, 1970: 43). 

"Exit" is an economic decision, while "voice" is political articulations of complaints, grievances 

and concerns. "Exit" is an individualistic act; "voice" is a collective effort. Usually "exit" is 



related to minor commodities and services, whereas "voice" would be raised in matters 

concerning major purchases and basic issues. 

Moreover, there is a substantive difference between strictly economic firms and social 

organizations argues Hirschman. "Exit" and "voice" can not be equally applied to economic 

firms and to social organizations alike. Firms are the arena of customers, whereas organizations 

are the loci of members. Organizations, in contrast to firms, raise a different set of emotions 

fiom their respective members concerning questions of "exiting" (leaving) or "voicing" (staying 

and demanding a change). Organizations have a loyalty dimension; firms do not. 

Furthermore, Hirschman adds that there are social instances in which "exit," for most or 

maybe all practical purposes, does not exist. Families, states and religions, for example, are such 

institutions and instances. We can also add "race" and "gender"2. These are the social institutions 

to which Isaac Harold attached the label "Basic Group Identities" (Isaac, 197229-52). Such 

institutions involve the social "name" and "body" of their respective membership as basic 

characteristics of individuals; characteristics which are hard to modifL or change. 

Hirschman himself adds several other options to the list of no-easy-exit institutions. 

These additional "instances" are important for my purpose. They are listed in a table - a matrix in 

which Hirshchman explores the "optimal mix" between "exit" and "voice". In this list "parties in 

totalitarian one-party systems, terroristic groups, and criminal gangs" are grouped under the 

rubrics of "no exit" and "no voice" option (1970:121). It is the issue of relative power of the 

various sides which distinguishes among these options. The balance of power component boils 

down to the question of what "are the relative capacities of the parties to withdraw" fiom these 

relations (Orkin, 1989: 137). Extreme vulnerability or dependency is a case in which one party 

has no options; a situation in which neither "exit" nor "voice" can be performed. 

2. Asymmetry and vital needs 

The second set of arguments concerning asymmetrical power relations and vulnerability 

is based on moral philosophy (Goodin, 1985). "Goodin's theory is particularly applicable to 



marriage", argues Orkin, "because of its concern not only with the protection of the vulnerable, 

but also with the moral status of vulnerability itself" (Orkin, 1989: 136). 

Goodin's aim is to defend the case of a welfare state. He tries to justifL welfare 

institutions by arguing that citizens are to protect each other because reciprocal and asymmetrical 

vulnerabilities create moral obligations and social bonds. These social vulnerabilities, according 

to Goodin, not fiee-will associations, create the moral demand to protect the weak, the 

vulnerable and also constitute societies. 

According to Goodin, most vdnerabilities are socially created. Consequently, the whole 

social structure is based on mutual vulnerabilities or interdependencies. Although some of these 

relations are asymmetrical and produce inequality, the degree to which they are morally 

acceptable is determined by the ability of the parties to withdraw fiom these relationships 

without severe costs and exploitations (Goodin, 1985: xi). 

Very few vulnerabilities are innately based, such as the vulnerability of infants or those 

vulnerabilities due to physical disabilities from birth3. Ethnic groups' vulnerability, however, is a 

clear case of socially "created, shaped and sustained" vulnerability. What is the sociological 

status of ethnic vulnerability? What are its social and political implications for inter-ethnic group 

relations? These are central theoretical concerns in my work. 

As Goodin sees it, there is no situation of total or absolute invulnerability (1985: 192). We 

are all, as individuals and as members in collectives, dependent to same extent on others. 

"Dependence" says Galtung, whom Goodin cites, 

has two negations in English, both of them implicit in the idea of self-reliance: 
independence and interdependence. The meaning of independence is autonomy, 
that invaluable combination of self-confidence, a high level of self-sufficiency 
and fearlessness out of which invulnerability is forged. The meaning of 
interdependence is equity, which means a style of cooperation that does not 
engender new patterns of dependence (emphasis added, Galtung in Goodin, 
1985: 192). 



There are two kinds of vulnerabilities, argues Goodin. On the one hand, there are mutual 

vulnerabilities based on mutual interdependencies which are legitimate and in most cases 

necessary for existence. Therefore they are morally acceptable. And in contrast, there are those 

vulnerabilities which are based on asymmetry in the relative power of the parties. This 

asymmetry renders people susceptible to exploitation and render these relations morally 

unacceptable and objectionable. 

Exploitation hinges on the question of whether or not the parties can withdraw fiom the 

relationship. Under four conditions, vulnerability may deteriorate into exploitation. That is, 

become morally objectionable. These conditions are: an asymmetrical balance of power; party A 

needs the resources that Party B has, to protect and sustain hidher vital needs; party B is the only 

source of these resources; and party B has fbll "discretionary control" over the dispensation of 

these resources (Goodin, 1985: 195-96). 

The applicability of these abstract considerations of vulnerability to a general theory of 

ethnic relations is not readily manifest; however, its relevance to total exclusion, expulsion, and 

genocide is apparent. Considering the four cases in my work, the vdnerable position of the 

ethnic minority was an established social, economic, and political fact. Some argue that these 

minorities were special cases of minorities deserving the title of "Middlemen minorities" 

(Bonacich, 1973; stryker, 1959). The standard argument put forth is that these Middlemen groups 

had economic power, a fact that made them less vulnerable, if not outright powerfir1 groups. 

I argue, in contrast, that a detailed historical analysis of the five cases of ethnic 

persecution surveyed in this work shows that their economic power was circumscribed and 

dependent upon a specific set of rules that they had to obey. A change in the set of rules, for 

example incorporation through religious conversion or the institution of citizenship rights 

augmented the vulnerability of the minority. Accordingly, the economic power of these 

groups rested on political prec~ousness. In Hamilton's tenn, these groups constituted a "weak 

money" phenomenon; a social constellation which means wealth without power. That fact 

renders such ethnic minorities into everlasting exploitable targets of ruling elites (Hamilton, 



1978: 1-15; see also Fein, 1987:216). Indeed, their vulnerability was corroborated by the violent 

events with which their respective histories werelare marred. If such Middlemen minority groups 

had real power to shape their destinies, why was it that they were eliminated so easily? 

3. Social vulnerability: a compound factor 

Although these ethnic minorities were vulnerable, their victimization developed along 

different lines and reached various degrees of persecution. Thus, we should ask what accounts 

for the various degrees of vulnerability and how do these variations affect the intensity and the 

timing of victimization? In addition, there are two preliminary contextual factors to consider. 

The first is the unequal balance of power in favour of the majority group. The second is 

the non-availability of choices for the minority group. 

The main argument is that to totally exclude a minority, its vulnerability must be an 

established fact. That is, the group must be embedded in asymmetrical, unequal relations of 

power. This inequality can be demographic, economic, or political in nature; these factors can 

appear independently or in a combined manner. However, the depth of vulnerability, depends on 

the availability of alternatives. A minority group that has a place "to go to" or a place to return to, 

is on a different level of vulnerability than a group that has "nowhere to go." The former has the 

option of "exit"; the latter has no options at all. Alternatives, by definition, open up the avenue of 

choice and enhance the resources of bargaining (i.e. of "voice"). Indeed the existence of an 

alternative is a factor which contributes to  a minority's power. 

Furthermore, a small minority, might have a strong demographic "back" somewhere else, 

in its country of origin, for example. This extensive population can be a source of either social 

andlor political power which can enhance the minority group's alternatives and protection. A 

minority might have a political "back" either in terms of a "state" of origin, or a religious 

association such as a church in which the group is a part. This external group might serve as a 

"diaspora" which proclaims and announces its obligations to the minority group in various ways. 



Consequently, such a minority group is not isolated; grievances can be "voiced" on its behalf. A 

completely isolated ethnic group loses even the minor advantages of an external support. 

Therefore, three general criteria seem to play a role in explicating the vulnerability of 

ethnic groups, They are the following: a skewed demographic balance between majority and 

minority groups; the extent to which the minority was isolated within its host society and from 

other external communities; and, the existence or  absence of alternatives (immigration). 

Expulsion and genocide can be seen as incidents of inter-ethnic relations in which a clear effort 

was invested in transforming the vulnerable minority into a powerless victim. Total exclusion 

had a profound effect on the vulnerability of the ethnic group by facilitating and legitimizing its 

victimization. 

Therefore, vulnerability is not only a compound variable but also a relational, relative and 

historical one. It means that vulnerability must always be judged in comparison to other ethnic 

minorities or  between minority and majority groups. Such a comparison must be done at specific 

points in time since groups can gain or lose power as a consequence of changes in the general 

economic, political or even cultural conditions in which they are immersed. The 

institutionalization of formal equality, in the four societies discussed, was the historic social 

moment in which processes of total exclusion began to take shape. The equalization of status 

provided the base for social comparisons and the emergence of the racial exclusionary sentiment. 

D. The process of social comparison and formal equalizer 

According to Festinger's theory of social comparison (1954), the need to  know one's 

abilities and the drive to assess the "correctness" of one's opinion, drives people into forming 

homogenous groups on both dimensions of ability and opinion. Festinger's asserts that we 

compare ourselves to people "liket' us. In Festinger words, "People, then, tend to move into 

groups which, in their judgment, hold opinions which agree with their own and whose abilities 

are near their own" (1954: 136). 



Festinger concentrate on inter-personal relations and the effects they might have on inter- 

group relations. He argued that in regard to "ability", groups will be combative and internally 

competitive. In contrast, "opinion" groups will form homogeneous solidarity groups and create 

stereotypes of other groups. Such homogeneous group tend to perceive other "opinion" groups as 

threats to their own opinion. That is, the mere existence of others' opinion is a threat to a group's 

collective identity and self-confidence. 

The process of comparison is shaped by individual and collective factors. Our self-image 

depends to a large extent on the group to which we belong; it gives us our sense of individual 

self-worth as part of a specific collectivity. Furthermore, the sense we have of our group helps us 

either to sustain or it erodes our self and collective identity worthiness (Brown, 1985: 55 1-563; 

Tajfel, 198 1 :254-267, 1978: 27-60). Accordingly, social comparisons involve individual as well 

as group perceptions; that is, individuals as members of groups are engaged in the actual 

process of comparison. 

However, social comparability necessitate a common ground for comparison. In addition, 

usually the process of social comparison involves the current situation as well as the historical 

background of groups; it involves present aspirations and projected hopes for the future. Indeed, 

comparisons include actual and imagined group histories. Thus, the social comparison process 

involves several aspects of meanings and dimensions which can contribute significantly to social 

change, competition and conflict. 

In Festinger's formulation, comparability denotes connectability and social contact 

despite any apparent conflict. There are, however, situations in which comparison creates a 

different world of reference. It is especially true when a whole group is deemed as 

"incomparable" i.e., comparison is willingly (that is, politically) blocked. In the case of opinion, 

Festinger argues that the ". . cessation of comparison is accompanied by hostility or 

derogationN(l 954: 129). 

Although Festinger touches upon the issue of "incomparability" he does not address it 

directly. Festinger deals with the "consequences of preventing incomparability" on the persona1 



level. That is, cases in which comparison is imposed or forced upon someone despite one's 

reluctance to compare oneself to other(s). There are two such cases. In the first case, comparison 

is imposed because the attraction of the group into which one aspires to belong is strong. In the 

second case, the individual "is prevented fiom leaving the group" in which another (undesirable) 

person is also a member. Festinger deals only with the individual psychological consequences of 

imposed comparability (1 954: 137-138). 

However, in the incidence of total exclusion, "cessation of comparison" or 

"incomparability" are willed by a group in order to distance itself fiom another group. On this 

level of political and sociological analysis, Festinger says nothing. When a whole group of 

people is defined as "incomparable", it means that it is totally excluded. Willed incomparability 

on a group level is clearly a case of hostility, derogation and politics. Furthermore, when a group 

is excluded fiom the universe of obligation, its dehumanization peaks. This is the situation into 

which vulnerable minorities are pushed when segments of the majority group feel threatened by 

their "ability" and/or "opinion. " Consequently, Festinger's "incomparability" overlaps with 

Sirnrnel's "otherness". Being the "other" means having no positive relations. It is a complete 

negation. Dehumanization and total exclusion are complete negations; but they are political 

relations. All these processes are the pre-conditions of expulsion and genocide. However, 

Festinger's comparability can take place only when a common ground is presupposed. 

In the four cases to be dealt here, "incomparability" or "total exclusion" took place only 

after a "universal" treatment was experienced. A universal treatment is a custom, regulation, 

or law under which "comparison" is enforced. In other words, a universal treatment is an 

inclusionary formal procedure, it desegregate instead of segregate ethnic groups. Under this 

procedure, incomparability (segregation) or formal exclusion (caste) is prevented by the 

universal entitlement which guarantees political rights of the polity's members. That is it grant 

them membership. 

For example, the conversion of Jews to Christianity in Spain of the fifteenth century 

formally made all Christians, new and old, members of the same community. The enactment of 



the old and abrogated Ottoman constitution of 1876, after the "Young Turks" revolution of 1908, 

proclaimed that all the inhabitants of the Ottoman empire were fiom then on equal citizens. It 

was a formal recognition of the rights of all Ottoman minorities and a demand for a "universal", 

fair treatment by state authorities and fellow citizens. It proscribed segregation. In the Second 

Reich and in the Weimar Republic, Jews were formally equal citizens. The same held true in the 

case of Asians in post-colonial Uganda from 1962. All inhabitants of the protectorate of Uganda 

were to become citizens of the state of Uganda, regardless of previous titles, entitlements and 

stereotypes. 

Common religion and citizenship, although not identical, were in all these cases a 

"universal" and formal equalizer. The very fact of formal political equalization of previously 

unequal members of the polity, created a strong sense of resentment in some members of the 

majority group. Equalization and desegregation were perceived by some as status derogation, 

despite the fact that formal equality supposedly treated all in the same manner. Simmel raised a 

similar point in his theoretical formulations of the nationality principle and the emotional 

resentment formal equality might create among previously privileged members of the polity 

(1950:220). 

E. Status politics and the emotional structure of resentment 

In his explanation for the French Revolution, Tocqueville attributed to emotions a major 

independent status (Tocqueville, 1955: 22-32, especially 30-3 1). The dues, levies and charges the 

peasant had to pay to the "landowners of the neighbourhood" to "...these tiresome neighbours 

barring his path, interfering in his simple pleasures and his work, and consuming the produce of 

his toil." In addition to these "tiresome neighbours", the lords, the French peasant of mid and late 

18th century had to deal with "...other fine gentlemen dressed in black [state's officials]" who 

stepped in and took the greater part of his harvest. All such unjustifiable burdens were the 

explanation for the "...rankling grievances that burst into a flame in the French Revolution" (ibid, 



3 1). The feudal system, though dismantled as a political institution remained fundamental in the 

economic organization of France (ibid, 3 1). 

Hannah Arendt called Tocqueville's treatment of the "hate" French peasants felt toward 

their nobility "Tocqueville's great discovery" (Arendt, 1979:4). "According to Tocqueville" says 

Hannah Arendt, 

the French people hated aristocrats about to lose their power more than it had ever 
hated them before, precisely because their rapid loss of real power was not 
accompanied by any considerable decline in their fortunes. As long as the 
aristocracy held vast powers of jurisdiction, they were not only tolerated but 
respected. When noblemen lost their privileges, among others the privilege to 
exploit and oppress, the people felt them to be parasites, without any real fbnction 
in the rule of the country. In other words, neither oppression nor exploitation as 
such is ever the main cause for resentment; wealth without visible hnction is 
much more intolerable because nobody can understand why it should be tolerated 
(1 979:4). 

Summarizing the gist of Woodward's argument in "The Strange Career of Jim Crow" 

(1 965), Zeitlin is saying that, 

So long as blacks were slaves, their social status was clear and unambiguous. 
Blacks and whites living and working together entailed no threat to the status and 
power of the whites. But following the Civil War and the Emancipation 
Proclamation, when the black man became a citizen, a threat to white status and 
power was recognized. Something had to be done to keep the blacks in their 
traditionally subordinate place (1984: 184 see also Park's chapter). 

These two long quotations, and the writings they are based upon, provide the theoretical basis for 

the historical discussions in my work. However, more than asserting new historical facts, my 

intentions are to lay down a suggestive sociological line of reasoning. Thus, my presentation of 

the historical material emphasizes two crucial elements: formal equality and the failure in 



adaptation of some members of the majority group and the resentment and discontentment which 

led to the creation of total exclusionary social movements. 

Three processes are emphasized in the historical analysis. First, I focus on the social and 

cultural interaction between majority and minority groups as an essential element in explaining 

genocide and expulsion. Whether assimilation had occurred or not, formal incorporation had 

unintended consequences for both minority and majority groups. These unintentional 

consequences are indispensable for explaining why expulsion and genocide emerged as political 

policies. 

Second, the process of radicalization of social exclusion and cultural condemnation is 

highlighted; radicalization was apparent in all five historical cases. Thus, social exclusion is 

discussed as a social process which has its own dynamics. Total exclusion was an outcome of the 

active adaptation of an exclusionist ideology by a significant number of people fiom the majority 

group. This exclusionist ideology was rooted in racialist arguments. Over time, a significant 

portion of the majority group, formed a social movement which was successful in instituting 

itself as a social force that either shaped government policies or took over the government itself 

The government's take-over was achieved by legitimate means or by coup d'etat. In any case, it 

was always supported by large numbers of people fiom that society. 

Part and parcel of the radicalization process was the complete estrangement and 

alienation of individuals in the majority group from their erstwhile neighbours, co-workers, 

acquaintances, fkiends and, in some cases, even family members of the minority group. In order 

to achieve total exclusion and social alienation, that process of social estrangement and cultural 

condemnation had to be created legally and manufactured culturally. Total rejection was socially 

constructed fiom a basis of relative tolerance and co-existence. 

As a direct consequence of the dominant position of this new ideology and group, the 

vulnerability of the ethnic minority was intensified. The vulnerability of the minority groups 

stemmed from three main sources. The first was the disproportionate demographic balance 

between minority and majority. The second factor was the entrapment of the ethnic minority 



group: the absence of viable alternatives established their helplessness. The third factor was the 

social and political isolation of the minority. In addition to this internal isolation, the ethnic 

minority group was isolated from the larger international community. These factors appeared in 

all five cases to be examined here. 

The third and last process was the violent creation of the "other". The exclusion of the 

minority group was made possible only by harnessing state power to achieve social exclusion. In 

the cases in which total exclusion occurred, the regime's power and the agencies of legitimate 

violence were essential in the transforming of the domestic ethnic minority into a purported 

threat to the very existence of the majority group. Without state involvement and actions, bare 

tolerance could have not been transformed into a final and absolute rejection of the minority. 

However, murderous states are a specific kind of political regimes; such bloodthirsty regimes 

cannot be grouped under the innocuous label of "the state"; such states are despotic and 

totalitarian regimes who regularly employ violence and operate on the basis of general, 

unlimited, and unspecified tenor. 

F. Conclusion 

Ethno-centrism is the belief that the value system of one's own group is the best and 

right system of values. As long as this belief remains within the confines of a value attitude 

toward individuals and groups who are different from one's own group, we are dealing with a 

system of in-group favouritism and out-group derogation. It means preferring one's own set of 

values over the values of other individuals and groups. This is the prevalent situation in inter- 

ethnic relations in which each group claims that its "uniqueness" is incomparable to others. 

Each group is the "chosen peoplew of its own God or gods; it might be said that this is the 

"normal " or "universal " situation in inter-ethnic relations and stereotypes maintenance (Brown, 

1986533485). 

However, when we encounter an attempt to impose the world values of one group over 

those of another by violent means, such as imposed religious conversion and restriction of access 



to material and/or ideal resources in the name of racial, religious or other distinction (e.g. 

gender), we are dealing with violent ethno-centrism. Expulsion and genocide are consequences 

of such violently imposed dominance. 



End Notes 

1 . Macpherson's abstract distinction between "property" and "momentary possession" not only concurs with Parkin's 
distinction between "personal possessions" and "property as capital", but also supports Parkin's claim about the role 
of the state as the ultimate enforcer of the rights of property as capital (see Parkin 1979:48-51; Macpherson, 1978:3) 

2. Although one can argue a case for change in any of these institutions, for most people it will be difficult to change 
and more importantly, the price for this change will be high. 

3. Even these born vulnerabilities are socially determined to the extent that society/ies are providing or withholding 
senices which render the handicapped as either helpless or independent (Goodin, 1985: 190). The vulnerabilities of 
babies and children vary in different societies in relations to accepted moods of socialization and definitions of roles 
and prerogatives of parents and of children. 



Part IV. The Historical Comparative Method 
Chapter 8 
A. Comparing extreme persecution: the selection process 

The classical theories presented in the literature review were found to be inadequate in 

providing a conceptual toolkit for the explanation of extreme cases of ethnic persecution. Such 

persecutions occurred in 14th and 15th century Catholic Spain, 19th and 20th century Ottoman 

Turkey, Nazi Germany between 1933 and 1945, and Idi Arnin's Uganda in 1972. In these cases 

the state legalized, sanctioned, and implemented persecution which resulted in the expulsion 

and/or annihilation of an ethnic minority. 

Despite hndamental differences among the cases and between the pair-cases of 

expulsion and genocide, several common factors played a crucial role in all the cases. These 

common features constitute, I argue, comparable, though by no means identical circumstances. 

The finality characteristic of expulsion and genocide, and state's legalization and sanctioning of 

the minority's persecution constitute the most crucial common factors in the selection of these 

violent, murderous ethnocentric eruptions as comparable cases. 

In the discussion of these cases two points are of crucial importance. First, common 

features are traced to the perpetrators' social structure and political behaviours. Second, the 

cases similarity transcends the historical specificity of each of the cases. Therefore, such 

commonalities provide a basis for a historically grounded generalization concerning the five 

cases dealt with in this work. 

B. The method: comparing historical cases of extreme persecution 

Macro-analytic comparative historical method is a mode of causal historical inquiry. It 

aims at isolating causal factors that can reliably account for the occurrence of a phenomenon 

under investigation. John Stuart Mill who systematized this method presented its logic in the 

following manner: 



The simplest and most obvious modes of singling out fiom among the 
circumstances which precede or follow a phenomenon those with which it is 
really connected by an invariable law are two in number. One is, by comparing 
together different instances in which the phenomenon occurs. The other is, by 
comparing instances in which the phenomenon does occur, with instances in other 
respects similar in which it does not. These two methods may be respectively 
denominated the Method of Agreement and the Method of Difference (1930:253). 

An investigator, says Mill, can either be concerned with the cause of a given effect or 

with the effect of a given cause. In my work I am interested in the causes preceding the 

occurrence of state sanctioned, legalized, ethnic persecution as manifested in expulsion and 

genocide. 

Mill's procedure was, first, elaborated as a system of logical inquiry into causal relations 

in the physical world. The logic should, however, also hold for the study of social relations. The 

major difference is, of course, that in the physical world we can, in some cases, artificially 

re/produce causal factors and isolate them for scientific analysis in laboratories. In cases in 

which we cannot artificially relproduce causes, MI1 argues, the causal relations presumed with 

this logic -- the relation of the hypothesized cause to the observed effects -- are subject to 

considerable doubt (ibid, 25 5). 

Since we cannot isolate and reproduce historical causes, we cannot certainly know if a 

presumed cause is the only or even the real cause. We can know, however, that there is an 

association between such a hypothesized cause(s) and an observed effect@). This situation is, of 

course, common in all historical research. Mill's axiomatic directions for the implementation of 

the Method of Agreement are these: 

Whatever circumstance can be excluded, without prejudice to the phenomenon, or 
can be absent notwithstanding its presence, is not connected with it in the way of 
causation. The c m a I  circumstance being thus eliminated, if only one remains, 
that one is the cause which we are in search of if more than one, they either are, 
or contain among them, the cause; and so, mutatis mutandis, of the effect. As this 
method proceeds by comparing different instances to ascertain in what they agree, 
I have termed it the Method of Agreement; (ibid, 255-6). 



Utilizing the Method of Agreement one tries to isolate two or more instances in which a 

phenomenon under investigation is present and will, further, aim to show one or more 

circumstances common to those instances. In historical inquiries, the requirement of the Method 

of Agreement are that two (or more) historical cases in which the phenomenon for explanation is 

present will be compared, in order to delineate one or more circumstances common to the cases. 

The "instances" (cases) may, and usually do, differ in other respects. 

The Method of Difference, however, is a more potent instrument for investigation. In 

applying of the Method of Difference in physical (natural) investigations "we require.. two 

instances resembling one another in every other respect, but differing in the presence or absence 

of the phenomenon we wish to study"(255). 

Historical investigations always start fiom the effect and try to establish the antecedent 

condition(s) that can be ascertained to include a cause or causes (alone or in combination). 

Neither experimentation in nor rdproduction of causes is possible in historical research. 

Hence the logic of the two methods is the same; it is the logic of elimination. The logic, 

however, "works" differently in the respective methods. In the Method of Difference -- two 

cases, similar in all respects bur the presence of the phenomenon to be explained -- elimination 

proceeds by asking what is the condition that cannot be excluded without causing the 

phenomenon to disappear. That condition is therefore related in causal relations to the 

phenomenon investigated. By contrast, the Method of Agreement argues that whatever can be 

eliminated without causing the phenomenon to disappear is not connected with it in causal 

relations (ibid, 256). 

The Method of Difference is more amenable to artificial experimentation, while the 

Method of Agreement can be used when experimentations are either difficult or altogether 

impossible. Therefore, the Method of Agreement is the common one used in social and historical 

research. The reasons for that are quite simple. To find two 'identical' historical instances (cases), 

the prerequisite of the Method of Difference, is impossible. Thus the criterion adopted for 

selection of historical cases, is approximation, not identification. Similarity of cases is 



determined by factors deemed significant to the phenomenon under investigation. Thus the 

selection of historical cases for comparison is rooted in an implicit causal theory. In other words, 

the decision about the sameness of cases is inherently connected to a causal theory hypothesized 

to govern the phenomenon to be explained. Similarity is an hypothesis to be verified or refuted. 

The requirements of the Method of Agreement are less severe; hence its aims are modest. 

The most we can aspire to establish with the Method of Agreement is an association of 

conditions, not a causal sequence; it can establish only patterns, or in Mill's language 

"uniformities." Hence Mill's conclusion is that "It thus appears to be by the Method of Difference 

alone that we can ever, in the way of direct experience, arrive with certainty at causes" (ibid, 

258). And since we cannot "experiment" in historical cases, the Method of Difference can be 

used only as a heuristic device. It cannot be used as a method of ascertaining historical causes. 

Nonetheless, these two methods can be used in a combined manner and in sequence. The 

Method of Agreement can be used at the initial stage when cases are selected and show 

"agreement" or association of conditions which are of interest to us. The Method of Difference 

can be used at a second stage in which cases of occurrence are compared to similar case+) of 

non-occurrence. In historicaf studies, the Method of Difference can rarely be applied, and even 

when such cases are compared, the result is always a partial and predetermined comparison. That 

is, the application of the Method of Difference depends completely on the ability to sort out 

"positive" cases by the Method of Agreement, and to find a "negative" case suitable for 

comparison and contrast to the "positive" ones. The suitability of the comparative and contrastive 

projects is based on hypothesized theoretical argumentations. Such arguments, in turn, are 

derived, in the last analysis, from the historical and sociological imagination of the researcher. 

Therefore the plausibility of the comparative analysis should be determined by whether and to 

what extent its application was fiuitfil in the presentation and analysis of the historical 

phenomenon to be explained. 

To recapitulate, the procedure in my work will develop according to the two analytic 

designs elaborated above. In the first design, four cases in which both the phenomenon to be 



explained (expulsion and/or genocide) and a series of other factors deemed significant will be 

compared. This design is the application of the Method of Agreement. The other design proceeds 

by contrasting Nazi Germany and the Holocaust to Third Republic France at the time of the 

Dreyfbs affair in the late 19th century. (Aspects of Catholic Spain in the 15th century, the late 

Ottoman Turkey, and Idi Amin's Uganda in 1972 will also be briefly presented). 

In several significant respects Third Republic France resembled Germany prior to the 

Nazi takeover. However, and despite such similarities, state-sanctioned, legalized, persecution of 

the Jews did not occur in France at the turn of the 20th century (Arendt, 1973:45-50,89-120). 

Thus, I argue, that a comparison between the "positive" cases in my work and the "negative" 

case is possible. This analysis will constitute the application of the Method of Difference. 

Although the last procedure is "stronger" in terms of its ability to establish causal 

relations, my aim is only to use it as a heuristic device to indicate the significance of state- 

sanctioned, legalized persecution as a necessary condition in the occurrence of expulsion andor 

genocide. 

Skocpol and Somers (1980) provide a schematic depiction of both methods; it is 

reproduced here, with slight alterations, for clarification. 
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C. A problem centred method and research 

The central research question in my work is: What are the social and political factors that 

prompt a "host" society to expel an ethnic minority or to murder large masses of them? The 

causal-analytic comparative historical method seeks to provide suggestive answers to such 

questions. However, it aims neither at the elaboration of a general theory nor at a detailed 

presentation of historic cases. Its goal then, is different fiom two other comparative historical 

procedures. The latter two are the "parallel demonstration of theory" and the "contrast of 

contexts" (Skocpol and Somers, 1980: 174- 197). 

The aim of the parallel demonstration procedure is to highlight the fruitfblness of a 

specific theory as an explanation for historical processes of social change. The contrast of 

contexts approach focuses on the presentation of several historical cases deemed similar within 

the confines of a problem or a research question. It is used in order to underline differences and 

to sensitize the reader (researcher) to the unique features of each historical case. 

These methods represent two opposing approaches to the study of history by social 

scientists. In the first, "..comparative history serves as an ancillary mode of theoretical 

demonstration. Historical instances are juxtaposed to demonstrate that the theoretical arguments 

apply convincingly to multiple cases that ought to fit if the theory in question is indeed valid" 

(Skocpol and Somers, 1980: 176). The theoretical model is deductively elaborated before the 

investigation is done, regardless of the historical cases researched. Thus it is a method that 

provides "empty theoretical boxes" which empirical historical evidence ought to fill in order to 

confirm or refbte the theory's utility (Bonnell, 1980: 162). 

In the second method, the historical integrity of each case is preserved and there is a 

conscious attempt not to generalize beyond a specific case or cases. "For much of the thrust of 

this variant of comparative history is to suggest that particular nations, empires, civilization, or 

religions constitute relatively irreducible wholes, each a complex and unique sociohistorical 

configuration in its own right (Skocpol and Somers, 1980: 178). 



Borne11 identifies the first as the "illustrative" method and the second as "analytical." 

According to her, the illustrative approach compares historical cases to a concept in order to 

underline the concept's hitfblness, whereas the analytical approach compares several cases to 

each other in order to highlight differences among them (Bonnell, 1 980: 1 56- 1 73). 

Skocpol and Somers argue that researchers who use the analytic-causal historical 

comparative method move back and forth between alternative explanatory hypotheses and 

comparisons of historical trajectories. Researchers try to define "configurations favourable and 

unfavourable to particufar outcomes" which they aspire to explain (Skocpol and Somers, 

1980:182). Skocpol and Somers also add that macro-causal analysis is similar to statistical 

multivariate analysis, "which manipulates groups of cases to control sources of variation in order 

to make causal inferences when quantitative data are available about a large number of cases" 

(1 980: 182). 

The problem, however, is that when the historical comparative method is applied to cases 

such as revolutions (Skocpol, 1979), routes to the modem world (Moore, 1966), or genocide and 

expulsions, there are few cases that can be compared. Not only is there a paucity of cases, but 

also the ability to use concepts and to generalize beyond a specific case or set of cases is quite 

tenuous. 

However, despite their rarity these occurrences are momentous events and therefore 

demand our attention (Skocpol, 1979:3). In the preface to: Genocide: a Sociological Perspective, 

Helen Fein quotes Kai Ericson's review of a new Handbook of Sociology (edited by Neil 

Smelser). Ericson observes that readers 

would find nothing at all in the pages of the Handbook about happenings that the 
rest of the world called 'historic,' events that helped shape the character of our 
age. Nothing about Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the Holocaust, Vietnam, Bhopal and 
Chemobyl. That should not surprise them, considering how deeply American 
sociology has invested in the study of the 'general' as opposed to the study of the 
'particular.' They may be more puzzled to learn, though, that the Handbook has so 
little to say even about categories of events that have had such an impact on our 



times -- wars, disasters, plagues. The index cites the nuclear family, for example, 
but not nuclear power or nuclear weapons.. . well-meaning outsiders.. . may very 
well conclude that the main subject matter of sociology is sociology (in Fein, 
1993 :vii; see also Ericson, l989:5 13). 

Fein claims that until the 1970s social revolutions, wars, genocide, and expulsions were 

not common subjects of study in sociology or the social sciences, excepting history (Fein, 

1993:s). These subjects were even less common in more specified sub-fields of sociology like 

ethnic studies. It is probable, that the lack of study is connected to the fact that they present a 

difficulty surpassing the complexities associated with the specificities of time and place, since 

they are usual 1 y the products of long historical processes. Secondly, social revolutions, wars, 

genocides, and expulsions represent subject matters that involve, first and foremost, a direct 

confrontation with power relations in their most crude manifestation - violence. Thirdly, these 

subjects require the transcendence of national or nation-states boundaries as the exclusive unit of 

analysis, since they have an inter-national and inter-epochal character. Each of these subjects is, 

indeed, a "complex object of explanation," as Skocpol asserts (1979:5), and their complexity is 

an essential element in their definition as 'historic' events. 

Skocpol argues that the enormity and rarity of these events should not deter social 

scientists fiorn studying them or be a reason to subsume them under vague categories (1979:3- 

14). The lack of a clearly defined method to deal with these occurrences should not discourage a 

"dispassionate understanding" of them. On the contrary, argues Fein, these subjects, demand "a 

passion to understand" (Fein, 1993:6-7) because of their crucial importance and epoch-making 

significance. That "passion to understand" entails the risk of sailing in uncharted waters with 

scant assistance from theory and method. The complex relations between history and sociology 

as disciplines with distinctive methods of inquiry are pushed to the forefront by the unique 

character of each of these events, but also by the substantive demands of the comparative study. 

The macro-analytic comparative historical method that I am using attempts to validate 

causal hypotheses about a phenomenon under examination of which there are onIy few cases. 

Since controlled comparisons are not possible, my intentions are to establish covariance of 



factors and to single out necessary causal conditions. Though conclusive arguments cannot be 

made, a suggestive study of necesszuy conditions of genocide andlor expulsions, and criticism of 

prevalent theories of ethnic relations are sought. 

My question, then, is a simple one. Why were people expelled or murdered in these 

historical events? Marc Bloch, who is quoted by Skocpol and Somers, says that "the unity of 

place is only disorder, only the unity of problem makes a centre" (1980: 194). Problem-centred 

research is, therefore, the procedure I have adopted in the selection of cases, units of analysis, 

and level of generalization sought. 

Many historians reject the tendency of macro-analytic comparativists to break units of 

time and place. "But of course the breaking apart of temporal and geographic unities is exactly 

what is needed if explanatory problems are to be solved," argue Skocpol and Somers (1980: 194). 

The macro-analytic comparative method proceeds by sorting out similar cases to which a 

question can be posed. Hence it is an inductive method and is suspicious of overarching 

theoretical arguments (Skocpol, 1979:36-7; 1984:378-8 1; Skocpol and Somers, 1980: 183-4). Its 

historically inductive nature limits the applicability and scope of its generalizations. In other 

words, generalizing tendencies must be checked by the specific historical content of the cases 

covered. 

Barington Moore likens his generalization to "a large-scale map of an extended terrain" 

(1966:xiv; see on this point Skocpol and Somers, 1980: 195 and Bonnell, 1980: 169-70). However 

large, accurate, and clear a map might be, it cannot be used in other geographical areas. It 

represents only the areas from which and for which it was "made". Thus, its applicability is 

limited. Therefore the macro-anal ytic inductive historical method I am using can neither provide 

a sound basis for a general theory of violent ethnic relations, nor establish conclusive causal 

relations in the cases of genocide and/or expulsion investigated. 

Barington Moore's map metaphor has another problematic aspect. A map is, after all, 

only a specific representation of topography. It is a specific representation of reality. Although 

topographic reality changes slowly, social reality changes constantly and sometimes rapidly. 



Furthermore, social representations of past epochs are historic products in themselves. Such 

"maps" represent understandings of past realities that change in time and with time as a result of 

various empirical, political, and/or theoretical reasons. Cognitive maps, historical 

generalizations, concepts and theories are, therefore, live products of researchers' mind. "For 

history," argues Stedman Jones, "like any other 'social science,' is an entirely intellectual 

operation which takes place in the present and in the head. The fact that the 'past' in some sense 

'happened' is not of primary significance since the past is in no sense synonymous with history" 

(1976296). This is especially true, I argue, in the contested field of genocide and/or expulsion, 

in which almost all conceptual designations are subjects of heated rival interpretations. 

The relation of concepts to empirical finding is one of the major problems in sociology in 

general. Concept's creation or the "constructed types" according to Becker, and the correct level 

of generality, therefore, represents a methodological as well as a theoretical problem in historical 

sociology (Bonnell, 1980: 168; see also Becker, 1940: 28-39). 

Causal inferences represent another such problem. Bendix (1976), for example, explicitly 

avoids such inferences. His argument is that the "number of cases is too small and the number of 

variables too large in macrosociological study to warrant causal statements1' (Bonnell, 1980: 168; 

Bendix, "The Mandate to Rule: An Introduction, " Social Forces, 5 5(l 976):246). Understanding 

of context, therefore, is Bendix's major aim, Bonnell argues. 

Bendix, then, emphasizes the idiographic in contrast to the nomothetic aspects of the 

historical cases he investigates, a point he highlights by comparing cases to each other (See 

Skocpol and Sorners, 1980: 181; Bonnell, 1980: 168-9). He proceeds by asking the same question 

of different cases and allows for different answers to emerge fiom the historical context studied. 

Skocpol, however, firmly holds that macro-analytic comparative studies, if done well, 

have sufficient ground to establish suggestive explanations for momentous historical phenomena 

as (in her case) social revolutions. Therefore, she maintains, only aspects of the cases are 

selected and compared to achieve an approximation to controlled comparison (Skocpol, 1979:35; 

198413 74-78,3 83). 



The method is applied by selecting "slices of national historical trajectories as the units of 

comparison, The overriding intent [of comparative historical analysis] is to develop, test, and 

refine causal, explanatory hypotheses about events or structures integral to macro-units such as 

nation-states" (1979:35-6). In adopting the analytic causal model as a method to investigate cases 

of genocide and/or expulsion I support Skocpol's argument concerning both the applicability of 

the logic to historical events, and the feasibility of achieving "middle range generalizations1' 

about such cases. She is however, aware of various limitations in the method. 

D. Internal criticism of the method 

Given the fact that genocide and/or expulsion are relatively rare occurrences, how can 

these subjects be studied? Skocpol faced the same kind of problem concerning her subject 

matter, social revolutions. Rejecting a positivistic stand on the one hand and the option of natural 

history on the other, she proceeds with the analytic method. Can expulsion and/or genocide be a 

theoretical subject despite the rarity and the historical uniqueness of each case? 

A theoretical subject was defined by Harry Eckstein as "a set of phenomena about which 

one can develop informative, testable generalizations that hold for all instances of the subject, 

and some of which apply to those instances alone". He continues, "a statement about two or three 

cases is certainly a generalization in the dictionary sense, a generalization in the methodological 

sense must usually be based on more; it ought to cover a number of cases large enough for 

certain rigorous testing procedures like statistical analysis to be used" (quoted fiom Skocpol, 

1979:33). Such a strict and rigid definition of theoretical subjects, of course, leaves all such rare, 

momentous, and historically significant events out of the realm of social inquiry. Indeed this 

eventuality happened. 

If Eckstein's perspective is followed, two procedural options exist. One suggests that 

events such as revolutions, genocide, and/or expulsions will be subsumed within broader 

categories, thus cluttering instead of vigorously discriminating among cases. In such a case the 



technique of investigation clearly determines the subject of research. The end result is that the 

drive for overgeneralization misses the demand for historically grounded explanation. 

The second option would concentrate on each and every case as a unique event and not 

try to elaborate any generalization concerning categories of cases, similar though they may be. 

Such a procedure surely will deepen the divisions between history and sociology as disciplines. 

Historical sociologists are especially aware of this gap and many reject such rigid demarcation 

lines between the two disciplines (Abrams, 197 1 : 1 18- 125; Abrams, l98O:x; Giddens, 1979: 198- 

233; Tilly, 1981:l-52). 

Thus, a hiatus between social scientists and historians can and in many cases did develop, 

the first concentrating on the nomothetic aspects of social phenomena, the tatter elaborating the 

idiographic aspects. However, this hiatus can be bridged by developing theories that illuminate 

general patterns without ignoring or abstracting particular aspects of specific, rare, and 

momentous events and their context. The level of abstraction pursued should be of middle range 

theories that are constantly checked by historical evidence for their validity. 

Another set of problems involves (a) the similarity and (b) the independence of cases, and 

(c) the understanding that method cannot replace theory in the execution of historical research. 

First, in comparative historical works the strict logic of comparison and contrast cannot be filly 

followed. There are no identical cases in history. Thus the criterion for selection of cases must be 

approximation not indistinguishability. Approximation is determined by the answers given to 

strict abstract questions. For example, in the selection of the cases in this research, the first 

question to be asked was whether and to what extent the state participated in and implemented 

discriminatory laws against the minority. 

The second set of problems relates to the assumption that the cases investigated are 

independent fiom each other. The independence of such events is important for the determination 

of causal factors. However, independence is a difficult demand since such cases are by definition 

"inter-national," and "inter-epochaI," being unbounded by national borders as well as possessing 

long historical roots. For example, in the case of persecution of Jews, how much of modem anti- 



Semitism and especially the Nazi racist ideology can be attributed to ancient and Christian anti- 

Judaism? Or what were the relations between the genocide against the Armenians and Ha'shoah 

(the Hebrew word for the English "Holocaust") of the Jews in Nazi Germany? We know for a 

fact that Hitler referred to the persecution of the Armenians as an example of genocide. In a 

speech to his chief commanders before the September 1939 Polish invasion, he [Hitler] is said to 

have justified the annihilation of Polish civilians as a war aim by referring to his predecessors' 

success: 

Only thus we gain the living space [lebensraum] which we need. Who, after all, 
speaks today of the annihilation of the Armenians? (Fein, 1 979:4). 

Third, comparative historical analysis is not a substitute for theory. Both concepts and 

hypotheses come fiom abstractions of empirically known events - fiom theoretical constructions 

that should be rooted in concrete historical reality and supported by empirical findings. However, 

the initial concepts and hypothesis are in a raw, blunt fonn. The definition of the theoretical 

subject for research -- the phenomenon, the selection of units of analysis -- the elements of the 

cases studied, and the hypotheses about such cases, all are premised on a tentative causal theory 

about human behaviour. "All of these" says Skocpol, "must come fiom the macro-sociological 

imagination, informed by the theoretical debates of the day, and sensitive to the patterns of 

evidence for sets of historical cases" (1 979:3 9). 

For example, the expulsion of Jews f'rom Catholic Spain in the 15th century is not 

contested by anyone. Ferdinand's and Isabella's expulsion decrees exist, documents confirming 

the expulsion and interrogation of Jews and "new Christians" by the Inquisition are 

uncontestable either; Asians who were expelled fiom Uganda can be interviewed in Toronto. The 

disappearance of Armenians from the eastern provinces of East Anatolia is not contested by any 

one in their right mind. These are historical events that have substantive empirical evidence to 

support them. 



The only question in the Armenian case, for example, is whether a genocide occurred or 

not. Armenians populated the eastern provinces of Anatolia before the war; there were almost no 

Armenians in these areas after the war. This is a fact, not a theoretical question. That a million or 

more Armenians lost their lives between 1915 to 1923 is not denied even by Turkish authorities. 

Thus empirical, historical evidence corroborates these events. 

Therefore the questions that remain are to what extent arid in what sense are these cases 

similar? Various interpretations and paths of analysis can be taken; numerous other cases, similar 

in many respects, can be presented. Although the selection of these cases was not arbitrary, I 

submit, that its procedure and logic can be questioned. 

Comparative historical analysis, however, provides an anchor to theoretical speculation. 

The combination of causal arguments derived from whatever source can be checked and tested as 

to their ability to illuminate regularities across sets of historical cases. It is this goal that defines 

success or failure of the comparative historical analysis. When it succeeds, it is a mtitful strategy 

to mediate between history and theory. It can provide the ground for reformulation and 

elaboration of existing theories, and can shed brighter light on historical events such as 

expulsions and genocides. 

E. External criticism 

Comparative historical analysts often, though by no means always, base their causal 

arguments on secondary sources compiled by area specialists, usually historians. Skocpol argues 

that comparative work can be done only after historians have written extensively on a topic. 

Therefore she unabashedly asserts that the comparativist's work can be based or must be based 

on secondary sources; comparativists have neither the time nor (all of) the appropriate skills to 

do the primary research. Moreover, she argues that it is an unnecessary. Therefore such an 

insistence is not only "dogmatic" but also "disastrous" to historical sociology projects. In 

addition she argues that, 



If a topic is too big for purely primary research - andif excellent studies by 
specialists are already available in some profusion - secondary sources are 
appropriate as the basic source of evidence for a given study. Using them is not 
different fiom survey analysts reworking the results of previous surveys rather 
than asking all questions anew.. (Skocpol, 1984382; see also 1979:xiv-xv). 

For Skocpol, then, specialists' works on an issue or an epoch are a necessary condition for 

comparative historical sociologists' work. The comparativists, argues Skocpol, do not aim to 

reveal new data, but rather, to establish the validity of an argument about causal regularities 

across historical cases (1 979:xiv). 

This procedure did not go unnoticed or uncriticized; it is a topic of recurring heated 

debate. Goldthorpe's "7he Uses ofhistory in socioZogy," and the controversy it provoked is one 

such recent debate (Goldthorpe, 199 1; see also Bryant, 1994; Hart, 1994; Mouzelis, 1994; Mann, 

1994; and Goldthorpe, 1994). Goldthorpe's criticism is focused on two kndamental aspects of 

historical sociology in general, and an the claims of the brand of historical studies he pejoratively 

labels as "grand historical sociology" in particular1. He argues that sociology and history should 

be differentiated since there is a major difference in the evidence each discipline uses. Historical 

research relies on "relics" as its evidential basis, whereas sociology can produce its own "data." 

Hence the former cuts its coat according to the available cloth; the latter, in contrast, can create 

its own data to suit its purposes - a tailor-made suit. He therefore rejects the contention of Philip 

Abrams which was explicitly pronounced by Giddens that "There simply are no logical or even 

methodological distinctions between the social sciences and history -- appropriately conceived" 

(Giddens, l979:23 0; Goldthorpe, 199 1 :2 1 1). 

Thus the debate about 'idiographic versus nornothetic,' the 'particularizing versus 

generalizing' nature of history and sociology as disciplines is turned, by Goldthorpe, against 

grand historical sociology (GHS), and the manner in which its practitioners use history in their 

works. He is not arguing for a complete dissociation between history and sociology (sociologists 

can not develop transhistorical theories, and historians can not produce descriptions that "are fiee 



from general ideas about social action, process and structure" [1991:212]). However, he does 

argue the case for a dflerent emphasis in the respective disciplines. 

The emphasis argument means that history is "a discipline of context," whereas sociology 

tries to widen the "time and space co-ordinate." In other words, historical material provides the 

"setting and limits" for sociological analysis. Nonetheless, the most important element 

differentiating sociology fiom history is the nature of evidence that these two disciplines use. 

Goldthorpe asks "What is a historical fact?" and he answers that, "a historical fact is an inference 

fiom the relics" (1991:213). The past can be learned, he argues, only on the basis of "residues, 

deposits or traces" the most important of which are "objectified communications: that is, 

communications in some written form and, especially, documents of all kinds." Then 

Goldthorpe concludes "In short: no relics, no history," (1 99 1 :2 13). 

The main point in Goldthorpe's argument is that relics arefinite and incomplete. They are 

unrepresentative samples of bygone societies (neither the properties of the universe nor of the 

sample can be known). It is true, he says, that infinite inferences (historical facts) can be made on 

the basis of the finite relics. This quantity -- the amount of historical facts -- varies with the 

questions, problems, and techniques of inquiry the researcher employs. Hence historians are 

confined by the findings their evidence suggests, whereas sociologists can generate their 

evidence ("materials that did not exist before" [ibid, 2 141). 

A reference to history should be conducted only with good reasons and with fir11 

awareness of the limitations relics impose. Generated evidence, Goldthorpe concedes, has its 

problems (incompleteness, reliability, and validity). However, the collection of evidence (by 

sociologists) can be designed to meet the specific requirements of their inquiry. 

Recourse to history by sociologists is justified according to Goldthorpe, for two broad 

reasons; first, if the research question demands it, and second, because sociologists want to know 

"how widely over time and space their theories and hypotheses might apply" (1991:216). 

Notwithstanding, even in the "good reasons" cases, there are severe limitations. The problem is 



to find representative material (relics) so that inferences can be made "about thepalterns of 

social action that are of interest within particular co!lectivitiesU (1 991 :2 19). 

Relics, however, are rarely able to supply access to subjective orientations of actors en 

mmse (1 99 1 :2 19). The limited possibilities: of grasping subjective orientations through the 

investigation of relic, seems to be a crucial point in his argument. 

In the last section of his article Goldthorpe directly criticizes grand historical sociology's 

claims for valid explanations. This genre is "dependent upon history in its very conception" 

(1991 :219). Grand historical sociology has two characteristics. First, it addresses large themes 

(development or patterns of social change). Second, it relies on secondary sources, depending on 

'historiography' per se. 

The first characteristic, Goldthorpe contends, goes back as far as the Spencerian division 

of labour between sociologists who, are characterized as architects and historians who supply the 

stones and bricks. Grand historical sociology is, in effect, the heir of the Spencerian division of 

labour, Goldthorpe argues. He maintains that grand historical sociology, "takes secondary 

historical sources as its evidential basis" (ibid, 220). The irony is that it was a "reaction against 

positivism." Yet its practitioners use historiographical reports in a positivistic manner. Historical 

facts, however, are only the inferences from the relics. Any consideration of historiographical 

accounts as "facts" is positivistic in the worst sense of the word. 

Hence, Goldthorpe concludes, historiographical material cannot be conceived as "bricks 

and stones" for sociological analysis. Nevertheless, grand historical sociologists, must treat 

historiography in a positivistic way, Goldthorpe asserts. Skocpol admits that this is in fact the 

case (Goldthorpe, 1991 :221, and see the quote above fiom Skocpol 1984:382 and 1979: xiv-xv). 

Goldthorpe therefore concludes the links that grand historical sociologists make between 

arguments and evidence "..tend to be both tenuous and arbitrary to a quite unacceptable degree" 

(1991:221). Tenuousness is the result of the long chain traversed fiom evidence (relics) to 

argument (theoretical claims), because grand historical sociologists are doing an interpretations 

of interpretations, possibly of interpretations. 



The arbitrariness argument concerns the problem which arises when historians do not 

agree on the interpretation of a relics. How then asks Goldthorpe, can sociologists adjudicate 

between rival historiographies? According to Goldthorpe, grand historical sociologists simply 

choose the interpretation that best suits their theoretical inclinations, as Moore did. This is an 

illegitimate procedure he argues because tendentiousness is clearly not a solution, he argues. 

The problem of how grand historical sociologists choose among different interpretations 

without knowledge of the primary sources remains a major issue, Goldthorpe argues. He shows 

how findamentai the issue is by quoting Skocpol's defence for the very method he repudiates 

(Goldthorpe, 199 1 :224-5; Skocpol, 1984:382). The quote (p. 212, here) attests, in his view, that 

the Spencerian positivistic division of labour casts its shadow on the grand historical program. 

Second, the analogy between the grand historical sociologists and survey analysts reworking the 

results of previous surveys does not hold, Goldthorpe maintains. He also says that the historian is 

like the survey analyst, not the grand historical sociologist. Third, Skocpol actually admits that 

there is no clear method yet for the valid use of secondary sources as evidence. Until such a 

method is developed, Goldthorpe argues, grand historical sociology is not rule-governed and is 

still in a state of "pick-and-mix" social historical research. * 

F. Historical and sociologica1 "facts" 

Although I find Goldthorpe's criticism important, I do not agree with him on several 

grounds. Therefore I will develop a critique of his criticism in reference to its theoretical claims 

and with regard to its implications for my research. Two points are of crucial importance in his 

argument. The first concerns the status of relics; the second concern the difficulty or inability to 

infer "subjective orientations" fiom relics. 

The question "what is a relic?" is in the last analysis, "what is a historical fact?" 

Historical facts, Goldthorpe maintains, are inferences fiom relics. But he never addresses the 

question of what kind of facts are relics. According to E. H. Cam (1962) and R. G. Collingwood 

(1946) relics themselves are interpretations. Relics, whether ancient or current, are human 



artifacts and therefore represent interpretations. This is especially true in the case of "objectified 

communications" the Goldthorpian cherished "historical" documents. Cads and Collingwood's 

incisive summaries concerning this point are worthy of fbll quotation. 

Our picture of Greece in the fifth century B.C. is defective not primarily because 
so many of the bits have been accidentally lost, but because it is, by and large, the 
picture formed by a tiny group of people in the city of Athens. We know a lot 
about what fifth-century Greece looked like to an Athenian citizen; but hardly 
anything about what it looked like to a Spartan, a Corinthian or Theban -- not to 
mention a Persian, or a slave or other non-citizen resident in Athens. Our picture 
has been pre-selected and predetermined for us, not so much by accident as by 
people who were consciously or unconsciously imbued with a particular view and 
thought the facts which supported that view worth preserving (Carr, 1961:7-8). 

And Collingwood argues that: 

The Republic of Plato is an account, not of the unchanging ideal of political life, 
but of the Greek ideal as Plato received it and re-interpreted it. The Ethics of 
Aristotle describes not an eternal morality but the morality of the Greek 
gentleman. Hobbes's Leviathan expounds the political ideas of seventeenth- 
century absolutism in their English form (1946:229). 

This kind of analysis should not be taken as a defect of these eminent minds, 

Collingwood asserts; on the contrary, it is a testimony to their great merit. "The reason," he says, 

"is that in those works the authors are doing best the only thing that can be done when an attempt 

is made to construct a science of the human mind. They are expounding the position reached by 

the human mind in its historical development down to their own time" (Collingwood, 1946:229). 

However, if and when they try to establish the validity of their claim "..on something outside 

itself, they fail, as indeed they must." The reason for their failure is that the historical present 

includes its own past and the whole rests on the past from which it has grown. The 

Collingwoodian view of history, to use Cads language (1962:20), has its own dangers, however. 

Two of them are the issues of relativism and pragmatism. 



Goldthorpe concisely represents the positivistic approach labelled by Carr as the "cult of 

facts" or the "common sense view of history." Cam adds that this conception holds that "History 

consists of a corpus of ascertained facts. The facts are available to the historian in documents, 

inscriptions and so on, like fish on the fishmonger's slab. The historian collects them, takes them 

home and cooks and serves them in whatever style appeals to him"( 196 1 :3). Such a conception 

of historiography has its roots in Ranke's famous saying that the historian task is "simply to show 

how it really was" (" Wie es eigentlich gewesen "). Such a positivistic conception of history was 

embraced by empiricist epistemology with its fbndamental separation between the subject and 

the object of knowledge. The common sense comprehension of history is rooted, according to 

Cam, in these historiographical and philosophical traditions. 

Thus it seems that Goldthorpe's assigns to "relics" a superior status over "interpretation." 

A stand I question. Relics, especially relics as documents, can tell us only what their author 

thought. "No document can tell us more than what the author of the document thought -- what he 

thought had happened, what he thought ought to happen or would happen, or perhaps only what 

he wanted others to think he thought, or even only what he himself thought he thought" (Carr, 

1962: 10). Ifthen relics are interpretations, does that mean all we have are subjective views of 

reality past and/or present and that all interpretations are equally valid? My response to both 

questions is negative. 

Although relics do not "tell a story" by themselves and a "story" of dovetailing relics 

must be told by a historian or a researcher, this limitation should not be interpreted as a complete 

surrender to a relativist dogma. The fact that in social and historical research there is no strict 

separation between the subject who studies and the object-subject(s) being studied does not mean 

embracing a kind of Collingwoodian relativism (Carr, 1962:20). It means that understanding in 

social inquiries requires the active participation of the researcher's mind as well as integration of 

the mi generis nature of social facts including historical relics. 

The manner in which such an enterprise is done can be reasonably judged on the basis of 

its ability to shed light on an issue of interest. Thus, neither "history as an objective compilation 



of facts," nor "history as the subjective product of the mind of the historian," are the exclusive or 

the most appropriate solutions. Historical research "..is a continuous process of interaction 

between the historian and his facts, an unending dialogue between the present and the past" 

(Carr, l962:24). 

To recreate the past as it 'really was,' a past dissociated from the people who experienced 

it, is impossible. We have only historical facts, relics included, as they were interpreted by other 

human beings. Historiography is the end result of the interaction between what happened and the 

researchers' process of thinking. An ultimate or total study of history is not possible. Not only 

because we cannot revive past epochs but also because not all of what happened in the past was 

deemed historically significant. And significance is determined by historians' 

questions. 

These "significant" questions are always asked in the present and are carried in the head 

of historiandresearchers as a dialogue with relics and with interpretations of interpretations of 

other researchers. Thus historiography does not include all past events; it portrays significant 

segments of that past based on the present available knowledge and the historians' 

interpretations. "The fact that the 'past' in some sense 'happened"' argues Stedman Jones, "is not 

of primary significance since the past is in no sense synonymous with history" (1976:296). 

However, the fact that historical research is done 'in the present and in the head,' that it is an 

intellectual operation, does not mean that facts of history are nothing and interpretation is 

everything. It does not mean that each interpretation is valid because it suits the purpose of its 

exponent. Such a stand is a crude pragmatism based on suitability to a purpose, not on 

plausibility of argument. 

The process of adjudicating between rival interpretations is the same in historical (past 

events) as in sociological (current events) research. The criteria adopted is of fiuitfilness of 

interpretation and plausibility of empirical finding, but not of empiricismper se. The fiuithlness 

of an interpretation is to be judged on its ability to reasonably account for an event or an epoch 

by shedding light on particular aspects of a problem. Such a stand presupposes the accuracy and 



the intimate knowledge of relics which are interpretations, but provide the material base of 

theoretical constructions (See Stedman Jones, 1976:296). 

Goldthorpe assigns relics a metaphysical priority. But relics are human artifacts. Their 

status therefore should be determined by the historical sociological problem the researchers face. 

In Collingwood's language, Goldthorpe transforms an understanding of history into the 

comprehension of natural phenomena. However, there is a major difference. "The events of 

history do not 'pass in review' before the historian. They have finished happening before he 

begins thinking about them. He has to re-create them inside his own mind, re-enacting for 

himself so much of the experience of the men who took part in them as he wishes to understand" 

(Collingwood, 1 946:W). History is not a spectacle; it is a conceptual experience. Historical 

research involves the historian's mind; it is not a passive reception of "sensory effects" of relics 

fiom the past. 

Therefore, Goldthorpe's dictum of "no relics, no history" is meaningless. It is like the 

Kantian question of whether there is a sound when a tree falls in the forest while nobody is there 

to witness it. Such a question obviously cannot be answered; a history with no relics cannot be 

known. If that reality is beyond our reach, how can we say anything (reasonable) about it? 

Goldthorpe's sentence could have made more sense if he had said 'no relics, no historiography' 

which is a completely different thing, and few would have contested it. 

The second version of the sentence makes sense because its opposite 'yes relics, yes 

historiography' is what Goldthorpe is really afler. He wishes to establish a positive and linear 

relationship between relics and historiographic claims. In his view, we are confined in our claims 

by the finitude and incompleteness of relics. However, this view is a positivistic fallacy when 

such a logic is applied indiscriminately to all historical relics, events, and epochs. 

The crucial point in studying past events, in many cases, is not the paucity of relics, 

which is presupposed by Goldthorpe, but their interpretation.. The problem is the opaqueness of 

relics to our understanding, not their mere rarity or even distance. The only way to overcome 



such opaqueness is by confronting relics with questions. We might end up with unsatisfactory 

answers, but we can know that only after posing the questions. 

Take the pyramids in Egypt - a momentous "relic." However, beyond their existence as 

human artifacts, we have only meagre information about those who actually built them. Who 

were these people? How were they socially organized? What were their beliefs? What were their 

relations to the "relics" they created? Was it forced labour? What was their social status vis-a-vis 

the people who thought the erection of such monuments worthwhile? These are some of the 

questions that can be asked alongside andsynonymously with those questions that concentrate on 

the realities of the people who found their last resting-place in the pyramids (until their graves 

were robbed by gravediggers later on). Both sets of questions are of interest. Despite the paucity 

of relics, does the immensity of the pyramids itself provided a leading thread to the realities of 

those who left no record, but the monumental relic? Of course it does. 

How then is a social historian or a comparativist historical sociologist to make sense of 

such rare, monumental relics? Comparing them to the pyramids in the Yukon peninsula would be 

a usefbl strategy to begin with. It would be a usefit1 way to comprehend both ancient Egypt's 

social structure (which includes the people who built the pyramids) and the Aztec civilization, 

which left almost no "objectified communications." 

The pyramids as relics tell us nothing about the subjective orientations of the people who 

actually built them (if we leave out, for brevity's sake, considerations of the Bible as a historical 

document). Are we to conclude, therefore, that we can say nothing about their feelings because 

there are no relics of their lives, let alone of their reflections? Such a conclusion is untenable, 

although it is consistent with Goldthorpe's simplistic dictum of "no relics, no history." His 

assertion actually means "few relics, small history." In order to "see" these people, to lend them a 

"voice" - to understand them in the context in which they lived we have to ask the "relic" 

questions that might shed light on those who built the pyramids. Questions such as these: Who 

were the workers? How were they fed? Where did they live? How did they live? Who were their 

guards and how many were there to make sure that they did their work? Did they rebel? These 



are some of the simple questions to be posed. If a rebellion occurred, it might be impossible to 

reconstitute the subjective orientation of individuals, but it will be clear that an inequality of 

power existed and that the lower stratum resented this status quo. However, according to 

Goldthorpe's 'no relics, no history' dictum, all these questions are unanswerable and therefore 

cannot be posed. 

"No relics, no history" is a dead end, not a methodological procedure. Historical events 

that are accessible to us are those events that were documented in some way; a way we have to 

find and interpret on the basis of existing relics. We are engaged in creating historical facts on 

the basis of known or relatively known relics. Creation of historical facts means the active 

involvement of the researchers' historical imagination 

on the basis of their knowledge of the events. These considerations bring us to the issue of the 

tenuousness and arbitrariness of grand historical sociologists when they come to decide about the 

accuracy of historical statements derived fiom secondary sources. 

No historian builds arguments solely on primary sources. All historians conduct some 

kind of dialogue, not only with the relics, but also with past and present peers' interpretations. 

From this point of view, there is no distinction between a historian and a sociologist. How does a 

historian determines the accuracy of his or her observations? They read and re-enact various 

interpretations of historical events, and make up their mind on the issues they deem significant 

according to some theory of causal factors or priority of conditions. Thus the claim of Giddens 

and Abrams is essentially true. Both sociologists and historians are engaged in the same kind of 

thinking process. The difference is completely of emphasis and degree. But what kind of 

emphasis? It is exactly the difference that Skocpol elaborates and Goldthorpe rejects - the 

difference of levels of generalizations. 

The only way to determine the accuracy of a general argument is to check its plausibility 

and ability to shed light on a specific problem. Bloch's assertion above @. 13, here), is a valid 

guide for conducting a social-historical inquiry. The narration of a place's history does not in 

itself constitute an order; only a problem creates a centre. This focus on a problem is exactly the 



procedure that comparative historical sociologists are trying to use. Their success or failure does 

not depend solely on distance fiom relics, but rather on the hitfblness of the questions in 

rendering an explanation to the problem constituting the centre of their research. Knowledge of 

past (historic artifacts) and present (books, articles and various kinds of observations) relics is a 

necessary prerequisite for both historians and social scientists, but it is not a sufficient condition. 

Housmants remark that "accuracy is a duty, not a virtue," quoted by Carr (1962:5), is a suitable 

one to conclude this section. 

The process of comparing historical occurrences is undertaken in order to understand 

events that are not yet intelligible. Comparison is a heuristic device, not a theoretical conclusion. 

Relics fiom the past are not intelligible in and of themselves, they become intelligible only after 

we ask a question about them. Comprehending relics means thinking through the thought of the 

people who produced them. Juxtapositioning relics alongside similar, not yet understood 

"events," is thus a method to render their meanings. In this procedure, similarity is still 

hypothetical. Only if aspects of the events become understandable - only if we are able to think 

through them as a result of such a comparison can we have reassurance that our hypothesis is 

somehow valid. 

None of the cases in my work represents a problem in terms of paucity of relics. On the 

contrary, each one presents an abundance of relics, as well as of interpretations. Thus the 

problem is selection fiom this profbsion rather than finding historical evidence. There is much 

information about 14th and 15th century Catholic Spain, the most distant epoch in my work. It is 

true, however, that my work is largely based on secondary material. For example, although I 

have a translation of the expulsion decree of the Spanish Jews, most of the information about the 

era is derived fi-om secondary accounts. I argue that there is no other way, for historians or social 

scientists, but to rely on interpretation of interpretation and always (not perhaps) of 

interpretations. 

What is the decree of expulsion if not an interpretation? It is the interpretation of reality 

by the Catholic Monarchs of Spain or of the person who wrote this decree in their name. All the 



other 'documents' either of Inquisitors, of Jews, of "New" and "Old" Christians represent their 

interpretations of the reality in which they lived or wrote about fkom a distant angle. Inherently, 

therefore, relics cannot tell us anything without our imagination contextualizing them. 

There are, then, no 'independent' relics, only relics that are put in context with other relics 

by scholars. Construction of the context is the same process for historians and sociologists. The 

difference in the periods studied does not then entail a difference of procedure or logic. In both 

cases the object of social-historical research of human behaviour demands the integration of a 

subjective understanding with the material artifacts left by other human beings in history and for 

history. 



End Notes 

. The grand historical label is applied in an indiscriminate fashion to Barrington Mwre, Immanuel 
Wallerstein, Theda Skocpol, P e w  Anderson, John Hall, and Michael Mann; Golthorpe suggests that S. N. 
Eisenstadt &odd be left out, since he does not have the Mumisant and "radical" commitment the former 
group presumably espouses (Goldthorp, 199 l Z 8 ,  endnote number 2 1). 

There is no indication in the literature that the above mentioned scholars see themselves as 
practitioners of a common goal or of a school. On the contrary, both Skocpol and Somers (1980), and 
Bonnell(1980) emphasize major differences in the application of method and in theoretical construction in 
the various usages of history by historical sociologists. By no stretch of imagination can these different 
works be charged as having the same "philosophy of history" (especially not a Marxist one), a charge the 
Graud Historical label insinuates. 



Part V. The Expulsion of the Jews from 15th century Catholic Spain 
Introduction 

Until their expulsion in 1492, Jews had been living in Spain for close to fifieen hundred years. 

There is even an allusion to Jews inhabiting S e f d  (the Hebrew word for Spain or the Iberian 

Peninsula) in the Bible (Obadia 1 :20). Archeoiogical artifacts excavated in the peninsula reveal 

the presence of Jews in the peninsula as early as the third and fourth centuries of the C.E. (Baer, 

1961 : 15-16; Beinart, 1992: 1 1-13; Lourie, 1990: 1; Rabello, 1983 :27-29). Hebrew inscriptions 

discovered on tomb stones prove the existence of Jews in the peninsula in these early centuries 

(Gerber, 1992: 100). Therefore as Norman Roth (1995), a social scholar of medieval Spain claims 

"...Jews lived in Spain longer than they have lived in any other country, including their homeland 

(ancient Israel) (1995:xi). The subject of these chapters is a historical and sociologica1 analysis 

of the social and political relations between the Jews and the Christians of Spain focusing on the 

years between 139 1 and 1492, the last hundred years of Jewish existence in the Iberian peninsula 

and their expulsion. 

In 1391, a wave of urban rioting, forced conversion of Jews to Christianity and massacres 

swept the entire Iberian peninsula fiom the north eastern kingdoms of Aragon-Catalonia to the 

southern parts of Andalusia in the kingdom of Castile. As a result, some 200,000 Jews converted. 

The large scale forced conversion of Jews created a new social category - the "New Christians" - 

in the various kingdoms of the Iberian peninsula. 

The "New Christians" were mainly Christianized Jews or converts (conversos) fiom 

Jewish origins. Though some Muslims converted to Christianity, the Muslims' conversion did 

not engulf the whole Muslim population and was not a mass phenomenon (Lourie [Anatomy], 

1990:60-6 1). 



On 3 1 March, 1492 a royaI decree issued jointly by King Ferdinand and Queen IsabeIla, 

the monarchs of the now united Spain, ordered the Jews to leave Spain in four months. From 

July 1492, the Jewish community ceased to exist in Catholic Spain. 

Three significant historical events occurred during the hundred years period preceding 

the expulsion. On June 5, 1449, the rebellious leaders (anti-royal government) of the town of 

Toledo in the kingdom of Castile, instituted new laws that prohibited "New Christians" of Jewish 

blood origin fiom holding any public or private posts of authority over "Old Christians." These 

laws, known also as the "Sentencia-Estahrtdt or the purity of blood decrees (limpieza de sangre) 

were instituted to block the equalization of status between Jewish converts to Christianity and 

other Christians, the so-called "Old Christians" (Netanyahu, 1995:369-403; Roth, 1995: 110). 

In November 1, 1478 Pope Sixtus IVY being solicited by the Spanish monarchs, issued a 

papal bull (Bigit sincere devotionis) authorizing King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella to create an 

inquisitory tribunal - the Inquisition - in the kingdom of Castile. The Inquisition's defined goal 

was to wage war against Christian heresy. Jews were not supposed to be subjected to 

inquisitorial enquiries since Jews could not be Christian heretics. Given that Ferdinand and 

Isabella were the monarchs of an united Spain (Castile and Aragon-Catalonia), soon an 

inquisitory tribunal was also established in the Aragonese kingdom (1483). 

Under the cloak of religious fervour, the Inquisition was a state organ that fought against 

the integration of conversos into Spanish society. The leaders of the Inquisition argued that the 

conversos were not "real" Christians; in fact, they argued, the "New Christians" fiom Jewish 

origins were "Marranos" (a derogatory term, probably "swines") and judaizers who were 

conspiring to dominant Spain and subjugate its Christians to a Jewish rule. Therefore, if the 14th 

century concluded with the large scale forced conversion of Jews; the 15th century culminated 



with the expulsion of the remaining Jews in conjunction with state-legalized persecution of 

Christian converts fiom Jewish origins. 

By 1492, thousands of conversos were burned at the stakes in various cities all over 

Catholic Spain, and tens of thousands were reconciled to the Church. The conversos community 

was terrorized and a culture of suspicion prevailed the Spanish society well into the 16th, 17th 

and even to the 19th century. The Inquisition was dismantled in 1834, three hundred and fifty six 

years after its creation. 

The Inquisition failed to eliminate the conversos. Its failure was not due to the fact that 

conversos became better cryptoJews. Rather, it failed because racial suspicion - the assertion 

that character, material achievements and the right to be included in the Spanish nation were 

determined by blood - could not be physically eliminated. 

Whether "New Christians" were "good" or "bad" Christians was immaterial to the so- 

called "Old Christians" who resented the conversos' inclusion. For these resenifbl "Old 

Christians" and the anti-Mmano social movement battled the equalization of status of "New 

Christians" as Christians with themselves. Therefore the question of religiosity was only a 

pretext for magnifying a small and irrelevant difference into an excuse for total exclusion of the 

"New Christians" from the Spanish social body and body politic. The war against the conversos 

and the expdsion of the Jews were part of a religious atmosphere that galvanized the late 15th 

century Catholic Spain. 

In February 1482, an united Spain led by its monarchs declared a crusade-war on 

Moorish Granada. Ten years later, on 2 January 1492, the triumphant monarchs, Ferdinand and 

Isabella entered Granada (the capital city of the Moorish kingdom of Granada) to receive the 

capitulation of the last bastion of Islam in the Iberian peninsula fiom Boabdil, its Moorish king. 



These events - the proclamation of the purity of  blood statutes, the institution of the 

Castilian Inquisition, and the war against Muslim Granada - had direct bearing on the expulsion 

of Jews from Catholic Spain in 1492. The expulsion decree was announced on 3 1 March and the 

last professing Spanish Jew left Spain by July of the same year (1492). 



Chapter 9 

A. Aragon and Castile: two distinct political entities 

By the end of the 15th century, the kingdoms of Castile and Aragon constituted the united 

realms of Hispania. They were two distinct social, economic and political entities in the early 

and late medieval periods. Their differences were rooted in their demographic composition, their 

economic base and the legacies the Reconquista had left etched on their internal social and 

political structures. These differences precipitated the creation of a status order in Castile that 

was conducive to the development of the racial social movement of the so-called "OId 

Christians." 

This movement endeavoured to totally exclude, on racial grounds, Jews as well as 

conversos fiom the Castilian and Spanish body politics. However, neither the racial laws nor the 

Inquisition developed in Aragon. Both of these extreme anti-minorities measures were Castilian 

creations. This development was due to the fact that Castile was based on an economic, social 

and political order rooted in aristocratic interests, honour and chivalry bravado. Conversos 

integration and social mobility, therefore, threatened the stability of the aristocratic status order. 

In contrast, Aragon was based on the contract relations of federated states acknowledging and 

recognizing the rights of the three estates (royalty, nobility and the cities patricians). 

1. Medieval and Reconquista legacies 

By 1391 the main parts of the Iberian peninsula had been already reconquered by various 

Spaniards kings. During the last four centuries, Christians kings, nobles, clergy men and 

peasants-warriors from the northern Christian parts of the peninsula tried to regain control over 



Muslim held territories. It was a continuous and ceaseless war of religion and a war of 

reconquest (Lourie [A Society], l990:54). 

In Aragon and Catalonia, the south-bound sliding encroachment of Christian peasants- 

warriors and small nobles was achieved under the shadow of a relatively strong monarchy. The 

monarchy led and to some extent financed the military process of re-colonization of an infantry 

peasant-warrior army. 

However, the ". ..need for a cavalry force grew as the Christians descended from the 

mountains into the plains north of the Duero and the Ebro" (ibid, 55). These plains were 

colonized by fiee small-holders of land who had received a royal commission to settle in the 

reconquered temtories. One of the most important military classes of medieval Spain emerged 

from among these peasant-warriors and non-noble freemen. "This was the class of the 

commoner-knight, the caballeros villanos, whose number greatly increased as numerous towns 

arose between the Duero and the Tagus to hold the new fiontier in the late eleventh and twelfth 

centuries" (ibid, 55-6). These nobles received special commission and privileges fiom the 

monarchs, not only in the countryside but also in the cities. 

All one needed to become a caballeros villanos or later on a caballeros hiaWgos, was a 

grant of a horse and amour fiom a king or a noble (senor). Though it was called a benefice - in 

Castilepresimonio - it was not a noble benefice and was not accompanied by any ceremony or 

ritual. Since land was not in short supply, a royal grant of land was sufficient to create the bond 

of commitment and to organize a military force in the service of the king. However, this tie was 

tenuous. In the early stages of this process, the hidalgos paid taxes and over time they gained 

both judicial and fiscal privileges. By the 13th century many were totally exempt fiom taxation - 

royal or municipal (ibid, 57). 



The consummation of the reconquest of the northeastern parts of the peninsula was 

largely achieved with the unification of Aragon and Catalonia in 1137. The unification was 

proclaimed under the leadership of the feudal counts of the House of Barcelona. Up until the first 

decade of the 15th century the kings of the Crown of Aragon came fiom the Barcelonian noble's 

House (Merriman, 19 2 8:476; Vives, l967:52). 

Catalonia had several thriving commercial cities such as Gerona, Barcelona, Tarragons, 

Tortosa, and the hinterland city of Saragosa. These cities and their commercial enterprise had 

shaped the history of the Aragonese kingdom. In tandem, Aragon and Catalonia conquered and 

apportioned (the repartimiento procedure) the fkontier region of Valencia (1238); the region was 

completely subjugated after it rebelled in 1276-7. The Balearics islands (Minorca and Majorca) 

located in the west Mediterranean were also conquered. Later on, during the 14th century, 

Corsica Sardinia and Sicily were also conquered and dominated by the kingdom of Aragon. 

Majorca was conquered in 1229-1232 by James I (12 13- 1276), the Conqueror (Baer, 

1966: 138) and Minorca by AIfons 11 in 1287 (Lourie [Anatomy], 1990:3). Hence, the kingdoms 

of Aragon and Catalonia were Christian confederated domains by the mid 12th century; Valencia 

was the last to join this confederation, and it was ultimately pacified by the end of the 13th 

century (ibid, 7- 12). 

The 13th century was the century of the Reconquista in Castile and Andalusia. In 1212, 

the battle of "La mas ak tolosa, " took place. It was one of the decisive battles between Spanish 

Christian troops and the Muslim Almohad Moors. The Christian victory established most of the 

Iberian peninsula as a Christian temtory. Castile and Leon united under Ferdinand III in 1230. 

Though Toledo was already conquered in 1085, other Andalusian cities were only taken in the 

13th century. Cordoba was conquered in 1236, Jaen in 1246, Seville captured in 1248 and Cadiz 



in 1250. Ferdinand III(12 17- 1252) was the Castilian monarch of the reconquest while James I 

(1213-1276) had done the same in Aragon (Vives, 196756). Thus the lion share of the peninsula 

was in Christian hands by the mid thirteenth century. Only Granada, in the southern part of the 

peninsula, remained a Muslim stronghold. 

There are two elements to be bear in mind about the Reconquista. The first is that it was 

never "only" a religious crusade. As the eminent historian of medieval and modem Spain Henry 

Kamen puts it "The reconquest was never an exclusively ideological crusade. Frontiersmen had 

zeal for land, no less than religion, prominent in their minds" (xii: 1983). The second element is 

the uneven process of reconquest and the different economic base of the conquered territories. 

Commerce provided the economic foundation of the Levantine kingdoms; agriculture 

was the base of the Castilian economy. The fact that the kingdoms of Aragon and Catalonia were 

conquered three and a half centuries before Granada and about a century before some parts of 

New Castile and Andalusia, had a significant effect on both the internal social and political 

structure of these societies and on the cultural norms that constituted their distinct social 

identities. 

These factors, along with the uneven pace of conquest, the quest for land, and the 

different economic base of these societies were decisive in shaping in completely divergent ways 

the various regions of the emerging Spain. Such factors were bound to influence the fate of the 

ethnic minorities (Muslims and Jews) within these territories, but particularly so that of the 

Jewish minority. 

In Castile, the heartland of the peninsula, the great expanses of land recently reconquered 

were distributed by Ferdinand ITI to noble Military orders, the Church and its ecclesiastical and 

military forces and to individual nobles who assisted him in the Reconquista campaign (Elliott, 



1963: 14). Castile became a sheep raising agrarian kingdom. In addition, fiom the 13th century 

on, the Moorish elite was being expelled, while large segments of the Moorish peasantry 

(Mudejar - a Muslim under Christian rule) were being encouraged to leave the land (Lourie [A 

Society], 1990:66). In their stead, Christian peasants fiom the north were settling in the region. 

However, in the kingdom of Aragon, the presence of the Mudejar population on the 

mainland (not on the islands) was regarded as desirable and indispensable, despite their being 

perceived as a security risk (Lourie [Amtomy], 1990: 1 1-12). The Moorish peasants, like the Jews, 

were seen to be a royal asset and therefore received royal protection (ibid, 15). Therefore, 

suspicion on the one hand and indispensability on the other, defined the ambivalent attitude of 

Christian authorities toward Muslims and Jews, according to historian Elena Lourie (1990). 

Castile became the land of huge lordships "...the consequent foundation of the great 

aristocratic houses of Spain with their under-populated and under-exploited latifbndia which 

exist to this day" (ibid, 15). Thereby, in Castile, land distribution, population transfer and 

agriculture, created the economic base of a strong noble class, an economically independent 

Church and a host of social and economic organizations (military, religious and economic orders 

and independent cities) who had autonomous control over lands and people. It also shaped the 

nature of the Castilian frontier society. Castile became a rigid aristocratic and agriculturalist 

society. 

In Aragon-Catalonia, the process of the reconquest was different. Not only had it 

occurred earlier, the reconquest of the north eastern temtories was more controlled by the 

authority of the kingship rather than that of the nobles (Lourie, 1990: 54-76). As the historian 

E. J. Elliott puts it, " In Valencia,. . .the Crown was able to exercise a much closer supervision over 



the process of colonization and repopulation" (1963 : 15). Land was distributed in smaller tracts, 

and the Moorish peasantry remained on its land. 

In addition, the seaboard cities were economically prosperous, and to a large extent, 

politically independent. During the 13th and most of the 14th century, Barcelona and Valencia, 

the main cities on the north eastern seaboard, became the financial centres of a flourishing 

Catalan commercial empire in the Mediterranean. Their autonomous power was reflected in the 

contract relations and pacts these cities were able to strike with the Catalan-Aragonese kings. 

Hence, the history of 15th century Spain was dominated by the legacies of the uneven 

march of the Reconquest process. It was in those variations that the regional diversities of Spain 

were enhanced and reinforced (Elliott, 1963: 14). To a large degree these differences determined 

the political relations with the Jewish ethnic and religious minority. They also shaped the 

trajectory of the political fate of the Jews when these distinct entities were united by the marriage 

of Ferdinand of Aragon and Isabella of Castile in 1469. 

B. The Iberian economic, social and political structures 

Henry Kamen suggests six areas in which Aragon and Castile can be compared and 

contrasted. These are: territorial and population sizes, the unitary organization of Castile, the 

federated nature of the Aragonese kingdom, the wool economy of Castile in contrast to the 

commercial base of Aragon, Castilian dynamism and vitality and, lastly, the different political 

systems: the dominance of the king in Castile versus a constitutional monarch in Aragon. 

My comparative framework for Castile and Aragon is slightly different. It focuses on the 

dynamic relations between two sets of social processes: economy and population and the politics 

of state's authority assertion. In short, the argument in favour of such a general comparative 



framework is that the distinct economic and demographic basis of the two kingdoms shaped their 

notions of the rule of law, minority rights and more specifically, their respective perceptions of 

the Jewish minority. 

Notwithstanding their differences, the kingdoms of Aragon and Castile were united by 

the marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella on 19 October, 1469. With their marriage, the authority of 

the royal assertion was augmented in the united realms. As well, a new sense of national feeling, 

of Spain as a nation, began to gain strength. The expulsion of Jews and the war against the 

converses, and the crusade against Granada were part of this process of burgeoning national 

feeling. Not only did the union of the Catholic monarchs create a united Spain, but it also laid the 

foundations for the Spanish expansion and empire building in the 16th and 17th centuries. 

Though the marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella were contested by internal and external 

interests, the roots of this political union lay in the establishment of the Castilian House of 

Trastamara over the Aragonese kingdom in 1412. Martin the Humanist (1395-14 lo), the king of 

Aragon &om the House of Barcelona, died in 1410 leaving no legitimate heir. The Aragonese 

Cortes (parliament) convened and assigned a commission to chose the kingdom's next ruler. 

There were two candidates. 

Ferdinand I of Antequera, who ruled Aragon fiom 1412 till 1416, was on his mother's 

(Leonor) side a grandson of Peter the Ceremonious (1336-1387) of Aragon and the son of Juan 

(John) I of Castile (1 379-1 3 90). Eventually, he was preferred over James, the count of Urgel, to 

whom both Valencia and Saragosa forcefully objected. Therefore, Ferdinand of Antequera, at 

that time the regent of Castile due to the minority of Juan (John) ZI of Castile, became the king of 

Aragon in 1412. His enthronement was the consequence of the compromise reached at the city of 

Caspe (Vives, 1967:8O). 



With the kingship of Ferdinand (I) of Antequera, both the kingdoms of Castile and 

Aragon had kings from the House of Trastamara. Ferdinand (I) of Antequera's son, Alfonso V 

(the Magnanimous) ruled Aragon fkom 141 6 until 1458. Alfonso V spent most of his years in the 

kingdom of Naples not in Aragon (Prescott, 1883: 130). His successor was his brother John I1 

who was Ferdinand I1 (the Catholic) father. By the marriage of Ferdinand II and Isabella in 1469, 

Spain was created as a united state. 

However, in 1469, Catalonia, and to some extent Aragon, were still engulfed in a 

ferocious civil war (1462-1472) that was ravaging the kingdom. Hence, seventeen year old 

Ferdinand, the intended king of Aragon, whose father John II (14%- 1479) was still alive, 

represented the weak party in the union of the kingdoms. 

Eighteen year old Isabella, the daughter of Juan (John) II of Castile and his second wife 

Isabel of Portugal, represented Castile. A Castile which by 1469 had approximately sixfold more 

inhabitants, a Castile which was economically prosperous and also a Castile equipped with a 

strong sense of mission that invigorated its ensuing campaigns against the Moors and which 

paved its way to create an overseas empire in the 16th century. Thus, an united Spain of the 15th 

century was, to a large extent, a Castilian Spain. 

1. Economy and population 
a. Aragon 

At the end of the 14th century Aragon-Catalonia was a relatively small temtory with a 

population of about one million. The area of Castile was about three times that of the Crown of 

Aragon, and its population was between six to seven millions (Elliott, 1963 : 13). 

While the kingdom of Aragon had many elements of a feudal structure, Castile had 

almost none. As Kamen, says the weakness of the Castilian royal authority was caused by the 



absence of feudal institution not by their presence. Royal weakness in Castile had two main 

reasons. First, the 8th century Muslim invasion had curtailed any development of feudal relations 

in the heartland of the peninsula and, second, the early stages of the reconquest or, better, the re- 

settlement, were based on small, armed and independent settlers who were not bound to any 

great lord in a feudal type of obligation. The constant situation of war, however, transformed 

Castile into a "society under arms" organized militarily on a local noble basis (Kamen, 1983: 11). 

In the later middle ages this protracted situation of war hrthered the military 

independence of the noble class who defended "their" won lands and vassals. Thus the relations 

between the Castilian king and his nobles in the 13th century cannot be defined as feudal. The 

'fief', which created a bond of dependence between warriors and their prince, and which is the 

institution most commonly associated with 'feudalism', was very rarely seen in Castile (Karnen, 

1983: 1 1). 

Aragon in contrast "experienced kll-blooded" feudalism. It was part of the Carolingian 

empire until the 9th century (ibid, 12). Contractual relations between barons and their vassals 

who paid them homage, filfilled military duties and paid dues in kind or in services constituted 

the basis for the vassals1 claim for protection by their nobles (Mirreman, 1918:476). The same 

held for the prince and his nobles. The prince was bound to his vassals by law. These laws were 

promulgated by the Corfes (the parliament or the assembly of the estates). Aragon and Catalonia 

had constitutions and the role of the Cortes was to make sure that the prince was bound by the 

rules of the constitution. 

Another factor which has shaped the distinct nature of the North-eastern temtories' 

dynamic was the fact that the Moorish peasantry had remained on its land. This was especially 

true in Valencia and Aragon, less so in Catalonia. In Valencia "Christian communities" were 



"dotted over a Moorish landscape," says J. H. Elliott, a distinguished English historian of 

medieval Spain (1963: 15). Thus a complete transformation of the rural population, as had 

occurred in Castile, did not occur in Aragon and Valencia (Kamen, 1983:35). The presence of 

Moorish peasantry had contributed to the development of a political and cultural ambivalence of 

the ruling elite toward their "infidel" minority. The Moorish inhabitants cultivated the land, 

supplied the cities with their food necessities, and paid taxes to the prince. The Mudejars were 

even used as colonists of unoccupied or uncultivated lands in the Aragonese kingdoms (Lourie, 

[Anafomy], 1 990: 12-24). 

Two political and economic goals were achieved by this policy of using Mudejars as 

colonists. First, any peasant revolt, the greatest political-economic threat to landlords in a pre- 

capitalist society, were stymied. Christian and Mudejar peasants did not cooperate across 

confessional lines. In fact, says Lourie "Muslim and Christian peasants thereby became direct 

competitors; little wonder that they felt no solidarity" (ibid, 17). The peasants' revolt of the 14th 

century, began in Catalonia, which was almost exclusively the land of Christian peasantry. 

Second, the Mudejars, who as "the king's treasure" enjoyed his protection, had to pay not only 

heavier rents than the Christian tenants, but also paid a special tax because of their iflidel status 

(ibid, 16). Such necessities and expediencies, more than any cultural factor, contributed to a 

relative tolerance which emerged out of the economic and demographic circumstances of that 

region. 

Therefore in Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia the recognition of the existence of Mudejars 

was part of the everyday life realities. It was rooted in economic dependence of the city on its 

Moorish rural environs and on the king's and ruling elite interests. One could not expel such an 

essential element; one had to accommodate its existence. This is not to say, however, that social 



tension between majority and minority groups did not exist; it was rampant, but it was checked 

by political power and the military force of the king and the cities. Mudejars were not the only 

religious and ethnic minority in the kingdom of Aragon; Jews also played a conspicuous role in 

the reconquest process and in the commercial life of the Levantine cities. 

However, the decisive factor shaping the kingdom of Aragon during the 12th, 13th and 

14th centuries, was rooted in the vibrant and dynamic municipalities (Barcelona, Tarragona, 

Tortosa) on the seaboard of Catalonia. Though the federation of Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia 

was called the kingdom of Aragon the name is misleading "...because the kingdom of Aragon, 

the dry hinterland, was the least important part of the federation" (Elliott, 1963 : 15). Thus, in the 

Crown of Aragon-Catalonia, the Catalan seaboard cities and popuiace played a crucial part in the 

creation ofthe overseas commercial expansion of the Crown of Aragon (Prescott, 1883 36-88). 

The cities' economic preponderance and the commercial empire that they had built, enabled these 

cities to have equal if not more power than either the Crown or the nobles. This in its turn shaped 

the political relationships between the three estates i.e. the Crown, nobility and the cities' 

patricians. 

The relative power and political independence of the various territories and privileged 

social elements in the Aragonese realm, had contributed to the establishment of a decentralized 

organization of power and a political system based on cooperation and contractual relations 

between the estates, the territories and the various communities. 

Since the Aragonese kingdom was based on commerce, commercial interests and 

worldviews were the predominant elements in its political system. 

Dominating the country's economic life, the bourgeoisie was able to hammer out, 
both in cooperation and in conflict with the Crown, a distinctive constitutional 



system which faithiidly mirrored its aspirations and ideals. At the heart of this 
constitutional system was the idea of contract (Elliott, 1963: 16). 

However, toward the end of the 14th century the Catalan economy was in crisis. As 

Jaime Vicens Vives, a Spanish economic historian, shows the Catalan economic crisis of 13 81 

was followed by even more debilitating ones in the first decades of the 15th eventually leading 

to the devaluation of the Catalan currency by the king in 1454. This total economic breakdown, 

in effect a general bankruptcy, contributed significantly to the eruption of the civil war of 1462- 

72 and to the political union between Castile and Aragon through the marriage of Ferdinand of 

Aragon and Isabella of Castile. The recurrent economic and political crisis were contained only 

with the assumption of power by Ferdinand (the Catholic) in 1479 (Vives, 1972:3 1-41). 

Vicens Vives enumerates several economic theories as probable explanations for 

Catalonia's economic decline: the loss of control over the investment market that went into the 

hands of conversos and Italian merchants; maritime terror in the western Mediterranean; severe 

competition on their Mediterranean markets f?om Genoa, France and England, and the limited 

economic base of the Catalan economy. However, none of these economic theories touches 

directly upon Elliott's rival demographic and political explanations. 

The political explanation of the Catalan economic decline places emphasis on the fact 

that from 1412 (the compromise of Caspe) the Castilian House of Trastarnara supplanted the 

Catalan House of Barcelona in providing the Crown of Aragon with its kings. The political 

argument asserts that the different nature of the Castilian dynasty, its concomitant authoritarian 

and expansionist politics adversely effected the delicate relationships between royalty, nobles 

and patricians existing in Catalonia. Military adventures, such as the conquest of Naples by 

Alfonso V the Magnanimous in 1443, were detrimental to the peacehl pursuance of economic 

life based on commerce and trade. The military imperialism of Alfonso V (the Magnanimous) 



contradicted, fiscally and politically, the commercial imperialism of the Barcelonian oligarchy. 

An unbridgeable gap opened between the monarchy and the Catalan bourgeoisie oligarchy. 

Though "this traditional interpretation has much to commend it" Elliott provides a rival 

hypothesis, essentially a demographic and structural economic explanation (1 963 :24-5). 

Elliott advances the thesis that the Black plague of 1348 served as the background to the 

Catalan economic deterioration and social unrest (see also Vives, 1967:76). Between 1347 and 

135 1, the principality of Catalonia was devastated by plagues. The hrther waves of epidemics - 

in 1362-3, 1371 and 13 96-7 precipitously plummeted the number of inhabitants in Catalonia. 

"The 430,000 inhabitants of 1365 were reduced to 350,000 by 1378 and 278,000 by 1497, and 

the population did not return to something approaching its pre-Black Death figures until the 

second half of the sixteenth centuryt' (Elliott, 1963:25). The severity of the Catalan demographic 

disaster had no parallel in Aragon, Valencia or in Castile. 

The demographic decline had direct and obvious consequences on the countryside and on 

the cities. From about the 13 80s till the last quarter of the 15th century the Catalan peasantry 

clashed violently with their landlords. Their efforts to change the social and economic order in 

their favour and precipitated by the devastations of the plague, were hitless. This class of 

peasants, known as the remenca peasants, were restricted in movement between landlords' 

domains. To gain their fieedom, peasants had to purchase it %om their lords. These taxes or dues 

were part of the seis malos usos - the six evil customs - which were instituted in mid 13th 

century when the process of refeudalization of the Catalan countryside was in h l l  swing (Vives, 

l967:64). 

The first of these six evil customs, the so-called remencapersunal was the foundation of 

the customs and dues binding the serfs in a web of financial and legal obligations to their lords. 



These "Barbarous [feudal] customs" as Roger Bigelow Merriman calls them (1 9 1 8 :478-9), were 

especially out of tune after the demographic disasters left Catalonia with many abandoned 

farmsteads and a severe shortage of manpower. The lords' cupidity and determination to exploit 

the peasants to the f i I l  extent of their rights, aggravated the social tension and brought the 

remenca class to the brinks of a civil war. "Armed rising, murder, and arson were all employed 

by a class determined to emancipate itself fiom a legal servitude which seemed a11 the more 

bitter now that the shortage of men held out new hopes of economic gain to those who had 

survived (Elliott, 1963126). 

Though the remenca class was neither numerous nor homogenous the quest for social and 

economic emancipation fiom the evil customs, united them into solid groups of social protest 

and violent resistance (ibid, 26; Merriman, 19 l8:479; Vives, l967:75). 

The social unrest of the countryside was reciprocated by an unsettling relations between 

two classes in the cities: the biga and the busca. The biga was the patrician's class party; the 

busca were the lower middle class of artisans and small merchants living in the Catalan cities. As 

a result the pirate infested waters of the western Mediterranean, the political instability caused by 

the fierce competition between Catalonia, Genoa, France and England, and the small and 

declining Catalan textile industry, fiom mid 1 4th century onward, the Catalan large commercial 

activities in the Mediterranean were threatened and entailed higher risks. Since the prospects 

were either meagre or reached the point of unprofitability, large segments of the urban oligarchy 

of Barcelona began recoiling fiom its previous commercial enterprises. Between the mid 14th 

century and the mid 15th century, a process of withdrawal fiom commercial undertaking had 

emerged and capital was instead invested in land assets rather than commerce. The old oligarchy 

became rentiers instead of bourgeoisie @lliott, 1963 :27-28). 



The guild organized artisans and the small merchants of the cities, who were hardly 

touched by such new economic policies of the old oligarchy, cooperated with the monarchy 

against the nobles and the urban patricians in order to protect their own assets and interests. 

Their sources of income were dependent on the continuation of commercial and industrial 

activities for export. Hence the Aragonese monarchs (Peter N the Ceremonious [I33 6- 13 871 

John I [1387-13951 and Martin I the Humanist C1395-1410j) became the champions of both the 

remenca peasants and of the busca artisans against nobles and the urban plutocratic oligarchy of 

the cities. 

Though such cooperation between the royalty and people was not completely new, its 

vigour in the closing decades of the 14th century and early years of the 15th century, introduced 

new factors to the political scene in Aragon. The consolidation of the royal and peasants' 

interests at the expense of the nobility had already began under James 1 the Conqueror (1 2 13- 

1276), who granted exemption from the malos usos to several localities. This process was firther 

solidified by Alfonso the Magnanimous (1416-1458). In July 1, 1448 he granted a 

"constitutional" right to serfs (peasants) to demand the abolition of the evil customs which forced 

them to buy their fieedom from their lords. However, it was left to Ferdinand the Catholic (1479- 

1 5 16) to abolish it completely in 1486 in his "Sentencia Arbitral de Guadaiupe" (Memman, 

l918:479-80). 

The social unrest in the countryside and in the cities enabled the monarchy to assume a 

central role it never previously had. This royal assertion of authority was proceeded by 

cooperation with and cooptation of the hitherto disenfranchised segments of the population. The 

Aragonese peasants and the urban lower middle classes were politicized and their interests 

received royal support and legitimacy. 



Supporting the peasants' grievances and the members of the urban lower classes' demands 

meant that social and political reforms were imposed by the state on nobles and patricians. The 

abolition of the remenca in the countryside was a reform directly related to the peasants' 

concerns while the introduction of municipal appointments by lot addressed the grievances of the 

urban lower middle class in the cities. Thus, the state asserted its centrality by becoming more 

involved in the economic and political hnctioning of the Crown of Aragon. This state 

encroachment was, of course, resented by nobles and patricians. 

However, despite these political advances of the state - advances which were achieved by 

reforming the economic, political and administrative systems of the countryside and the cities - 

Aragon remained a bastion of citizens (mainly nobles and patricians) liberties. Aragon's 

entrenched vested interests were ready to grant the monarchy only constitutional authority, a far 

cry fiom the absolute monarchy that was developing in Castile at the same time. 

Such an alliance between the Crown and the people had an important effect on majority 

and minority group relations. This was especially pertinent in relation to the Jewish minority and 

the growing minority of conversos whose role in the emerging state bureaucracy was becoming 

conspicuous. Jews, (and fiom 1391, the conversos), were mainly fulfilling functions in the 

service of the ruling elite. They were the administrators, accountants, tax-farmers and 

ambassadors for the nobles, the Church and its hierarchy, patricians and the kings. Jews' other 

occupations were in the fields of trade, commerce and artisanship. This occupational structure 

placed the Jews in a direct contact with "the people." However, this contact usually involved 

authority exercised by the Jews, but never of their own creation. Their authority was completely 

dependent of the backing on the ruling elite of the country. 



By the end of the 14th century Jews were a mainly urbanite minority in both Aragon and 

Castile (Neuman, vol. 1, 1942: l66), living in cities and pursuing urban occupations. After 

recording a long list of all conceivable types of occupations Neuman asserts that: "It is apparent 

then that there was hardly a form of economic activity in which the Jews did not participate" 

(ibid, 167). 

In Aragon, Jews participated in the process of re-colonization of the conquered territories. 

Jews played a crucial part in the economic organization of many cities either as artisans or as 

merchants. They also served as bureaucrats for the kings, the Church, the nobles and the cities. 

Throughout the 13th and the 14th centuries, Jews had a significant impact on the economic and 

political development of the Catalan Mediterranean empire. Nonetheless, their economic 

integration and cultural assimilation aroused the resentment of the Christian church authorities as 

the religious disputation of 1263 demonstrates. 

Jewish apostates were involved in both the agitation and the organization of the 1263 

religious disputation. It was held in Barcelona in '1263 in the presence of the king, the bishop, the 

leading Aragonese Dominicans, Raymond de Penaforte and Raymond Martini, nobles and 

patricians (ibid, 152). The main disputant on the Jewish side was Moses ben Nahman 

(Nahmanides); on the Christian side the chief protagonist was again an apostate, Pablo 

Christiani. Yitzhak Baer, the leading authority on the history of the Jews in Catholic Spain, 

attributed the religious zeal of the Aragonese Church and the mendicants orders of the 

Franciscans and Dominicans fiiars to the temtorial proximity of Catalonia and Aragon to the 

French territories (1 966 [vol. 11: 150). 

The fiiars hoped to score a victory over the Jewish rabbi and with such a victory to 

achieve the conversion of masses of Jews. The Christian, however, failed to make their case, 



either because of Nahmanides' stature or because of their lack of preparation and meagre 

knowledge of the Talmud which was the target of their attack. Nevertheless, the BarceIona 

disputation laid the foundation for a method by which Christian zealots would try to force, by 

any conceivable means, the conversion of Jews to Christianity. By the end of the 14th century 

their efforts were hitfbl. 

The pogroms of 1391, the Saragosa disputation (1412-13) and the restricting laws of 

1412-19 forced some 200,000 to 400,000 Jews to the baptismal font. The Barcelona disputation's 

strategy eventually succeeded a century and a haIf after its formal faiIure. With this tremendous 

success a new social category emerged in Catholic Spain - the New Christians fiom Jewish 

origins, the conversos. 

Hence, the first crucial step in an important process began to take shape. The Jewish 

minority was transformed fiom a loyal, subservient and legally segregated minority in the service 

of the royalty, aristocracy and church into a loyal minority that supplied the bureaucratic 

personal for the emerging Aragonese constitutionaf monarchy and the Castilian absolutist state. 

The emerging state's bureaucracy was composed of many conversos. The conversos did almost 

the same work as many of them used to do as Jews. However, as conversos, they were protected. 

Christianization, that is desegregation, opened "new fiontiers", established their much needed 

and desired legitimation, provided civil (state) and reIigious (church) protection, guaranteed 

security and facilitated their social mobility. 

These factors created the basis of a large scale social resentment against the conversos. It 

was especially apparent among the lower nobility, the mobility aspiring urban patricians and 

artisans, and among the heavily taxed and impoverished peasantry. This social resentment 

developed into ethnic fkustration and racial hatred of the conversos bureaucratic class. Due 



largely to the fact that there were no social forces strong enough to initiate and command a social 

class change in the structure of the aristocratic social order of the nobility, ethnic boundaries 

were underlined. Ethnicization of class conflict was the second best option when the first - class 

conflict - was unfeasible. As a result, the social frustration in these groups, inflamed by the 

process of equalization of civil and religious standing, initially taking the form of status 

competition with the conversos and eventually developing into racial hatred. 

b. Castile 

Castile was an agricultural region ruled by a few aristocratic families who had an almost 

monopolistic control on both the countryside and the economic life of its six to seven million 

inhabitants. At the close of the 15th century, more than 80 percent of the Spanish population 

were peasants. Ten to twelve percent (including Jews and conversos) were workers and artisans 

who lived in the urban centres of the kingdom. The urban middle class - the patricians - 

constituted some three to five percent of the overall population. The aristocratic component was 

about two percent; altogether the aristocracy amounted to some l25,OOO persons. "These 125,000 

individuals were at the surnmit of the social scale and controlled the country fiom above" (Vives, 

l972:Z 1). 

The long and arduous process of the Christian resettlement of Castile and Andalusia 

proceeded due to the constant efforts of small bands of Christian settlers, armed and ready to 

defend themselves and their possession on a regular basis. Though the Crown was a leading 

force in the process of reconquest campaigns, the reconquest was kept alive with the assistance 

of groups of peasant-warriors and their lords. These independent initiatives and trained warriors 

served as the nucleus for the formation of the Military Orders of Castile, notably the Santiago, 



Calatrava and Alcantara. Military Orders were autonomous political organizations rooted in 

religious obligation which were led by nobles who were able to carve out extended territories of 

land in the eontier lands of New Castile warnen, 1983: 11). 

Aristocratic ownership of the land for sheep rearing and wool production industries 

eventually led to rural depopulation, deforestation and agricultural stagnation of Castile (Vives, 

1972:251; Klein, 1964:354). Though, yet latent by the 15th century, these processes had their 

origins in the 12th century. 

, Elliott's comparison of Castile and Aragon led him to conclude that Castile had become a 

land of big nobles and large latihndias, whereas Aragon had become a commercial empire with 

a small population and strong cities (1 963 : 15). Therefore he summarizes that the Reconquista, 

not only shaped the aristocratic and religious mentality of Castile, but also created a distinct 

economic base and political superstructure in each of the realms. 

The Reconquista therefore gave Castilian society a distinctive character in which 
militantly religious and aristocratic strains predominated. But it was equally 
important in determining the pattern of Castile's economic life.. . .Above all, the 
Reconquista helped to ensure in Castile the triumph of a pastoral economy 
(Elliott, l963:2 1). 

By the mid 12th century argues Julius KIein - the economic historian of medieval Spain 

whose study of the Mesta is considered to be a classic treatment of the subject - merino sheep 

were introduced by, and named after a North M c a n  Berber tribe who had moved into Spain 

during and after the Aimohad period (1 146) (19644). This new breed of sheep and its fine wool, 

created over time a powefil social organization of sheep owners - the Mesta. Sheep rearing was 

instrumental in the creation of a wool production and fabric industry fed by the huge European 

demand. "By carefbl breeding and selection the pure merino strain was strengthened and spread, 



and the famous white, kinky staple gradually found its way overseas and became Spain's great 

contribution to international trade and to the pastoral industry of the world (ibid, 6). 

Thus a guild of sheep-owners - the Mesta - was organized, and privileges were granted to 

it by the Crown in return to financial contributions to the state treasury. The wool industry 

became the favorite of the kings; everything was done to meet its needs. Perennial pasturage 

were secured, passage ways ( c m h )  were granted to ease the movement of the huge flocks of 

sheep, and the rights and privileges of 'the Honourable Assembly of the Mesta' were decreed as 

state-laws. The demand for such an organization evolved fiom the fact that the sheep required 

green pasturage. Since Spain was a Mediterranean country with stark contrasts of climate and 

topography, semi-annual changes of pasturage was an absolute necessity, and the desirable 

solution for the Mesta organization (ibid, 8). The Mesta became one of the strongest economic 

and politicai organization of Castile. 

This organizatio n,... was entrusted with the supervision and control of the 
elaborate system whereby the great migratory flocks were moved across Spain 
fiom their summer pastures in the north to their winter pastures in the south, and 
then back again in the spring to the north (Elliott, 1963:21). 

As the main export commodity and as a source of Crown revenue, woo1 had created a 

society that was to a large extent organized to facilitate its production, processing, transportation 

and trading. To achieve this, an elaborate system of sheepwalk ( c d )  had to be organized 

and recognized as the routes of the migration of sheep twice a year; centres of trade in wool were 

created, ports and a fleet of ships had to be maintained. For example Burgos (although an 

inland city), Bilbao and to  some extent other Cantabrian cities in the northern provinces 

(Galicia, Asturias and the Basque region) had become export trade centres of the wool industry 

to Europe. In 1296, these cities created a strong economic and military brotherhood - the 



Heman&& las M&smas, in order to protect, preserve and enhance their commercial and 

domestic interests. 

Seville, which was conquered by Ferdinand III in 1248, became the southern outpost of 

Castilian wool to the Atlantic and to North A-fiica. Later on, in the mid-fourteenth century with 

the help of Genoavese merchants, Seville took on an important role in the trade of wool with 

Bristol in England (ElIiott, l963:45). 

Huge fairs were organized in order to regulate and facilitate the trade and commerce in 

sheep and sheep products between Mesta members and the people of Castile. The Medina del 

Campo's fair became an annual meeting place, were economic transactions and political deals 

concerning the Mesta were struck. So important it was that the dates of the fair-gathering became 

entrenched in the Castilian calender as its organizing principle. 

The land, already divided into big tracts and in control of aristocratic magnets and 

Church prelates, was used especially for grazing, not cultivation. A few families and 

organizations controlled these major latifindias and the large population which was dependent 

on them. "Vast tracts of territory were now under the partial or f i l l  jurisdiction of great 

aristocrats, who had immense revenues, thousands of vassals and their own armies" (Kamen, 

1983 :20). 

Although sheep for the wool industry was economically crucial in Castile, it was not the 

only agricultural product of the realm. Other agricultural products, particularly such grains as 

wheat, barley and corn, were also produced. To what degree did the wool industry actually 

forestall the development of agriculture and society in Castile, the two historians, Kamen and 

Elliott, sharply disagree. Elliott claims that the preferential treatment of the sheep industry had 



made agriculture "the Cinderella of the Castilian economy, and the price, which was eventually 

to be paid, for this was frighteningly high" (1963: 109). 

Kamen, on the other hand, claims that Elliott's assertion is wrong. It was not the woo1 

industry that caused the recurrent famine in Castile by favouring pasture on arable lands, he 

argues. As Kamen sees it, arid lands, chronic droughts and the rate of population growth were 

the causes for the recurrent famines. The insufficiency of the grain production was due to these 

natural factors, not manmade imperatives imposed by the wool production industry. This was 

especially true, argues Kamen, tiom the mid fifteenth century onwards. 

The Catholic Kings were naturally anxious to support a pastoral industry that, 
taking into account both migratory and non-migratory flocks, supported a very 
large rural population, was the basis of the domestic textile industry, and provided 
an important revenue both to the traders of Burgos and to the government 
(Kamen, 1 983 : 52). 

The monarchs, he continues to argue, also encouraged grain production. That was 

especially true in the case of Ferdinand and Isabella. Two of their policies encouraged the 

production of grain. The first was concerned with enabling the Castilian peasants some freedom 

to choose their lords and to sell their produce as they saw fit; and, the other was aimed at the 

abolition of all restrictions on the movement of grains within the Christian territories of the 

peninsula and between the kingdoms. "The Mesta thus bears little direct responsibility for the 

problems of Spanish agriculture" is Kamen's conclusion (1 983 :226). 

Jaime Vicens Vives' (1972) arguments support Elliott's conclusions. He argues that 

toward the end of the 15th century, the nobles were politically pacified. However, the social or 

economic status of the nobles had not changed. Fifteenth century economic and political reforms 

initiated by Ferdinand and Isabella actually augmented the social and economic power of the 



aristocratic class. Though this assertion must be qualified to some extent where Catalonia is 

concerned, Castile was a nobles' land. Vives argues that, 

The known figures could not be more conclusive: about the year 1500 the nobles 
owned 97 per cent of the temtory of the Peninsula either directly or by 
jurisdiction. This is the same as saying that 1.5 per cent of the population owned 
almost the entire Spanish territory. This fact is of capital importance (1972:253). 

Economic stagnation was not only a consequence of "...the preponderance of the 

aristocracy," but also of the expulsion of the Jews and the persecution of the conversos. Vives 

uses the same strong language on both economic issues. The combination of aristocratic 

dominance with the persecution of minorities was the main reason for economic stagnation and 

the near economic collapse of the monarchy between 1485-1490 (ibid, 257). 

To recapitulate, the wool industry was preferred by the monarchy because it was easy to 

control and tax, was a profit making endeavour, and less population was required in its 

production. It also better suited the interests of the big magnets and the church who were the 

major members in the Mesta organization. Though Klein upholds a "democratic" theory of the 

Mesta, Vives argues that "...we may state without fear of contradiction that, in spite of the 

number of small proprietors who made up the Mesta, it was the great lords who ran it, who 

occupied the presidency and the offices of alcalde de ma&iZIa, [the person who presided over 

Mesta's group meetings M.A.] and those who, in short, had most to say in the autumn and winter 

assemblies" (1 972:4 1). 

In addition, such an economic base created a constant population surplus for war and 

other endeavour. This contributed immensely to the well known Castilian dynamism which was 

responsible to its imperial expansion in the 16th century. For these reasons, it can be safely 

concluded, that the wool industry suited the kings' interests, but it created both an economically 



impoverished peasantry, a huge rural population surplus and cities which were highly dependent 

on wool production and trade. 

The Mesta meant a facile management of revenue since the Crown had to deal with a 

relatively small number of taxable "enterprises". Therefore, considering the historical data 

presented, it seems that Elliott's, Klein's and Vives' arguments are more convincing than those of 

Kamen. 

More importantly, Elliott, Klein, Vives and Kamen agree that until the end of the 

fifteenth century, the Mesta and wool industries were the fastest expanding component of 

commercial life and industry in Castile. Taxation, transportation, domestic and international 

commerce, which took place in urban centres, meant a specific group of people were dealing 

with the wool industry either through taxation or through sales and commercial transaction. 

Taxation was a bone of contention between the Mesta and royal officials. In many cases 

the tax-farmers were Jews. And we know that Jews were prominent in cities, such as Burgos, 

Toledo, Cordoba, Medina del Campo, Jaen and Seville, where the wool trade constituted one of 

the major preoccupation of the city merchant class. For example, Burgos, the major centre of 

wool trade in the northern part of the peninsula, was also a city in which Jews played an 

important role. Klein says that, 

[Elnmity had been brewing for centuries between these 'unbeliever' tax-gatherers 
and the sheep owners ... There is every reason to believe that Jorge Mexia, the 
energetic attorney general of the Mesta, who was never far fkom the royal 
presence, had not a little to do with the edict for the expulsion of the Jews, which 
was signed at Granada on March 30, 1492 (1 964:Z 17). 

It means that the struggle against royal encroachments via targeting the Jewish tax- 

farmers as state representatives was rampant already at the end of the 14th century. Conversion 



to Christianity was entertained by many Jews as a solution to that animosity. Hence ethnic 

conflict was part of the economic and political struggle of the era. In other words, ethnic conflict 

must be seen as a constituent element of the general social and political relation of 14th and 15th 

century Spain. Though Norman Roth objects to Klein's assertion on the grounds that Klein has 

no empirical evidence to  support such a claim, the case of the conversion of the whole Jewish 

community of Burgos in 13 9 1 might give some credence to Klein's argument (Roth, lW5:297). 

Roth himself brings some important information about the intervention of Enrique 111 on 

behalf of the Jews of Burgos during the events of 1391 (ibid, 34-5). In the wake of the 1391 

pogroms, Salomon Halevi, the rabbi of the Burgos community was able to convince his parish to 

convert to  Christianity. The whole community was converted just before the wave of massacres 

and forced conversions hit the city. The conversion of  Jews to Christianity, the role these new 

converts played in the process of state building and the influence that such large numbers of New 

Christians had on the religious and political cultures of 15th century Spain was unmistakeable. 

Americo Castro, the famous Spanish historian argues "...that Spanish society grew more 

and more fanatic in its Christianity as more and more Jews disappeared or were Christianized" 

(1954529). A major impetus to this fanaticism Castro ascribes to converted Jews, who like 

Salomon Halevi converted to Christianity. "In order to protect himself," says Castro, "against the 

suspicion and persecution of the Old Christians, the New Christian built up his cast- 

consciousness as a protection against his own Jewish descent and as a protest of the total 

sincerity of his Christianity, an act ofjustification in his own eyes and the eyes of society (ibid, 

525). Salomon Halevi, was born in Burgos and was the chief rabbi of that city, in 1390 he and 

his entire family embraced Christianity, becoming, Don Pablo de Santa Maria who, after "honors 

and distinctions rained upon him" finally became the Bishop of Burgos (ibid, 537). As a bishop, 



he also became one of the prominent figures among the conversos who advocated the 

persecution of Jews. Thus, the persecution of Jews and the inquisitorial methods that developed 

in 15th century Catholic Spain, argues Castro, were related to the appearance of the New 

Christians (Castro, 1954: 524-5,536-544). 

C. The role and occupations of Jews in the late Reconquista period 

In a document dated the 6th of April, 1443 King Juan (John) II of Castile denounced a 

bull of Pope Eugene IV which was issued in August 8, 1442. In this bull the Pope ordered that 

Jews be boycotted from holding several kinds of occupations. The king's denunciation is 

interesting since it attests to the varied range of economic pursuits in which Jews were involved. 

The king stated that the Jews were "traders and usefbl handicrafts, as clothes-men, silversmiths, 

carpenters, barbers, shoemakers, tailors, clothiers, milliners, braziers, bridle-maker, saddler, 

rope-makers, potters, curriers, basketmaker, money-changers, and all other similar trades, 

mechanical arts and useful handicrafts, in which they use manual labor and work" (Neuman, 

[vol. 1] 1942: 168). In the same document the king defended the right of Jews to perform an 

additional list of occupations that the papal bull had ordered them to be excluded fiom. The bull 

concerned both Moors and Jews, and the king's stem defence of these communities at such a late 

date attests to the special relations of the monarchy to its "own" minorities. 

Jews and Moors, says the Pope in his bull may not be "...judges, farmers, receivers, 

collectors, directors, or stewards of the revenues, taxes, due, or contributions on the produce of 

estates and affairs of Christians; nor may they be their auditors, attorneys, bailiffs, agents, or 

conductors of their business; or brokers, holders of deposits, contractors of marriages, or co- 

partners in any art or trade with Christians; nor may Jewesses or Moriscas be chambermaids to 



Christians" (NeumanJvol. 11 1942: 186). It means that the Jews and to some extent Moors 

performed all the said occupations. The king's defence was based on the monarchy's interests in 

securing the taxes that Jews and Moors collected and in protecting the Jews and Moors who were 

the kings' "property." They, especially the Jews, were not only a reliable source of tax paying 

group, but also served as a "living" bank for monarchial needs. Individual Jews and the Jewish 

community in general provided, the financial assistance the monarchy needed for its regular and 

especially its irregular operations. 

So by no stretch of the imagination can one claim that the Spanish (or Castilian) Jews 

subsisted on money lending; however, many moneylenders were Jews. Many Jews were also tax- 

farmers. But as the quotes f?om the king's defence clearly show, most Jews were either artisans, 

small or middle range merchants, and did all sorts ofjobs and held different kinds of 

occupations. 

The Jews who did lend money, lent small amounts of money. In many cases Jews were 

deeply involved with lower class Spaniards either fiom the peasantry or &om the artisan class. 

Though we have detailed empirical information fiom the kingdom of Navarre, it does not seem 

to differ in its general characteristics fiom information gathered in Castile or Aragon (Asis and 

Magdalena, 1990:43-60; Neuman [vol. 11, 1942: 16 1- 19 1). 

Lending money involved a complex social relations. Church dogma forbade the practice 

of usury by Christians; according to the Aristotelian precept accepted by the Church "money 

does not beget moneyu ' (Neuman, [vol. l] 1942: lgl)." Hence the Jews and Moors were the only 

groups who could fblfil this role. However, money lending was a risky endeavour so guarantees 

were needed for such a dangerous economic transactions. And loans were (are) a vital aspect of 

the economic life. A troubled peasant needed money to cultivate his land; an artisan needed 



money to buy his raw materials (see Castro, 1971:541). All needed money to pay their taxes. 

Thus, in order to keep the economy running loans were needed. People were pressed to borrow 

money. And none would lend hidher money without the needed guarantees and the demand to 

make profit on such loans. Adherence to religious dogma meant economic stagnation and loss of 

income. 

Interestingly enough, usury is also forbidden to the Jews. Lending with interest, in 

addition of being a violation of injunctions in the Pentateuch, Prophet and the Psalms, the 

Talmud says in an unequivocal tone "He who lends on interest is like one who sheds blood" 

(ibid, 194). Money lending therefore was never a one-way-street. Jews borrowed fiom Christians 

and Christians borrowed fiom Jews and Muslims. These were ordinary actions. 

The Jews, like all the rest, wanted to guarantee their money by first rising the rate of 

interest and by forcing the authorities to guard the whole transaction. When peasants or artisans 

were not able to pay back the money they had borrowed, the only thing in their possession which 

had economic value was either their land, their homes, their workshop or themselves. But this 

state of affairs was true for both Jews and Moors. Taking these means of production and means 

of livelihood away fiom their owners involved much social tension and was prone to raise social 

hatred. Since many Jews were moneylenders and tax-farmers therefore they provoked deep 

hatred. 

Tax-farming also involved a complex economic and social relations. Tax-farming meant 

that a person would farm from a king, a noble, a monastery or a church, the tax collection fiom a 

region, a village or even a town, which were located on their land. A tax-farmer however, was 

not a state official. The person who f m e d  the region would pay, in advance, to the landlord 

(noble, king or church) the money owed to him fiom his tenants or vassals. The tax-farmers 



would than go and collect the money or the commodities owned to him &om the peasants and/or 

the artisan and merchants of the said locality. This procedure, situated the tax-farmer as a 

convenient target for all kinds of slurs and hatreds; it was especially true if the tax-farmer was 

also a Jew. 

However, it is obvious that tax-fming were the occupations of a relatively small number 

of wealt hy Jews. Though such occupations probably raised much propaganda and created 

stereotypical notions of the Jews, most Jews were involved either in artisanship or in commerce 

and trade of small to medium range and volume. These occupations in their turn created the basis 

for social and economic competition between Jews and Spaniards. Notwithstanding, with the 

growing rate of state involvement in the economy and the greater scope state-bureaucracy 

acquired, the employment of Jews as scribers and administrators became one of the major bone 

of contention between Jews and Christians. Over time, such lucrative and prestigious posts were 

coveted by lower class members who were relatively educated Christians. Their struggle and 

competition with the Jews and their ability to voice their grievances gained more and more 

importance as the state emerged as a locus of power employing many Jews as its quasi-official 

bureaucracy. 

In order to have the edge over their Jewish competitors, Christians would claim that the 

Jews as Jews were less entitled to state's posts than they were as Christians. This made Jews 

holding positions of authority over Christians, feel increasingly threatened, and made conversion 

to Christianity seem to be a convenient way to protect themselves. Thus, many Jews wilhgly 

converted to Christianity before the 1391 pogroms. Before the 1391 pogroms, the conversion of 

the Jews was the battle cry of the resentful peasantry and lower class Spaniard who were pressed 

by the state, nobles and the Church. The mendicant fliars who had organized into the newly 



emerging Franciscans, Dominicans, Benedictines, Jeronymites and Jesuits, agitated in support of 

the conversion of Jews to Christianity as a solution for the hatred. But the conversion of the Jews 

to Christianity was not a solution for the economic troubles of peasants, artisans and merchants. 

The religious solution manifested itself in the wave of pogroms of 1391. However, the 

conversions actually deepened the economic and status conflict between Jews and Christians and 

among so-called "Old" and "New" Christians. 

Since many Jews who, either willingly or under duress, had converted to Christianity 

were now able legitimately to achieve administrative posts in the state and cities administration, 

the religious expression of hatred against Jews was stymied. However, neither the economic nor 

the social conflict disappeared. On the contrary, both seemed to be amplified by the conversion 

of Jews to Christianity. Hence, hatred toward the conversos was just a short circuit transference 

of hatred of the Jews. Since the problem was defined as a religious problem never as a social 

one, new religious devices had to be invented in order to persecute the conversos. The Spanish 

social and economic order in which a tiny minority controlled both the means of production and 

the sources of social prestige, was not even presented as an issue. The persecution of the Jews 

and later on of the conversos presented an easy way out of social conflicts and revolutions. 

In addition, the state, in constant need for both financial assistance and a loyal 

administration preferred the Jews or the conversos as their source of loans and as an obedient 

bureaucratic worktorce, since the Jews had no allegiance with nobles or the cities. For the Jewish 

minority, the state was regarded as a guarantor of both their social standing and their economic 

assets. The kings, therefore, and especially their higher ranking officials preferred the Jews or the 

conversos over any other group. The reasons were apparent and political. Firstly, Jews or 

conversos would not constitute a threat to the state; secondly, Jews or conversos were isolated 



fiom the other factions who were vieing for power; thirdly, Jews or conversos could be easily 

squeezed to provide loans in cases of emergencies and lastly, and probably most importantly the 

Jews and the Moors were the king's property. As King Juan 11 phrased it when he defended the 

Jews: "for the said Jews are mine, and belong to my exchequer. And I take them under my 

safeguard, security, assistance, and royal protection, and which I order shall be duly observed" 

(ibid, 188). 

The Jews were a reliable source of state income; a source fiom which the state could get 

its revenues and taxes on a regular basis. Hence a subtIe political and economic alIiance was 

struck between the Jews and/or the conversos and the emerging state bureaucratic machine and 

its leaders. The state and the king also declared their intention to defend their "property" against 

any person, institution or organization that would harm or infringe the rights of "their" Jews 

(ibid, 188). 

The fact that Jews had to wear special badges and live segregated from the Christians in 

order to be easily recognized seemed to be the least important aspect of these relations. Jews 

preferred to be segregated, and in most cases the "badge" regulation were not enforced or could 

be bypassed. In any case such "badge" restrictions were in agreement with previous and 

traditional ordinances such as the one promulgated by King's Juan I1 father - Don Enrique III 

(ibid, 189). 



Chapter 10 
D. The politics of state's authority assertion: Aragon 

In the 15th century, the Iberian peninsula was divided into five political zones: in the 

west, Portugal; in the north, Navme; in the middle, Castile, in the northeastern part, Aragon- 

Catalonia with its overseas dominions in the Balearic Islands, Sardinia, Sicily and Naples; and on 

the southern parts of Andalusia was Granada, the Moorish kingdom. Each part was hrther 

divided into small principalities, nobles' estates and quasi-kingdoms (like Navarre) which 

represented autonomous enclaves of politically independent sovereignties. Galicia and Asturias 

(the Basque area) in the north, Estremadura in the northwest, the northern parts of Andalusia (La 

Mancha) and Murcia were such partly independent territories in Castile. 

The Aragonese internal constitution had feudalistic components; the most important of 

them was the specific kind of contractual obligation binding parties such as the king, the nobles 

and the cities to an agreement of mutual obligatory relations and responsibilities. This was 

readily manifested in the agreement (Privilegio Genera4 that Peter the Great - the king of 

Aragon in 1285 - was obliged to concede to the nobility and bourgeoisie of Catalonia and 

Aragon as a consequence of their active participation in the successfil quelling of the French 

invasion in 1285. Aragonese "liberty," therefore, was based on the military and economic 

cooperation and the powers of the noble and the bourgeoisie classes (Vives, 196759-60). 

The Aragonese kingdom had "... a true theory of the constitutional state" (Rius, 

1972: 173). Such a system rested on the concept of a monarchy constrained by a set of freedoms 

and on a legal order that guaranteed the equal rights of the citizenry. However, as Vives hastens 

to indicate, liberty was restricted to the aristocratic classes in the countryside and to the 

patricians of the cities (Vives, 1 967: 60). 



"In a certain sense" says the Spanish historian Jose Maria Font Y. Rius ". . .what has come 

to be called in modern times a state founded on law," was the major characteristics of the 

Aragonese federation of the Levantine principalities @us, 1 972: 1 734). This concept of the state 

was described by both Vives Vicens and Americo Castro aspactism 

(Rius, 1972: 174). There were four institutions which guaranteed the rights of the citizens in the 

Crown of Aragon: the Cortes, the Justica, the Diputacio and the Viceroy. 

The Cortes was the parliament in which the three estates, Crown, nobles and 

municipaIities would gather to adjudicate the laws and make decisions concerning economic and 

political matters. None of the factions had a veto power in the Cortes. The Justica (only in 

Aragon) was a noble appointed by the Crown whose main task was to supervise and make sure 

that "the laws of the land were not infiinged by royal or baronial officials, and that the subject 

was protected against any exercise of arbitrary power" (Elliott, 1963: 17). 

The third institution - the Diputacio (only in Catalonia and Valencia) - was a kind of a 

"standing committee" of the Cortes. Two representatives were sent from each estate for a period 

of three years to serve on the standing committee of Diputats and Bidors (auditors of accounts). 

Their main task was to make sure that the taxes for the Crown, decided upon in the Cortes, 

would reach their destination and that no excess demands would be laid by an overzealous royal 

agents. Over time, the Diputacio turned out to be the "watch dog" of the Catalan rights and 

liberties. More than any other institution, the Diputacio symbolized the mutual and equal 

relationship between the King and a strong and fiee people. These relations are nowhere better 

represented than in the oath of allegiance the Catalan Diputacio had to swear to its king. The oath 

stated this: "We who are as good as you, swear to you who are no better than we, to accept you 



as our king and sovereign lord, provided you observe all our liberties and laws; but if not, not" 

(ibid, 18). 

The last institutional arrangement, the viceroy, sought to tackle the problem of royal 

absenteeism. The Viceroy was the king representative. The Crown of Aragon was a 

confederation of semi-autonomous provinces and overseas territories (Sardinia, Sicily, Majorca 

and Minorca and Naples was added in the 15th century). Each had its own laws, and institutions, 

its own ways of voting and determining the size of the subsidies requested by the king. Because 

the king could be only in one place at a time he had to have an "alter ego, who, as viceroy would 

at once carry out his orders and preside over the country's government8' (ibid, 19). 

By 1391, Aragon was "a society in retreat" (Elliott, f963:3 l), its elaborate political 

arrangements finctioned well as long as it prospered. However, toward the end of the 14th 

century economic prosperity had become a bygone memory. Economic depression, the decline of 

agriculture, the withdrawal of capital from overseas trade and above all the Black Death of 1348 

and the demographic disasters that followed it, sharpened the conflict between peasants and 

lords, artisans and patricians, nobles and monarchy. The first victims of these social calamities 

were the Jews who were attacked all over Spain in 139 1 (Vives, 1967:76-7). 

"The pogroms of 1391 developed into an extremely serious affair" says Vives (ibid, 76). 

The pogroms began in Seville, spread throughout Andalusia, reached the Castilian cities of 

Toledo, Cordoba, Burgos (to mention only the big cities) and spilled over to the cities of the 

Crown of Aragon. The Jewish quarters of Valencia, Barcelona and Palma de Mallorca as well as 

many other cities and villages were looted. Jews were attacked, many killed and many more 

were forced to the baptismal font (Wole 1971:4-18). 



From the end of the 14th century onward, peasants fought nobles. In the early 15th 

century patricians were criticized and attacked by the urban lower classes and, patricians and 

nobles, though fbndamentally disunited, fought together against what they defined as an 

oppressive monarchy. Hence serfs were against lords; guild members and artisans were against 

the patricians and patricians and nobles were against the authoritarian monarchy. In mid 15th 

century, the monarchy of Catalonia, led by Alfonso the Magnanimous supported the demands of 

the peasants and the artisans. This political alliance triggered the retaliation of nobles and 

patricians against the king. They were prepared to ask the assistance of the king of France to put 

down their own king. In 1461-2, the antagonism developed into a civil war against John II, the 

brother of Alfonso the Magnanimous and the father of Ferdinand I (the Catholic). 

An open civil war ravaged the kingdom fiom 1462-1472. The noble houses of Catalonia 

and the Catalan, Aragonese and Valencian patricians were not ready to submit to the rule of the 

kings of the House of Trastamara. "Caught between the sword of Louis XI of France and the 

wall of the Catalan Revolution, John saw no other recourse for salvation than to apply upon 

Castilian aid" (Vives, 1967:81). The marriage of Ferdinand, his son, and Isabella the Castilian 

princess were part of his scheme to secure the integrity of the Crown of Aragon, to subdue the 

Catalan nobility, (never a very strong political force) and to bring into line the rebellious 

patrician oligarchy. The civil war of 1462-72 subsided during the last years of John of Aragon. 

Ferdinand's assumption to the throne took place after the death of his father in 1479. 

However, even than, Ferdinand's ability to accomplish the "gigantic task" of ending the 

civil war was dependent on the help of the moderates party of the Catalans. The price for their 

support was the guarantee given by Ferdinand to guard the customary laws and liberties of the 

kingdom. The assertion of state authority in the Crown of Aragon was achieved, therefore, along 



the traditional lines, not in opposition to it. It was not a revolutionary reorganization, but a re- 

enactment of the previous code of laws and social arrangements. 

However, in two areas Ferdinand was able to achieve a reform: in the agrarian question in 

Catalonia and in establishing a lottery system of appointments to municipal offices. In the 

Sentencia de Guacih.Zupe of 1486, he solved the problems related to the "six evil customs" and in 

fact eeed (only) the Catalan remenca peasants fiom their previous obligations to the Catalan 

lords. But even that could be achieved only after the peasantry rebelled again in 1484-85 

(Kamen, 1983: 15). By introducing the lottery system he saved the municipality and government 

of Barcelona from being controlled by "a small self-perpetuating clique" (Elliott, 1963:69). 

Despite these reforms, the Crown of Aragon remained founded, as previously, on 

contractual relations among the central authority of the monarchy, the nobles and the cities. In 

Aragon, in complete contrast to Castile, the king was a constitutional monarch lacking absolute 

powers. The "unity" of Castile and Aragon was therefore a surface engagement; it never reached 

the Ievel of full convergence into a unitary state under one law and one ruler of the two realms. 

Though the Catholic monarchs did not create a unitary state, they were able to impart to 

their united realms the aura of a national project. That aura provided the organizational 

foundations and the common purpose fiom which the Spanish empire would emerge (Elliott, 

1963 :69-7 1). During the early decades of the 15th century, however, Castile was the theatre of 

the most acrimonious conflicts between the monarchy and the other rival forces in the Spanish 

society - the nobles and the independent municipalities. 



E. The politics of state's authority assertion: Castile 

The Castilian political evolution is of crucial importance in the development of the state's 

authority, and in the analysis of inter-ethnic relations between Christians and Jews, and "New" 

and "Old" Christians. All the major events in which Jews and conversos were persecuted began 

in Castile. The pogroms of 1391 began in Seville and developed into a peninsular-wide 

phenomenon of looting, forced conversion and massacre. The purity of blood legislation was 

decreed in the city of Toledo in 1449. As well and the establishment of the Inquisition took place 

first in Castile. What were then, the unique characteristics of Castile that were conducive to the 

development of ethnic violence? 

The Castilian nobility had an uncompromising sway over the economic Iife of Castile. 

Nobles were able to resist both monarchical and peasants' demands for economic, social and 

therefore political reforms. No social change could be effected in Castile without changing the 

distribution of power among nobles and between the nobility, Crown and the people. Therefore, 

the nobility's dominance of the Castilian society would inevitably and eventually result in 

religious fanaticism and ethnic persecution of the Jews and later on the conversos. This was the 

case because Jews, but especially conversos, represented a dangerously mobile social factor in an 

ossified aristocratic society. 

Social mobility and especially the attainment of noble titles was a threat to the existing 

social order. In short, social mobility and especially the social mobility of conversos, 

delegitimised the basis of aristocratic privileges. In addition, the political instability of both 

realms was related to the recurrent wars between Castile and Aragon and to the political 

struggles for supremacy within the Castilian and Aragonese Crowns (Vives, 1967:68-75). 



Unrivalled aristocratic dominance coupled with the social mobility of conversos and a weak 

monarchy were factors that facilitated the appearance of ethnic violence. 

Therefore, the pogroms of 1391, as well as the institution of the Inquisition and the 

expulsion of the Jews should be seen as an integral part of the political conflicts among factions 

of nobles and between the nobility, the Crown and the people. Economic tensions between 

peasants and lords, artisans and patricians, in both Castile and Aragon, were a constant factor 

which shaped, with its tremendous social weight, the political evolution of the peninsula. 

However, social and economic tensions, in and of themselves, rarely became articulated or 

emerged as the dominating causes for either one of the inter-ethnic violent events that unfolded 

in 15th century Spain. 

The "people" in 15th century Spain had almost no voice of their own. The "people's" 

interests were "represented" by the monarchy, the nobility, or the Church. The almost exclusive 

role of the "people," beside supplying the labour force for the running the economy and the foot 

soldiers for conducting the ceaseless wars, was to appear in crisis as a mob or as a jeering 

multitude in religious processions and public executions. 

F. The Political setting of the 1391 Pogrom in Spain 

In 1369, Pedro (Peter) the Cruel, King of Castile was murdered by his bastard half- 

brother, Enrique (Henry) 11 of Trastamara, who then claimed the Castilian crown for himself. 

Enrique 11 was supported by many Castilian nobles who had objected to Pedro's the Cruel plans 

for economic recovery in Andalusia. Economic recuperation depended on curbing nobles' 

political and economic power through state intervention in the economy. Pedro's plans were 

assisted and supported by urbanite Jews, Genoese merchants and the cities' nascent bourgeoisie 



class. Such a political alliance caused some to rumour that Pedro I was in fact a son of a Jew. 

However, it seems that his wider policy "...which encouraged the trading and maritime 

bourgeoisie against the landed gentry" was the real cause for his policies and which eventually 

led to his death (Wolff, 1971 5). 

During the war between the two contenders to the Castilian Crown, both Jews and 

merchants were targeted by Enrique 11. With Pedro's murder the recovery plans came to a halt 

and many assumed that the persecution of the Jews would continue unhindered. Though the new 

king made good on his commitments to the nobles who supported him, he did, however, change 

his policies in regard to the Jews. 

In exchange for their support, the nobles received a royal guarantee for their privileges in 

addition to land grants. Furthermore, and maybe most importantly, the king assured the 

dominance of the Mesta in Castile. This was a direct concession to nobility's economic interests. 

During the civil war the peasantry's economic situation, especially in relation to grain 

production, deteriorated precipitously. The peasantry's interests were the least attended to, since 

they were the weakest factor in the constellation of power under the kings fiom the Trastamara 

House. 

Enrique's I1 hostile policy toward the Jews changed however, with his assumption to 

power. As the king of Castile, he now would not slaughter the hen that had laid golden eggs for 

all previous kings before him. Jews were one of the monarchy's reliable source of income - an 

income derived fiom the taxes they paid. In addition, the Jews provided the Crown with a loyal 

and efficient quasi-bureaucratic personnel for tax collection and administrating financial matters. 

However, Enrique's maintenance of the nobles' privileges coupled with his protection of 

the Jews, left his lower urban dwellers and peasants supporters, disappointed and bitter. Not only 



they were not rescued fiom nobles' dominance, but their tax burden was renewed. Enrique I1 died 

in 1379 and was succeeded by Juan I (1 3 79- 1390) as the king of Castile. 

Hence fiom the early 1370s onward, the re-institution of the Jews as tax-collectors and 

the reinstatements of law and order also meant the reinstatement of peasants and artisans' 

payments of taxes and debts. This about-face reversal in the course of the King's policy raised 

the level of bitterness among peasantry and lower class artisans to a new pitch. Their chief 

spokesman, in the early 13 8Os, was a Castilian priest by the name of Ferran Martinez. 

I. The 1391 Pogrom 

Ferran Martinez was a priest of humble origins, poor learning and mediocre achievement 

in the Church hierarchy of Ecija and Seville, and a person who had an virulent hatred for Jews 

(Netanyahu, 1995: 129). During the next 30 years, Martinez' hate-propaganda and relentless 

agitation against the Jews in churches and synagogues (he had a permission to preach in 

synagogues) inflamed the whole Iberian peninsula in religious hatred2. In 1391, it caused the 

murder of thousands of Jews in both Castile and Aragon, the looting of their houses and their 

businesses and the forced conversion probably of hundred of thousands of Jews to Christianity 

(Baer [vo1.2], 196 1:95-110). Thus, the origins of the conversos group as a mass social 

phenomenon, were rooted in the massacres of 1391. 

Estimates concerning the number of the Jews who converted vary between 100,000 

(Vives, l967:77) to 400,000 for the whole period of 1391-141 8 (Netanyahu, 1995: 1097-1 102). 

Netanyahu supplies fblly documented evidence which covers Jewish and Christian sources. It is 

convincing evidence that has been corroborated by other scholars. Basing his statistics, as many 

researchers also have (see Wolff, 19715-6), on the number of Jews expelled in 1492, Netanyahu 



argues that the expelled constituted probably as much as a quarter of the Jewish population at the 

end of the 13th century, i.e. before the 1391 pogroms. There is a general agreement among 

historians of 15th century Spain that between 100,000 to 150,000 Jews had to leave the kingdom 

of Castile. Most of them crossed the border to Portugal. There were some 60,000 Jews in the 

kingdom of Aragon at the end of the 14th century. About 30,000 Jews were expelled fiom the 

levantine kingdom. Hence some 150,000 or 200,000 Jews were expelled in 1492. It means that at 

the end of the 14th century there were some 800,000 or even a one million Jews in the Iberian 

peninsula (Netanyah, 1995: 1098). 

Ferran Martinez's success in initiating the massacres and the large conversion wave was 

due to the weak monarchy, to a chain of minor kings and to the rapid succession of kings in 

Castile. As well, the regents who were placed in the kings' place were indecisive, and in most 

cases, inefficient rulers. Being nobles themselves, the krtherance of the monarchy's power was 

not in their self-interest or even within their capabilities. 

A short description of the Castilian succession of kings £?om the late 14th century to 

Isabella's rule clarifies these assertions. Enrique 11 ruled 10 years &om 1 3 69- 1379; Juan 1's rule 

lasted 1 1 years fiom 1379 to 1390. Enrique III, the next king, was 12 years old when he became 

the king of Castile. The massacre of 1391 occurred during the first year of his reign while Castile 

was being governed by regents. He died in 1406 after 16 years at the throne; he left the kingdom 

to his minor son, Juan 11. From 1406 until 1419, Castile was co-ruled by two regents: Fernandao 

de Antequera (until 14 12) and the king's mother Catalina (who died in 14 18). Juan 11 remained 

on the Castilian throne for 3 5 years (14 19-1454). Enrique N ruled fiom 1454 till 1474 defending 

his rule against his rebellious son, Alfonso, up till 1468. A weak Castilian monarchy meant a 



strong and rich nobility, independent cities, bitter peasantry and a constant danger of both civil 

war and mob harassment of the Jewish Castilian minority. 

In accounting for the pogrom of 1391, Philippe Wolg a French social historian, 

questions whether this pogrom was related to a general social crisis in the Iberian peninsula or 

whether it was mainly an anti-Semitic upheaval. He recommends that we should not It... allow 

ourselves to be hypnotized by this aspect [the anti-Semitic] of the affair" and suggests that the 

succession of revolts should be treated as [social] revolts. This might provide the social historian 

with "some definite clues to the soiution of the problem" he claims (Wolff, 1971:4). 

Wolff suggests that at least in Catalonia the massacre of the Jews, was related to a state of 

social crisis. As evidence for this, he points to the intervention of Pedro IV (the Ceremonious) of 

Aragon in the struggle between the artisans and the municipal councillors of Barcelona (the biga 

and busca conflict). The king initiated a reform of the city's constitution in which the city 

population was divided into three categories: distinguished citizens ( c i u t u ~ s  honrats), 

merchants and artisans. By the king's decree, an equal representation of these groups, was to sit 

in the parliament and the city council. This reform was a clear victory for the artisans and 

merchants over the patricians, and was thus inevitably resented by both the patricians and the 

nobles. However, in January 5, 1387 Pedro IV died and his son Juan (John) I of Aragon "quickly 

abandoned the proposals for reform" (ibid, 5). 

In Castile, the war between Pedro I (the Cruel) of Castile and his half brother Enrique 11 

of the House of Trastamara, provided the background for the 1391 massacre. Pedro supported 

and defended the Jews; Enrique's main allies were the nobles. As Arnerico Castro, the Spanish 

historian states "...it is likely that the slaughter of Jews in 1391 was a remote and indirect sequel 

of the war between the two brothersU(quoted fiom ibid, 7). 



On 6 June 1391, disturbances began in Seville. The Castilian king, Enrique III, was a 

minor, and as a result, the ability of the crown to control the realm was limited. Ferran Martinez, 

the archdeacon of Ecija (north east of Seville) could, therefore ferment hatred without any fear of 

monarchical intervention. 

Wolff argues that only in the kingdom of Aragon and in two cities, Barcelona and Palma 

de Mallorca, did the pillage of the Jewish a h a  or Call spill over to pillage and attack on the 

property of certain Christians (ibid, 10). Only in Barcelona, where the terror reigned for four 

days, did social problems surface and dominate the upheaval. "There were demands for tax 

relief: particularly for the lightening of the burden of indirect taxes, since popular opinion 

considered that direct taxation, proportional to wealth, was fairer. " And he continues, that " . ..it 

would seem that in Catalonia alone the movement went beyond one of blind anti-Semitism and 

focused consciously on social problems" (ibid, 16). 

These historical facts, on which Wolff bases his analysis, led him to make the distinction 

between social crisis and anti-Semitic upheaval . Hence, in Castile, the pogroms were motivated 

by "blind" anti-Semitism, fanned by religious agitators and supported by the lower class people. 

Whereas in Aragon, especially in Barcelona, anti-Semitism was oniy the trigger. Social crisis and 

conflict between servile peasants (remensas) and their lords, and artisans in conflict with 

patricians in the cities, were the main factors behind the pogroms in Catalonia. 

However, Wolff s distinction between civil crisis and anti-Semitic upheaval does not shed 

much light on the question at hand. Though he associates political and economic crisis with the 

eruption of the pogrom, he does not explain its integrated and semi-organized nature. After all, 

Jews were attacked all over the peninsula and he did himself label the pogroms "a popular 



movement." A movement means that there had to be an organizational network, an ideology if 

not a clearly defined leadership, and some durability. 

Furthermore, tax farming and religious fanaticism cannot provide a universal answer to 

the question of why the Jews were targeted in both realms at that time and so instantaneously. 

The logic of "social crisis" should have led us to believe that, at least in Barcelona, patricians and 

nobles should have been the main targets, not the Jews. 

Furthermore, the distinction between "social crisis" and "blind anti-Semitismn is 

theoretically unwarranted. Could it be that the social crisis manifested itself as "blind anti- 

Semitism?" Or, alternatively, that anti-Semitism was an expression of the social crisis? Law 

breaking, looting and massacre against an ethnic minority is still breaking the law. In Spain, it 

was defined as a serious infringement of law and order. Targeting the Jews might have been a 

feasible option because other options were blocked or because the Jews represented for the 

attackers some of the interests they wanted to attack. Hence Wolff s incisive article leaves the 

main point unanswered: why were the Jews attacked in such an orchestrated campaign all over 

the peninsula? 

The Jews were attacked because they were an essential component in the process of the 

state's assertion of authority. The monarchs used the Jews as their main tool to collect taxes in 

order to build their political power against the nobility and the cities. This process was strongly 

resisted in both realms by the existing power constellations. In Castile, it was mainly the nobles 

and their organized infrastructure of military orders who rebelled; in Aragon, it was the nobles 

and the cities patricians who resisted. 

The opponents of the Jews clamoured not only for tax reliefl but also demanded that Jews 

barred fiom hlfilling specific roles of authority over Christians. To that end, religious traditions, 



Papal bulls and royal decrees were constantly used. The bottom line demand was that the social 

status of all Jews must be lower than the social status of all Christians. The opponents of the 

Jews demanded that they either convert to Christianity or that a ranked society of two or maybe 

three castes should be established. The most adamant demand was that Jews be excluded fiom 

serving as state bureaucrats, officials and tax farmers. 

The kings knew that reduction of Jews to "nothingness" would mean an economic and 

political loss. In fact, any harassment of Jews was a curtailment of the crown's power. The 

struggle was between rival forces for political dominance, and the Jews were pawns in this 

power struggle. Monarchs, nobles and patricians were struggling over the dominance of Spain. 

The Jews were the monarchy's property who paid taxes and who were completely 

depended on the monarchy for their livelihood, status and indeed survival. The Spanish 

monarchs put Jews into use in the same manner they used other resources they had. That usage 

consisted of treating the Jews as a quasi-official force of tax-farmers and money lenders. 

However, Jews were also used for the same purposes by nobles, the church and the cities. h the 

service of the king, they contributed to state power and that was against the interests of the other 

political forces. Hence, many Jews were, in fact, a camouflaged bureaucracy in addition to their 

role as a living bank community. Both roles, if used by the monarchy, threatened the nobles, the 

church and the patricians because any incremental increase in royal power meant a decrease in 

power of the other factions. Therefore, during the 14th century the Jews were an asset, not a 

liability for the monarchy. 

The nobility and the urban oligarchy controlled the lower classes o f  peasants and urban 

artisans and these groups could be easily incited by using religious formulas. Religious 

antagonism was repeatedly fanned in order to defend the vested interests of the agrarian and 



aristocratic ruling class in the countryside and the urban oligarchies in the cities. In short, the 

Castilian nobility and urban patricians were not attacked, because there was no power in Spain 

that could match theirs. And the Jews were attacked because they served the interests of the 

monarchy. 

The 1391 pogrom achieved its aims. Many Jews were killed and many more became 

Christians. The quasi state-bureaucracy was crippled and the nobility had no serious rival force. 

However, the mass conversion of Jews to Christianity opened new options for the converts and 

for the monarchy. The political history of the persecution of the conversos is the social history of 

the manipulations of these options by all sides including the conversos themselves. The Jews 

who converted to Christianity, whether nominally or sincerely, were transformed into a social 

group with resources, abiIities and the formal liberty to practice politics. With the assumption of 

power of Juan Il in 1419, these new options were exploited to their utmost by both the conversos 

and the king's chief minister: Alvaro de Luna. 

G. Mvaro de Luna 

The process that the Spanish historian Henry Kamen called the "Pacification of Spain" 

involved the establishment of state's authority over nobles, cities and church in Castile (Kamen, 

1983 : 15-32}. This was a continuous process. Its 15th century phase began, however, with the 

death of Enrique (Henry) lTl[I in 1406. The Iate king had left the kingdom with a minor heir 

apparent, Juan 11, who was two years old at the death of his father. Two regents ruled the country 

in his name: Ferdinand of Antequera, the king's uncle, and Catalina, the king's mother. In 1412, 

Ferdinand of Antequera was enthroned to the Aragonese Crown; however, his sons (the Infantes 

Don Enrique and Juan I of the Antequera House) remained in Castile and became a major threat 



to the young king Juan 11. Catalina died in 1418. Until Juan 11 became the king in 1419, Don 

Sancho de Rojas, Archbishop of Toledo, was in charge of the Castilian government. Juan I1 ruled 

until 1454. 

The distinguished American historian, William Hickling Prescott (1 883) characterized 

Juan (John) 11 reign as "...one of the longest and the most disastrous in the Castilian annals" 

(1883: 104). It seems that Prescott identifies the calamitous years of Juan (John) I1 reign with 

Alvaro de Luna's dominance, since as Prescott argues, the king was nothing but a rubber stamp 

to the constable's, Alvaro de Luna, policies. 

At the age of 14, when Juan (John) I1 assumed power, he was already under the 

influence of this vigourous page: Alvaro de Luna (Netanyahu, 1 WS:2 18-22 1). His 35 years of 

rule (1419-1454) can be characterized as the four decades in which Alvaro de Luna's cast his 

shadow over Castile. His central role precipitated a civil war of the Castilian nobles and 

Fernando de Antequera's sons against the monarchy and solidified the monarchy's rule. Over 

time, Alvaro de Luna became one of the richest nobles of Castile; he also gained political power 

through his usurpation of posts and titles, such as the grand Master of Santiago (a military order) 

and the constable of Castile. In fact he controlled the kingdom of Castile as the chief minister of 

the kingdom. 

During these years the monarchy's authority was strengthened. But these were also the 

years in which a fierce civil war engulfed the kingdom. When Ferdinand and Isabella appeared 

on the political scene of Castile in the early 1470s, the country was yearning for a ruler who 

would bring peace. From this vantage point, the eventual pacification of the nobles by the 

Catholic monarchs was set into motion by Alvaro de Luna during the rule of Juan (John) II. 



Benjamin Keen argues in his "Editor Preface" to Mariejol's book 7he Spain of Ferdinand 

and IsabelZu, that Prescott's "romantic bent" (1 96 1 : ix) blocked him fiom elaborating and 

detailing Alvaro de Luna's policies. This omission is especially glaring in relations to the social, 

economic and political causes that led to the constable's ruin and execution in 1453. Personal 

idiosyncracies of the favorite (constable) and conflicts with the king's second wife, Princess 

Isabella of Portugal, were identified by Prescott, as the main causes for Alvaro de Luna's 

downfall (1883: 124-7). 

Ifwe accept Prescott's conclusion to the effect that Alvaro de Luna was "...a man who for 

more than thirty years controlled the counsels of the sovereign, or, to speak more properly, was 

himself the sovereign, of Castile" (ibid, 126), it seems appropriate to pay due attention to Alvaro 

de Luna policies during the long years of his rule. 

Benzion Netanyahu (1995) a historian of 15th century Spain, is in fir11 agreement with 

Prescott's conclusion. About Juan I1 rule Netanyahu says that: "Thus opened the period of Juan 

II, which might more aptly be called the age of Alvaro de Luna, the king's chief minister and 

ruler of the kingdom for almost the whole of the that long reign (1 4 19-1454)'' (1 9M:Z 17). 

Netanyahu ties the remarkable ascendance of Alvaro de Luna and his success in increasing the 

state's power to his ability to create out of the conversos, and to a lesser degree, fiom the Jewish 

communities, the backbone of a loyal royal (state) bureaucracy (ibid, 2 17- 18, 23 8-9). As 

Netanyahu says, the conversos had in Alvaro de Luna's eyes "...all the assets of the Jews without 

any of their liabilities" (ibid, 239). Hence, the policies of the Castilian constable during the reign 

of Jusul 11 should be considered in relation to the assertion of state authority, to the creation of the 

Inquisitions in 1479, and the expulsion of the Jews in 1492. 



Netanyahu's main argument, in his 1995 book, The Origins of the Inquisition in FzJteenth 

Century Spain, is that the persecution of the conversos by the Inquisition and the expulsion of the 

Jews were tied to the emergence of the state as a centre of power in Castile. Ethnic relations 

were, therefore, at the heart of 15th century Spanish state politics. The centrdity of ethnic 

relations in the social politics of Castile was nowhere more apparent than in the history of the 

Toledan conflict and the rebellions against the monarchy and Alvaro de Luna's rule. The racial 

laws against the conversos, which were promulgated by the city of Toledo rebel authorities, were 

one of the measures used to curtail Alvaro de Luna's power, and to cripple state's authority. 

1. Spanish cities: semi-independent republics 

The Castilian municipalities were as Netanyahu calls them "semi-independent republics" 

(1995:74). During the early middle ages cities governed themselves through a public assembly of 

the fiee propertied citizens, (Kamen, l983:B) and in many cases organized a police force that 

guarded the city, its surrounding countryside and dispensed justice. Big cities had a rural area 

adjunct to the city which was referred to as "a community ( c o m u n i ~  of town and territory" 

(ibid). These "police" forces were called Hermcwtdirdes or brotherhoods. It was their 

responsibility to suppress brigandage and safeguard the roads to the city and its countryside. 

In the 13th and 14th centuries, many of these cities were independent communities who 

delegated powers to city patricians as magistrates (regidores) and municipal officers. These 

officials exercised jurisdiction as judges (alcaldes) over the population within and outside the 

city's walls. The cities' patrician oligarchy had a noble status, (caballeros) thus, they fiercely 

resisted any attempts by the aristocracy or the crown to encroach on their municipal turf. On the 

other hand, the cities were active and assertive in their efforts to have their delegations in the 



Castilian Cortes and in the Royal council. Cities representation in the national and royal bodies 

meant that the social and economic power of the cities as a corporate social force was recognized 

on a "national" level. It was yet another sphere of political struggle between the monarchy, 

nobles and cities. 

To block the entrance of cities' representatives to these bodies, Alvaro de Luna, employed 

conversos (and to some extent Jews). This main policy of de Luna's fbelled the competition and 

conflict between the cities' patricians and the conversos (and Jewish) urban communities 

(Netanyahu, 1995243-247). 

Recognizing the political and economic importance of these cities, the Crown, already in 

the 14th century and more vigorously in the 15th century, attempted to appoint its own people to 

the posts of regidores and alcaldes. The Crown's appointees were called C o ~ e ~ d m s .  In most 

cases, the appointees were nobles who manifested loyalty to the current monarch. City 

appointment were both lucrative and bestowed power to the noble. 

Though the Corregidores "...gave the crown a voice in local affairs ...[ it] in no way 

implied a policy of centralisation" (Kamen, 1983:26). Despite the fact that these officials were 

crown appointees, they still were local officials whose salaries were paid by the city. As a result, 

many officials were tom by dual loyalties. Crown encroachment was resented by the cities and 

was a ongoing bone of fierce contention. Paying the Corregidores salaries "...while having little 

control over their terms of appointment" caused constant fi-iction between the monarchy and the 

cities (ibid, 26). This conflict was even harsher when such state-nominated officials were 

conversos or the so called "New Christians." The appointment of conversos to such positions 

was the clear policy of Alvaro de Luna from the 1420s onward. 



Not only did conversos have positions of authority over the so-called "Old Christians" - 

an authority that they faithfully and efficiently filfilled as state bureaucrats - they also ascended 

into the nobles rank as hialaigos or caballeros. Both aspects of the conversos social mobility were 

resented. Their efficient faitffihess to the crown and their social ascendancy was transforming 

them into a hated group. In the Castilian cities, the conversos acted as the loyal representatives of 

the crown's authority in local affairs; their salaries were paid by the city, and many climbed into 

the ranks of nobility (Netanyahu, 1995:248). 

In the rigidified society of aristocratic Castile, such social mobility, was anathema, not 

only to nobles and patricians, but also to artisans and peasants. Nobles and patricians resented 

the fact that they were no longer receiving a preferential treatment. However, the nobles had the 

security of their estates and fortresses, along with armies and vassals to protect and support them. 

In contrast, the cities' patricians, having no secure base, grew increasingly alarmed and resent fir1 

of the conversos, as did the peasants and artisans for their own reasons. 

Peasants and artisans resented the efficiency of tax collection and the fact that the 

despised persons of yesterday - the Jews, had become the powefil state officials of the present: 

the conversos. Therefore the royal-state's bureaucracy was abhorred for its economical finction, 

for its political power and for the social mobility it represented. Many conversos, and to some 

extent the Jews, as the case of Toledo and other cities during the second half of the 15th century 

clearly show, fhctioned as state and cities' officials. 

The rebellion of the city of Toledo, which took place in 1449, was part of the ongoing 

struggle between cities and the Crown (Netanyahu, 1995:250). The monarchical encroachment 

upon the cities pushed the cities' oligarchies further into the hands of the nobles. The cities' 

patrician clearly understood that they alone would not have enough power to overwhelm the 



monarchy. They sought an alliance with the rural nobility. However, the nobles' interests, 

because of their economic and military independence, differed fiom patricians' and artisans' 

interests in the cities. 

Hence the Toledo rebellion provides an in-depth look into the political economy of the 

Castilian kingdom and into the fierce struggle and competition over status. In addition, the 

Toledo's rebellion and the racial laws it instituted set a precedent in terms of the inter-ethnic 

relations between Christians, Christianized Jews and Jews. These racial laws put one of the 

fbndamental claims of Christianity to a severe test: whether or not its claim for universal grace 

was applicable also to Jews who wished to become Christians. 

2. The Toledo rebellion and the emergence of the racial argument 

Judged by the attitude of its Christian population, the history of Toledo fiom its 
reconquest onward was largely a history of pride and prejudice (Netanyahu, 
1995296) 

In the battle of Olmedo, (1444) King's Juan 11 forces led by Alvaro de Luna smashed a 

coalition of rebellious nobles who had joined hands with Don Enrique d e  Antequera. Pero Lopez 

de Ayala, a powerful noble and the Master of the city of Toledo, did not march with his king 

against the rebellious nobles. As a result his position as a noble and as the master of Toledo 

became precarious in King's Juan I1 circles. To protect himself, Pero Lopez de Ayala swore 

allegiance to the Prince apparent Enrique N, Juan's II. son, who was contesting his father rule. 

Though the king deposed Ayala fiom his rule of Toledo in 1446 nominating Pero Sarmiento in 

his stead, de Ayala was able to muster the help of the heir apparent in order to try to secure back 



his lucrative dominion of Toledo. Toledo, one of the most important cities in Castile, became a 

arena in which the nobles and the monarchy struggled for power. 

The struggle over Toledo involved a conflict between two nobles, Pero Lopez de Ayala 

and Pero Sarmiento. The latter being a loyal noble to the King Juan II was granted the post of the 

ruler of Toledo in May 1446. However, since Pero Lopez de Ayala had a connection with the 

Prince apparent Enrique IV, King Juan II had to pardon the rebellious noble. By the end of 1448, 

the king ordered AyaIa back to his previous post in the city of Toledo. However, the 

reinstatement of Pero Lopez de Ayala would have meant the deposition of Pero Sarmiento fiom 

his official roles as the noble in charge of Toledo for the last two and a half years. Sarmiento 

refised to abandon the post of the Master of Toledo. 

By now the kingdom of Castile led by Juan I1 and ruled by Alvaro de Luna was being 

attacked on several fronts. Rebellious nobles mutinied against the king and his Constable in the 

northeastern region close to the borders with Navarre; the nobles in the southeastern temtory of 

Murcia also rebelled and, in addition, there were raids of Moslems forces fiom Granada on the 

southern regions of Andalusia. 

Sarmiento defied the king's decree. He refbsed the king's order, probably assuming that 

the ability of the king to depose him, under such adverse circumstances, was limited. By January 

1449, the noble political leadership of the city of Toledo was in open rebellion against the 

Castilian king Juan ZI and his chief minister Alvaro de Luna. 

Nevertheless, the city patrician oligarchy and the artisan and merchant class of Toledo 

were not privy to these political schemes. The city's oligarchy and people, though resenffil 

because of the state's encroachments and economic demands, only became part of the rebellion 

as a consequence of Alvaro de Luna's demand on the city for a huge loan (a new tax) and the 



appearance of a social, anti-conversos agitator by the name of Marcos Garcia de Mora (or 

Mazarambroz or in his [derogative] nickname: Marquillos). 

Garcia was probably a native of Toledo £tom a low social background who was able to 

acquire the respectable position of bachelor-of-law. His hatred of conversos may have been a 

heritage fiom his peasant background or fiom conflicts and competitions he  had with conversos 

lawyers. In any case, Marcos Garcia joined with Pero Sarmiento to fan social and religious 

agitation against the conversos local community of Toledo. The comun of Toledo (namely, the 

labourers, the artisans, and also some parts of the Iower middle class) were easily susceptible and 

mobilized. 

Hence, political noble machinations and rebelliousness, economic pressures exerted by 

the state, local conflicts between conversos and patricians coalesced with popular resentment 

against the new imposed tax, to produce the social mood which enabled the noble Pero 

Sarmiento to lead Toledo into the political rebellious adventure against its king and constable. 

This was easy enough since a converso, Alonso Cota, was in charge of collecting the tom 

imposed on the city by Alvaro de Luna. On Monday January 27, 1449 with the sacking of 

conversos houses, the rebellion of Toledo began. 

A reign of terror descended on the Toledan converso community and in the next three 

months many "New Christians" were persecuted and executed. Pero Sarmiento became the 

absolute tyrant of Toledo. "From mere commander of the Toledan alcazar [a fort in Toledo] he 

[Sarmiento] became master of Toledo" (Netanyahu, 1995 :298-3 13). 

The leaders of the rebeIlious city were P ero Sarmiento, a noble, and Marcos Garcia, a 

commoner. However, their political aims were not coterminous. Garcia's major drive was to 

destroy the conversos; Sarrniento's goal was to destroy Alvaro de Luna. For the time being, 



however, they were united, despite their divergent desires and motives. The link to the "people" 

was supplied by Marcos Garcia, whereas the links to the nobility and the high politics of Castile 

were firnished by the noble Pero Sarmiento. 

To accommodate these divergent motives, goals and connections mutual concessions 

were struck between these two men. What cemented their divergent goals was the harassment 

and persecution of the Toledan conversos community. Both sides were in full agreement that the 

"New Christians" were Alvaro de Lunals strongest support in Toledo and therefore, the 

supporters of the royal power against which they rebelled. The conversos, so their detractors 

assumed, were the enemies of the new city regime. However, no such concrete alliance between 

the Toledan conversos and the Constable or the king could be proved. 

But even if such support and connections between conversos and the royal power could 

have been found, that still was not a charge on which the whole community of the "New 

Christians" could be accused. It seems, as Netanyahu suggests, that a shift fiom political to 

religious accusations took place during this period. It was most likely initiated by Marcos Garcia 

and his clerical fiends, the most important among them was Pero Lope Galvez, the vicar of the 

cathedral church of Toledo and the head of the church's judicial system at the time (Netanyahu, 

l995:3 18). 

Religious accusation were an appropriate tool for political persecution since there was no 

need to substantiate the claim that there was a link to an outside power. The entire community 

could be accused and the most important advantage was the acceptability of such a charge to the 

Toledan population. A commission of inquiry was formed to investigate the charges of religious 

laxity against the conversos. After being tortured by this tribunal, many conversos "confessed" to 

having committed religious crimes. By instantly transforming the conversos into a community of 



secret Jews, heretics and traitors - who presented a grave danger not only to the city of Toledo 

and Spain but also to the whole Christian world - the inquiry commission enabled the Toledan 

rebels to confiscate the conversos assets and to sentence to death scores of Judaizers and heretics. 

The inauguration of the Inquisition and the sight of heretics' burning in Castilian cities' plaza 

began in Toledo in the early months of 1449. 

Juan 11, however, did not forfeit Toledo as a royal asset. By May he lay siege to the city. 

Sarmiento, being aware of such a development signed a political agreement with Enrique IV the 

Prince apparent. The Prince advanced toward the town with a larger army than his father could 

assemble. The royal siege over Toledo was removed, and Enrique N became the city patron and 

Master. Sarmiento lost his political independence but received in exchange an impunity for his 

crimes against the conversos community. As well the Prince legitimized his hold of the 

economic assets he had confiscated fiom the murdered conversos. 

Before surrendering the city, however, Sarmiento and his rebellious allies formulated a 

unique city law. They hoped that the law would hrnish them legal protection against any future 

judicial charges that might be levelled against them. They clearly understood that when "law and 

order" would be instituted their crimes would be revealed, and they would have to stand for a 

trial. 

The law they formulated was the Sentencia-Estatuto. The law was supposed to be a 

Toledan Iaw, based on the city's history as an independent sovereignty which formalizes and 

regularizes the city's relations with its Jewish and converso communities. They did not consider 

the converso community as part of the city's Christian community. The law had two parts: an 

"~pinion'~ (or "judgment") concerning the conversos' social and religious conduct, and the legal 



limitations that should be imposed on the conversos on the basis of that "opinion" (Netanyahu, 

1995:324). 

With his entrance to the city, the new patron and master, the Prince apparent Enrique IV, 

did not change the law. Soon Toledo's example was followed by other cities in Castile. Violent 

disturbances accompanied by persecution of conversos broke out on July 7, 1449 in Ciudad Real. 

Some conversos were kiIled, others had their property damaged and confiscated and many were 

forced to leave their official positions in the municipal government. These events alarmed the 

Castilian converso community as they regarded them as a portent of impending disaster. 

Thus, the destruction of the Toledan regime, together with the annulment of the 
Sentencia-Estatuto, became the conversos' most urgent aim. To achieve this aim, 
they mobilized their best forces, all their connections in the government and the 
Church and all their influence at home and abroad (Netanyahu, 1995 :3 3 1). 

Conversos leaders and clergymen sent letters to the king, Juan II, and to the Pope, 

Nicholas V. In their letters and memorandums, the conversos requested that pronouncements be 

issued denouncing the rebels and the Toledo statute as anathema to Christianity. They claimed 

that the Sentencia-Estatuto was an anti-royal as well as anti-Christian law. The Pope responded, 

but very slowly. On September 24, 1449 the Pope finally signed bulls against the rebels and 

against the anti-conversos campaign. He excommunicated the rebels and their allies, ordering 

that they be seized and kept imprisoned until the time the King and those who had suffered 

would be compensated (ibid, 337). 

The Pope's denunciation of the conversos' attackers and the limitations and re-segregation 

that they wished to impose on conversos, sheds light on significant aspects of the Toledan 

events. The focus of the Pope's response was the interaction between "Old" and "New" 

Christians in Catholic Spain. Calling the attackers "sowers of weeds", the Pope situated the 



Toledan conflict within a historical perspective by alluding to the attack by gentile converts on 

Jewish Christian in the days of St. Paul. Such an attack is no less than an attack on the 

foundation of Christianity he claimed. He also rejected the attackers' demand that admission to 

honours, dignities, and offices to the new converts be denied on the basis of their origins. 

Though it was, in its general tone, a "pro-converses" bull, still it proceeded cautiously in regards 

to the popular sentiment clearly expressed by these events. The Pope reiterated that the canon 

law was unequivocal in regards to Jewish converts; it embraced them wholeheartedly to the 

Church. The Pope said: 

Under pain of excommunication we order each and every Christian of whatever 
station, rank or condition, both ecclesiastic and civil, to admit each and all of 
those who were converted, and those who will be converted in the future, either 
fiom gentilhood or &om Judaism, or fiom any other sect as well as the 
descendants of these converts, both lay and clerical, who live as Catholics and 
good Christians, to all the dignities, honours, offices, notraryships, the bearing of 
witness and all the other things to which are usually admitted all other Christians 
who are older in the faith (ibid, 338, see also Netanyahu's discussion of the 
Imtruction of the Relator Feman Diaz to the Bishop of Cuenca, Don Lope de 
Barrientos on p. 3 92-94). 

However, beyond their religious importance the Toledan upheavals and the responses and 

reaction they initiated touched upon findamental aspects of 15th century Catholic Spain. 

Generally, the Toledo rebellion highlighted the intricate relationship between social mobility and 

status competition, state formation and national feeling, and between ethnicity and religion as the 

basis for social inclusion in 15th century Spain. 

Notwithstanding, the repercussions of the Toledo rebellion were far reaching. These 

repercussions defined the social parameters by which politics would develop in the years to 

come. It laid the foundation for and shaped the politics of an exclusionary social movement that 

saw itself as the quintessential representation of the "voice" of the Spanish people. During the 



Toledan rebellion this movement developed its ideological arguments, its organization methods 

and the form of leadership cadres by which it would deal with the conversos problem. The racial 

argument as a basis of exclusion of Jewish converts to Christianity was its ideology; the 

Inquisition and public execution were such methods which represented the depth of the 

ideological chasm that developed between "Old" and "New" Christians in Spain. The Toledo 

rebellion also presented the Spanish Catholic Church and through it, Catholic Christianity in 

general, the religious, moral and social challenge of incorporating Jewish converts to 

Christendom. 

According to Benzion Netanyahu, these aspects received their explicit expression in three 

documents which were produced by the Toledan rebels. These were the petition submitted by the 

rebels to Juan 11 on May 2, 1449; the law against the conversos (Sentencia-Estatuto) issued by 

the city of Toledo on June 5, 1449; and the Memorial written by Marcos Garcia as a rebuff 

against conversos' defenders (ibid, 35 1). 

The petition was the political manifesto of the rebels. Though addressed to the King of 

Castile, it pronounced the rebel's political credo. According to it, the evils afflicting the Castilian 

people stemmed fkom two sources: Alvaro de Luna and the converso officialdom (ibid, 353). 

Worse even than Alvaro's greed and insatiable lust for power, the rebels argued in their petition, 

was his employment of "infidels and heretics, enemies of our sacred faith, our king, our persons 

and our estates" (ibid, 355) for his sinister schemes. 

The infidels and heretics were "the conversos fiom the lineage of the Jews of your 

dominions" who were using their official posts to commit crimes against the king's subjects. 

Alvaro de h a ' s  crime, they argued, was that he supported such actions for his private purposes 

and avarice. He publicly defended and accepted the conversos and their disastrous actions 



despite the fact that such policies devastated the "Christians who are old in the Catholic faith" 

(ibid, 356). The converses, while pretending to be serving the king and his constable, were 

actually executing their own devilish plans against Christianity and the Spanish people. In other 

words the conversos - who were Christians only in name - were plotting against the Spanish 

people for the purpose of "squeezing the souls and bodies of the Christians" (ibid, 361). 

However, says Netanyahu, no evidence of a conspiracy was ever provided by the Spanish 

petitioners or any other accusers in the long history of the persecution of Jews. For the 

petitioners, the conversos were alIegedly reIated by blood to the Jews. This was the single most 

important factor determining their individual and collective behaviour. In order to save the 

Spanish people, the petitioners continued, it was just not enough to oust Alvaro de Luna, but the 

whole (converso) bureaucracy had to be eliminated, and by doing so the government would be 

restored to the people. In conclusion Netanyhau says that: 

We may, therefore, conclude our analysis as follows: No evidence was presented 
to prove the existence of the "Marrano plot" because no such evidence had been 
discovered; and no such evidence was ever discovered because no such plot had 
ever been conceived (ibid, 362). 

Such allegations were "acceptable" because they stemmed fiom deep-rooted hatred of the 

Jews, says Netanyahu. The conversos were perceived as "secret Jews", despite many behavioral 

indications to the contrary. No other information was acceptable or could refite the "evidence" 

which was "squeezed" out fiom conversos who were tortured by the Toledan inquiry 

commission. To rectifl the situation and to save the Spanish people and Christendom fiom this 

eminent danger, the Sentencia-Estatuto law was decreed - a law that contradicted Christian 

dogma and history, but served the purpose of social exclusion. 



3. The Sentencia-Estatuto: opinion and statute 

The First Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians says: 

For as the body is one, and hath many members, and all the members of that one 
body, being many, are one body: so also is Christ. For by one Spirit are we all 
baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or Gen-tiles, whether we be bond or 
fkee; and have been all made to drink into one Spirit. For the body is not one 
member, but many.. .And if they were all one member, where were the body? But 
now are fhey many members, yet but one body. And the eye cannot say unto the 
hand, I have no need of thee: nor again the head do the feet, I have no need of you 
(Corinthians 12. 12-14, 19-21). 

The major innovation of the Toledan Sentencia-Estatuto law was its implicit claim that 

the Jewish people presented a problem that could not be solved by conversions to Christianity. 

Such an implicit claim had two important ramifications. The first was its implied suggestion that 

measures designed to curtail the equalization of status of Jewish converts to Christianity and 

defensive actions taken against the Jews were one and the same acts. A Jewish convert was a Jew 

regardless of any religious ceremonies or rites hdshe went through. It also implied that the 

religiosity of a Jewish convert to Christianity was always suspect. The second implication 

transformed religion into a matter of blood not of faith. In effect, the racial argument reduced 

culture to nature. 

Hence, limpieza de srmgre [purity of blood] came to overshadow Zimpieza de fe [purity of 

faith] (Yerushalmi, 198 1 : 14). Though there was an outcry against the laws of Toledo by the 

King, by the f ope, and by prominent clergy and statesman New and Old Christians alike, 

socially "...the progress of the statutes was inexorable" (ibid, 15). Hence the religious hatred of 

the Jews of the 14th century Spain became the racial exclusion of the conversos in 15th and 16th 

century. By mid 15th century, there was no longer a royal need of the Jews as a group, since the 



monarchy had its conversos community. Thus, the Jews as a corporate entity could be 

marginalized. 

These two broad implications underpinned the creation of the Inquisition in 1478, and the 

expulsion of the Jews fiom Spain in 1492. The working assumption of the conversost opponents 

was that all converts to Christianity fiom Jewish origins were in fact malicious, secret Jews who 

were conspiring to destroy the Spanish people and Christianity. Since assumed as a given, the 

conversos could therefore never be trusted as Christians. The Toledan sent encia-Estatuto 

implanted a generalized social suspicion in the Spanish soil. As Herman P. Salomon put it, 

Suspicious of each other, suspected by everybody, the Conversos lived in a world 
in which no one could trust anyone, in which a single unpremeditated sentence 
might entail disastrous consequences (From the "Introduction" to Cecil Rothts A 
Histov of the M m m o s  p. x). 

Therefore, the method by which the conversos' opponents wanted to rectify the disastrous 

situation of the Spanish society was through re-segregation and total exclusion of conversos as 

descendants of Jews. They based their argument for a total exclusionary policy of conversos on 

racial reasoning. Their logic was premised on the assumption that Jews could never become 

Christians. This, of course, contradicted the history and the philosophy of the Catholic faith and 

the Church. 

As a result, the Catholic religion became not an article of faith, but instead a biological 

matter transmitted by blood. The Pope and the higher echelons of the Church were aware of the 

disastrous effects of such a conception on Christianity itself. Their ability to fight it, 

nevertheless, was limited since the conversos' social exclusion (and that of the Jews) was rooted 

in concrete social-economic factors and conflicts indirectly related to both the Jews and the 

conversos, and not caused by different religiosity. 



From this point of view, the question of whether and to what extent the conversos were 

"real" Christians - or for this matter the level of their assumed "Jewishness" - was 

inconsequential because the religious argument was a pretext for total exclusion, not the reason 

for it. 

In the Sentencia-Estatuto, the conversos' opponents presented four sets of arguments to 

support their demand for the total exclusion of the conversos. Netanyahu groups these arguments 

under legal, religious, social and racial reasons (ibid, 367-384). 

Basing themselves on a one-sided interpretation of previous canonical and civil laws 

prevalent in Spain and city of Toledo regulation, the authors of the Sentencia argued that both 

the civil law and the canonical laws supported their demand to exclude the conversos. Though 

some of these laws clearly discriminated against Jews, for example the Spanish visigothic code 

of laws of the 7th century and the Fomm Fudicum, the authors' interpretation in each and every 

instance differed significantly &om contemporaneous understanding of these laws. Their 

deviation was especially pronounced in regard to the disabilities they wished to impose on the 

descendants of converted Jews. In all other laws, whether canonical or civil, sincere converts and 

their progeny were protected and fieed &om all Jewish "disabilities" as Christians (ibid, 368). 

The religious reason was based on the suspicions about the religious motives of the 

conversos. As the Sentencia puts it "a very large part of the conversos of this city, descendants of 

the lineage of the Jews who lived in it, [they] are persons who are very suspect [as disbelievers] 

in the Holy Catholic Faitht1 (ibid, 369). The general charges laid against the conversos' religiosity 

centred on the claim that conversos were heretics who remained committed to their "Old 

[Jewish] Law." Specific charges, to which some conversos confessed after being interrogated 

and tortured by the commission of inquiry, were that the conversos offered sacrifices on Monday 



and Thursday, believed in the existence of a God and a Goddess and worshipped idols. These 

beliefs were supposed to be part of the conversos' Jewish religion. On the basis of such 

preposterous accusations many conversos were burned at the stake as heretics in 1449 Toledo. It 

seems as if it was convenient for the authors of the Sentencia to "forget" that the Jews were 

forced into Christianity six decades earlier. However, by now second and third generations of 

forced converts were formally Christians. 

However, historical evidence demonstrates that many of them became completely 

assimilated. After all, their ancestors were Christianized and though they still probably lived in 

proximity to Jews, they had developed a different mentality and sets of social ties and interests. 

But most importantly, Christian society offered them much more than the degraded status of a 

persecuted and despised minority of the Jews could ever offer. In all likelihood, many of the 

second and third generations conversos embraced Christianity with conviction for the social 

opportunities it offered. This was clearly manifested in the social accusations levelled against the 

conversos by the Toledan anti-Marrano political party. 

The social allegations against conversos related to the presumed attitudes that conversos 

held toward Christians and to the manner and motives by which they performed their fUnctions 

as holders of public ofice in Toledo. The authors argued that not only had the conversos 

achieved their public positions (in service of the king and the town) by treachery and deceit, they 

also had exploited these positions for their private interests. Furthermore, their declared intent 

was to destroy the people and the country. This was the essence of the "Marrano plott1 or the 

conversos conspiracy theory raised by the anti-Marrano agitators. The chief aim of the agitation 

was to block the machinations of conversos - blocking meaning total exclusion by the 

elaboration of a racial argument. 



The authors of the Sentencia argued that conversos, being the descendants of Jews, were 

afflicted by the incurable disease of hatred toward Christians. This disease perverted the whole 

Jewish race, its past, present and m r e  generations. The social and religious crimes of the 

conversos and the Jews were inherent in their "organic" and "natural" constitution. All Jews, and 

therefore conversos, suffered fiom this perversity, and consequently, must be treated as outcasts 

from Christian society. Conversos and/or Jews were eternally unsuitable for public office, 

honour or dignity. Hence, the authors argued, "this Sentence ... must be viewed as valid for the 

converts of the past, the present and the fbture" (ibid, 381). Regardless of any action or 

education, Jews and those who are racially "of the Jews" were condemned for ever. The 

Sentencia-Estatuto was based therefore on a racial theory. 

The racial theory was hlly expounded in Marcos Garcia's Memorial; the Memorial was a 

rebuttal to the Pope Bulls and to some pamphlets3 that sought to defend the conversos (ibid, 

486). Whereas the Petition and the Sentencia-Estatotu were documents that had an implicit racial 

theory, the Memorial was explicitly racist. In this document, Marcos Garcia, expressed outright 

his racist, political credo. 

The Memorial was written after the Pope's bulls and the excommunication of the Toledan 

rebels. It was most probably written in November 1449. Garcia's intention was to sent it to the 

King and the Pope. But the Memorial was never sent to its destinations. However, it was 

circulated among the adherents of the anti-Marrano political movement. The Memorial was a 

defiant and a clear expression of the political aspirations of the anti-Marrano social movement. 

The Memorial was then the "voice" of a large segment of the Toledan people and it was 

delivered by a popular agitator; it was the "voice" of the people which had expressed itself 

through a political party and through a serious rebellion against the King and the Pope. 



These facts, in conjunction with the Memorial's ideological arguments, give it its 

historical importance as the epitome of a new racial doctrine. This doctrine would have an 

incalculable influence on Spanish political and social history for the next three centuries (ibid, 

487). However, the Toledo rebellion was soon suppressed. Garcia, the author of the Memorial 

and the ideologue and the foremost agitator of the anti-Marrano political movement of Toledo, 

was executed shortly after Toledo surrendered. 

According to Netanyahu, the Memorial had three main parts. In the first section, Garcia 

presented the case of the Old Christians against Alvaro de Luna and the conversos; in the second 

part, he argued against the Pope and the King claiming that their actions against the rebels were 

both illegal and unjust; and in the third part, he defended his party's actions as a rebuttal to the 

converses's reactions and the Papal Bulls. 

For Garcia, the conversos were the initiators of the troubles that befallen Toledo's people. 

Alvaro de Luna was a puppet of the conversos conspiracy. The real leader of the attack on the 

people of Toledo was a converso, Fernan Diaz de Toledo, the Relator. The Relator was a higher 

official, a secretary, in the king's court. And the Relator was cormpt as much as the other 

conversos because they belong to "abhorred, damned and detested group, species and class of the 

baptized Jews and those who came fiom their lineage" (ibid, 489). The whole converso group 

was cormpt because they were the progeny of an accursed race. This group of people had an 

unyielding criminal nature; there was no crime that this group of people would shun from doing 

in order to achieve its goals. Its declared aim was the destruction of the Christian faith, the 

Spanish kingdoms and the Christian people. The motive for their action was not, according to 

Garcia a religious motive, such as hatred of Christians and Christianity, but rather their innate 

immorality. 



The Jews' immoral disposition anteceded the birth of Christianity. Even the Lord Himself 

declared that they are "a people that always err in their heart" (ibid, 491). As Netanyahu explains, 

Garicia's interpretation was based on a twisted interpretation of Psalms 95: 10. The essence of 

Garcia's theory was that neither the conversos education or religion nor their training was the 

cause of their depravity, instead, the root lay in their nature, mentality and race. They were 

constitutionally evil. Jews should be called, according to Garcia, a "congregation of beasts" (ibid, 

492). Garcia's deduction was therefore straightforward: conversion to Christianity could not do 

the Jews any good (and the conversos were nothing but Jews for Garcia). There was no remedy 

for the Jews, but total extermination. 

Killing and burning conversos in Toledo was therefore justified, and indeed it was only 

the beginning of a lawfid and obligatory pursuit for "real" Christians, who were Old, pure 

blooded Christians. "...CW]hat the Toledans should have done was to kill, hang, and burn all the 

conversos of the city" (ibid, 501-2) and the same should have been applied to all the conversos in 

the whole country. "Thus" concludes Netanyahu, "the race theory of Garcia was inextricably 

bound up with the idea of genocide (ibid, 502). 

The so-called "Old Christians" were of pure blood, because they originated fiom pure 

roots. The so-called "New Christians" emerged fiom an impure and perverted race - i.e. the 

"stock and breed of the Jews." Racial deficiency could not be rectified by religion or by civil 

laws. However, because the Jews and all who were of the Jews were of a perverted race they 

conspired to subject and subjugate the Christians and take whatever they had. Hence, the only 

solution was a final solution of the complete exclusion and death of the whole conversos 

community and the Jews who were their forefathers. Those ideas concerning the theory of the 

Jewish conspiracy, the theory of race and the genocidal solution, constituted rationales for the 



next series of attacks on the conversos and the Jews. The second attack took place in the third 

quarter of the 15th century. The third wave of persecution commenced with the establishment of 

the Inquisition which dealt exclusively with conversos and the expulsion of the Jews (ibid, 5 1 1). 

The rebellion of the city of Toledo and the development of an ideological and political 

campaign against the conversos initiated what Netanyahu calls "The Great Debate" in the 

Spanish society. It involved the issue of status equalization for the conversos in a society in 

which important segments of it rejected them. The ensuing years up till the establishment of the 

Inquisition and indeed the next three centuries were coloured by this "Great Debate. " Howevd-, 

the Toledo rebellion itself ended by mid February 1450. 

Sarmiento left the city at night with the material possessions he had robbed fiom the 

converses. Garcia and other rabble rousers were executed; and the city returned to the possession 

of the King, Juan II, by his son the Prince apparent Enrique IV. The conversos could rebuild their 

lives in Toledo under a new set of social rules which assigned them to a status of second class 

and always suspected citizens. In 1453, Alvaro de Luna had lost his power and was executed by 

Juan 11. 



Chapter 1 1 
H, The political setting for the emergence of the Catholic Monarchs 

Between Alvaro de Luna's execution in 1453, Juan's 11 death in 1454 and Ferdinand and 

Isabella's assumption of power in 1474 lies the period in which Enrique (Henry) IV ruled Castile 

(1454-1474). There are two general historical accounts of the rule of Enrique N. Keen's (196 1) 

presentation of these accounts is succinct and incisive. 

The first account, which is the more traditional one, argues that "Enrique IV was a weak, 

incompetent ruler, unable to cope with the feudal anarchy and violence that engulfed Spain under 

the last Trastamaras" (Keen, 196 1 :xi). In addition, this traditional explanation argues that 

Enrique's moral inclinations were questionable and distastefbl which led to many of the Castilian 

nobles rising against him. It also claims that his daughter Juana, born in 1462 "La Beltraneja", 

the second pretender to the Castilian Crown, was probably illegitimate. 

Juana, so the argument claims, was the h i t  of the queen's liaison with the royal favorite, 

Beltran de la Cueva ("La Beltraneja" comes fiom the favorite's name). Since Enrique IV was 

sexually impotent, Juana could not have been his legitimate daughter. The proponents of this 

explanation argue that Isabella, Juan's II daughter and the step sister of Enrique IV, was therefore 

the only legitimate heir to the Castilian Crown. 

Isabella (the Catholic) was Enrique's IV step-sister fiom their father's Juan (John) 11 

second marriage to Isabella of Portugal. Hence Isabella (the king's sister) and Juana (the king's 

daughter) had a rightful claim to the throne. However, Isabella was preferred over Juana "La 

Beltraneja" by most Castilian nobles as the successor to the throne of Castile. With the death of 

Enrique TV in 1474, Isabella became the Queen of Castile. The "Juana" faction of nobles with the 

help of Portugal initiated a war that lasted four years from 1475- 1479. The war ended in victory 



for Ferdinand and Isabella and ushered in their reign. With their assumption of power a glorious 

chapter in Spain's history had began. 

The second explanation, expounded by the historian Orestes Ferrara, argues for quite a 

different sequence of events and reasons concerning the succession struggle. He argues that 

Enrique "...was neither a weakling nor a sexual degenerate." On the contrary, "he was a brave 

and astute ruler whose chief faults were an excessive generosity and an ill-timed desire to avoid 

the shedding of blood" (Keen, 196 1 :xii-iii). Though Enrique N was not powerhl enough to 

subdue the Castilian grandees, he could keep them in check by his efforts to build a state army 

and bureaucracy. Efforts that Vives labelled as "...truly revolutionary in-so-far as they would 

have undermined the power of the Grandeest' (196732). From this point of view, Enrique's IV 

efforts were a continuation of Alvaro de Luna's and Juan I1 policies: policies which were 

forcefblIy objected to by most Castilian nobles for obvious reasons. 

The nobles were interested in having a weak successor who "should be their cat's-paw" 

(Keen, 1961:xiii). Isabella seemed to fit squarely into that scenario. John 11 of Aragon, troubled 

with both internal and external hardships, was a strong supporter of the Isabella faction. The 

internal reasons for his support of Isabella consisted of a civil war caused by his son, the prince 

of Viana, and his desire to defend the interests of the lower nobility, the patriciate and the 

artisans in the cities. These alliances aimed to sabotage his father's cooperation with the cities 

oligarchies and the old noble houses of Aragon. The external reasons involved Louis' XI of 

France's invasion to Catalonia. John II wanted his son, Ferdinand, to marry Isabella the Castilian 

princes in order to forestall, with Castilian force, both the invasion and the civil war. Many 

Castilian nobles supported that scheme as part of their struggle against Enrique IV. 



However, "they defeated Enrique N only to fall into the strong and energetic hands of 

the Catholic sovereigns" (ibid, xiii). Hence the political and economical "pacification of Spain" 

was achieved by Ferdinand and Isabella, not by subjugating the nobles, but by political 

outmanoeuvreing some, compromises with others, and concessions granted to most. 

Nevertheless, Ferdinand's and Isabella's Spain, essentially orderly, if not peacefil reign, rested 

on their personalities and their ability to build a royal army and a loyal bureaucracy. 

If the harassment and massacre of the conversos and the spread of the limpieza de sangre 

[purity of blood] restriction serve as an indication of social unrest and political conflict, the years 

between 1449 and 1474 were clearly a period of much tumult. Thus, even before King Ferdinand 

and Queen Isabella could begin to create a state bureaucracy and army, first they had to deal with 

the legacy of violence toward the converso community which was the backbone of the state's 

bureaucracy of Juan II (14194454) and Enrique IV (1454-1474). 

1. Social unrest and the anti-Marrano social movement: 1449-1474 

In order to assess the relation between social unrest and the anti-converso social 

movement, and how relations between the monarchy, Castilian cities and nobles impacted on the 

anti-Marrano movement, close attention should be paid as historian Angus MacKay asserts "...to 

the degree of social mobility achieved by conversos, the extent to which Jews and conversos 

participated in royal and urban administration, and the deteriorating economic conditions which 

acted as a catalyst for social discontent" (italics in the original, 1972:35). MacKay, like Philippe 

Wolff before him, argues that "...we must look at revolts as revolts and not become hypnotized 

by the purely anti-Semitic aspects of popular movements" (ibid, 33). MacKay concurs with 

Wolff s theoretical distinction between anti-Semitic riots and massacres and social revolts; a 



distinction that implicitly points at a different explanatory mechanism for such occurrences. The 

issue is, however, to see the theoretical interrelationships between social unrest and anti-Semitic 

exclusionary movements and massacres in late 15th century Catholic Spain. 

A major difference between Jews and conversos which MacKay highlights is that 

"Llegally the Jew was barred fiom almost all offices and professions in Church and State. The 

same was not true for the conversos" (ibid, 45). Although the Jews were able to excel in finance, 

and many, indeed, became tax-farmers, financiers and money lenders, nevertheless, they filfilled 

these posts in an unofficial way. The financier did not hold an ofice; he competed in the 'free 

market' o f  auction bids for the right to farm an urban, seigniorial or royal area or a specific tax, 

but not as an authorized official. A tax-fmer  needed capital and political institutional support 

but not an ofice. In contrast, the conversos, preferred to stay away or be indirectly involved in 

tax-farming because it "...[tax-farming] was regarded as being incompatible with nobility" (ibid, 

47). The attainment of nobility status was one of the main goals of New Christians. 

Converso families were able to enter the urban oligarchies circles in large numbers in 

Seville, Borgus, Cordoba and Toledo (ibid, 4647). This process of integration and assimilation 

went hand in hand with the conversos' acquisition of the state's financial and other administrative 

posts. They even became a palpable presence in the Church hierarchy. Moreover, the converso 

group tended to marry endogarnouslly or with noble families. The Relator's - Fernan Diaz de 

Toledo - inshwccion attest to such large scale intermarriages with noble families of Castile. It 

also verifies the profound assimilation of the converso families into the Spanish society during 

the 60 years fiom 1391 to 1449. The Relator wrote his celebrated defence of the conversos at the 

end of 1449 (ibid, 49). 



The first half of the 15th century was a period hospitable for the assimilation of 

conversos argues MacKay - a point Baer's writings are in full agreement with (see Baer, ii, 

1961:244-300, especially 270-283). Baer argued that assimilation was mainly possible because 

of the religious and moral laxity of the royal court. Notwithstanding, whatever the cause was that 

facilitated assimilation and social mobility, the process was undeniable: converso families were 

integrating, in large numbers, into the higher echelons of 15th century noble Spanish society. 

However, this assimilation and social success was dearly paid for. Though religion barred 

Jews &om social ascendance, conversion legally removed all limitations to ofice and nobility. 

Conversion, nonetheless, did not eliminate the growing social resentment and opposition to the 

conversos' integration and mobility. MacKay avers that the old religious hatreds of the Jews were 

transformed into racial hatred of the conversos. And the Toledo rebellion and the Sentencia- 

Estatuto of 1449 were the demonstration of that development. 

It is unquestionable, as Angus MacKay argues, that social unrest was related to several 

important economic factors that adversely effected the Castilian kingdom during this quarter of a 

century, such as the debasement and devaluation of the maravedi (Castilian main coin) and the 

sharp rise in the prices of foodstuffs. Contemporaries related the effects of coinage debasements 

and the brutal infiation to the food crisis. The grain crisis became a subsistence crisis which was 

fkther intensified by the fiequent droughts, bad hamests, and shortage of grain and plagues. In a 

letter addressed to King Enrique IV, the archbishop of Toledo, Enriques del Castillo described 

and explained the economic and social situation. The archbishop wrote: 

In this year, 1470, two great hardships and very great evils coincided in the 
kingdom. The first was a very great shortage and lack of both bread and wine, as 
well as of all other provisions for human life. So much was this so that the people 
ate bread made fiorn barley, couch-grass, and other vegetables, so that in some 



regions people perished and died of hunger. This year also a great deception in the 
coinage was discovered. The great quantity of bad coins was minted to such an 
extent by so many and different minting houses, that it was necessary to reduce 
them - not onIy with respect to the vellon coinage, but the gold and silver coins as 
well. This resulted in a great loss to many people in different places and gave rise 
to grave scandals and riots in the towns. But this reduction which was carried out 
was very necessary and needhl for the commonweal of the kingdom; because all 
the coins, and especially the gold coins, were so false that none of them were at 
their rightful price. On the contrary, the coins had risen by more than half of their 
reat value (in MacKay, 197255). 

Hence, during the 25 years from 1449 till 1474, Castile was in the midst of political as 

well as an economic anarchy; its people were hungry; literally they were starving to death; 

plague ravaged the population; and recurrent droughts and bad harvests were devastating the 

countryside, its people and its animals. In the cities the economic and social situation was 

equally bad. The people rioted: hunger riots (alborotos de hambre) occurred in almost all major 

Castilian cities. These riots culminated in the 1473 large scale massacre of conversos that took 

place all over Castile. "Above all, the Jewish and converso merchants and tax collectors were 

hated. Inevitably they, like other merchants and tax f m e r s ,  appeared to be responsible for 

hardship since they raise the prices o f  their merchandise and remorselessly collected the taxes 

(ibid, 61). 

However, the conversos were being attacked not only because they were allegedly 

different fiom a religious perspective, but aIso because their social status was unsettling. It came 

to pass that the conversos' social mobility and the fact that many of them were royal officials 

became a central preoccupations of the anti-Marrano social movement's agitations - exactly as it 

had been in the 1449 Toledo rebellion. The recurring restrictions, riots and massacres were based 

on resentment caused by these two factors: social mobility and the official authority of 

conversos. The anti-Marrano movement was manifestly a racist and an anti-Semitic movement, 

but it was also a social rebellion against the extant political order. The ruling elites, and 



especially the kings were very much aware of the importance of these facts, and before long they 

had developed policies that partiaily dissociated the monarchy ftom a complete identification 

with the converso community. 

Therefore, the anti-Semitic attacks, whether against Jews or against Marranos, were the 

tangible manifestations of the Spanish social crisis. Christians, Muslims, conversos and Jews 

were integral parts of the social fabric. Exactly as the Jews were attacked in 1391 as 

representatives of the distorted political order, the conversos of Toledo in 1449 and of 1473 were 

attacked as state officials. Their alleged religious heresy was not the main cause. Religiosity was 

a convenient pretext but it was not the political or the social reason behind the massacres. 

Massacres do not rectifL religious heresy; that much all parties involved clearly knew. So as 

MacKay put it "popular unrest came to be used as a weapon against royal government" (ibid, 64) 

and the conversos were the epitome of the royal government's policies. Therefore, anti-Semitic 

attacks on conversos and Jews must be seen as integral part of the economic hardships, the social 

immobility and political frustrations prevailing in 15th century Spain. Though Angus MacKay 

distinguished between social unrest and anti-Semitic upheaval, the information that he himself 

presents repudiates this distinction. 

With the reign of the Catholic monarchs two policies were put into effect in order to 

dissociate the government fiom the converso community. First, the monarchy endeavoured to 

create a new cadre of state bureaucracy; a bureaucracy that would not be predominantly 

composed of converso personnel. Second, the Catholic monarchs took the initiative against the 

conversos. By the establishment of the Inquisition, the state authorized and legalized the 

persecution of the conversos. The monarchy did not need the conversos as a group unto itself 



anymore, and could partially dispose of their previous services. There was a wide popular 

support for this kind of policy in 15th century Catholic Spain. 

I, The Creation of a Royal Army and Bureaucracy 

The long process of the assertion of absolute royal authority in Castile rested on the 

consolidation of two bureaucratic foundations: the creation of an army and an efficient tax 

collection. The creation of an army and the creation of an educated and eficient state 

bureaucracy were the two objectives Alvaro de Luna had attempted to achieve. The Catholic 

kings were more successfbl in materializing these objectives. Notwithstanding, their ability to 

accomplish these goals was governed by the severe restrictions nobles, cities and the Church 

imposed on them. Hence the attainment of both objectives depended on political agreements, 

manipulations and manoeuvres employed to circumvent potential oppositions. 

Before exploring the Catholic monarchs policies, a general portrait of the rival forces in 

the kingdom of Castile is in order. The nobles, unquestionably presented the strongest power 

opposing the monarchy's quest for dominant authority. Their power was rooted in the 

monopolistic control they had over vast territories, their exemption from paying taxes, and in 

their ability to collect taxes fiorn peasants and towns in their domains. These factors enabled 

nobles to have their own armies, administration and judicial bodies. In many cases the nobles' 

armies were better equipped and larger than the m y  the king was able to assemble or 

command. Nobles estates were, therefore, states within the (Castilian) Spanish state. 

The whole territory of Castile and Leon in the 15th century was controlled by some 

fifteen noble families (Kamen, 1983:ZO). As Elliott noted, it was an "immensely wealthy class." 

"If anything," Elliott continues " the reign of the Catholic Kings was characterized by an increase 



in the social and economic power of these great nobles" (1963: 100, 102). United, the nobles 

.represented a formidable force that the crown could never overwhelm. Therefore, the consistent 

policy of the monarchy was to foster internal divisions among the nobility class - divisions that 

always existed. Alternatively, they sought to create alliances with the cities and the Church 

against the nobles. In addition, they attempted to regain monarchical assets through peacefbl 

means such as the ones reached in the 1480 Cortes of Toledo, "where almost all royal lands 

alienated since 1464 were returned to the crown" warnen, 1983:21). These were the monarchy's 

policies throughout the 15th century and into the 16th. This method established a partnership and 

a division of powers between the crown and the great nobles in which nobles estates and 

exemption fiom taxes were guaranteed by the crown in exchange for a state's control over the 

Castilian cities. The war against Granada (1482-1492) only consolidated this partnership. 

The creation of an army was made possible by controlling and enlarging the existing 

Santa Hermandird (brotherhood) "police" forces which belonged to the cities (Lunenfeld, 

lWO:25-5 1). In 1476, the monarchs created the Junta de Hermandad; it was the superior military 

body which annually convened enabling the monarchs to have a reliable military force under 

their direct command. The other organized and "public" military forces were the noble Military 

Orders: the Santiago, Calatrava and Alcantara in Castile, the Montesa and St. John in Aragon. By 

the end of the 15th century, the monarchy had full control over all these military orders (Kamen, 

1983 :27). 

The second objective, the establishment of an efficient tax collection was attained by the 

usurpation of the Toledo Cortes (1480) and by the recruitment of letrados into the state 

bureaucracy instead of, the members of the converso community, and as well, placing in 

positions higher than those of the conversos. The conversos, in contrast to all other segments of 



the population, were, out of necessity, unequivocally loyal to the monarchy. That was their 

greatest asset, but it aIso was their weakest point. Their serving as the nucleus for state 

bureaucracy in the early stages of state's authority building during the 15th century, benefited 

many of them but also enraged large segments of the Spanish society. All officials of the state 

bureaucracy, tax-farmers, state ministers and officials and city managers became the targets of 

much of the hatred and resentment fiom all disgruntled quarters of the Spanish society. The fact 

that many of these officials were conversos served as a smoke screen disguising the deeper 

political reality they represented: the encroachment of state's power on the vested interests of the 

established and traditional Spanish (urban) ruling elites. However, by 1474, the conversos 

service as state officials became a source of considerable trouble and less and less beneficial for 

the monarchy. 

The pacification of the cities progressed through a dual policy of intervention and 

concessions. Intervention in the cities' internal affairs proceeded through the appointment of 

Corregidores while some concessions were granted to the  old oligarchies. Probably in June or 

July 1478, the monarchy asked the Pope to authorize the establishment of the Inquisition in 

Castile. This was a major concession to the anti-Marrano political movement in many Castilian 

cities (Netanyahu, 1995 :920). 

After the ToIedo rebelIion and the promulgation of the Sentencia-Eestatuto, the social 

standing of the conversos was considerably shaken all over Castile. The anti-Marrano social 

movement became a political party vowing to oust all conversos from public positions and to 

curtail their civil and social equalization. Throughout the second half of the 15th century, many 

Castilian cities demanded the imposition of formal restrictions on conversos. This clamour was 



accompanied by recurring outbursts of violence (MacKay, 1972: 33-67; Netanyahu, 1995:9I5- 

922; Roth, 1995: 101-108~). 

The anti-Marrano social movement was evident in all major cities in Castile such as 

Burgos, Medina del Campo, Madrid, Valladolid, Ecija, Jaen, Toledo, Cordova and Seville 

(MacKay, 1972:35). One of the distinct features of the anti-Marrano social movement was that it 

encompassed divergent social elements and an assortment of economic and political interests. As 

had been the case in Toledo rebellion, the nobles cooperated with the self-appointed "leaders" of 

the people, and many clergymen cloaked their racially rooted private, social and political 

grievances in the guise of religion. The racial argument, expounded by the nobles and ciergy, in 

fact, was calling for the total exclusion of the so-called "New Christians" and the Jewish Spanish 

communities. 

In order to pacifjr or even subject the nobles to their rule the Catholic monarchs had to 

cooperate with the cities. The alliance was made through invigorating the Castilian Cortes and 

basing its political strength on the economic and demographic power of the cities. However, this 

complex political machination hinged on condoning some of the cities demands concerning the 

conversos and the Jews. Pacification of the cities became a crucial factor in the Catholic 

monarchs policy of state authority assertion. Cities had both an organized military forces and the 

economic resources to finance a state's army. However, to pacify the cities the monarchs had to 

make concessions to both the anti-Marrano political party and to the popular movement against 

the Jews. Fundamentally, the establishment of the Inquisition as a religious body against the 

allegedly heretic conversos was part and parcel of the concessions paid to the urban elites of 

Castilian cities by the monarchy. The expulsion of the Jews was the concession paid to the 

popular movement. These acts were concessions since in both instances the monarchy lost 



economic as well as political assets since the Jews were a substantial taxable community and the 

conversos, a loyal and skilfbl group of bureaucratic work force. 

Nevertheless, the assertion of the state's centrality required a loyal bureaucracy and 

conversos were by now the "traditionally" hated loyal state bureaucratic work-force. Therefore, 

the displacement of the conversos had to be compensated by initiating an educational reform. 

Such a reform was instituted to enlarge the pool of skilled state oficials. Education became a 

prerequisite for a state occupation; a new group of professional Letrados appeared. 

A related reform was initiated by the Catholic monarchs in regard to the Castilian church. 

The monarchs could not be absolute masters without bringing the church under their direct 

control. However, the Castilian church was "immensely powerful" (Elliott, 1 963 : 88) and to 

reform it meant a stiff struggle on several fronts. The Castilian church was wealthy and had 

extensive privileges acquired during the course of centuries of reconquest and political anarchy. 

Usually church officials were nominated fiom among the nobility and were able to amass Iarge 

quantities of property. In more than one occasion, prelates led their own troops into battle, either 

against the monarchy or against noble houses that questioned their authority over lands and 

people. However ,"...the key to any lasting success was clearly to be found in the vexed question 

of appointments to bishoprics, and it was to this in particular that they [the Catholic monarchs] 

addressed their attention" (ibid, 89). 

The appointments to the most important benefices were a source of constant dispute 

between the Castilian Church, the Papacy and the Castilian monarchy. h 1478, the Catholic 

monarchs summoned an ecclesiastical council to Seville, "...which proved as important for the 

definition of the Crown's ecclesiastical policy as the Cortes of Toledo of 1480 were important for 

the definition of its administrative intentions" (ibid, 89). The monarchs were adamant about their 



demand to control all benefices in Castile and expected the Castilian Church officials to  condone 

such measures. In the early 1480s, the monarchs partially had their way on this complicated 

issue, and their success was ratified with the completion of the Reconquista in 1492. Rome could 

no longer withhold its support to the Spanish Kings who had expelled infidels from the European 

Christian lands of the West. This was especially critical since Constantinople, on the eastern 

borders of Christendom, had fallen into the hands of the Muslims Turks in 1453. However, this 

political reform had economic as well as religious aspects. 

Two kinds of church contributions became regular sources of revenue for the Crown. The 

first consisted of a third of all tithes paid to the Church in Castile. The other, which was much 

more valuable, was the cmzada contribution. It was a special tax that was earmarked to finance 

the last stages of the Reconquista. Indulgences were sold to any buyer and the money collected 

by the churches was transferred to royal coffers. 

Reforming the standards of moraI and learning within the Castilian Church was as 

important to the monarchy as the political and economic reforms. Fighting the religious laxity of 

the Church began under the Queen's Jeronymite confessor, Hernando de Talavera and was 

continued even more assiduously under Francisco Jimenez de Sicneros. As the nomination to 

bishoprics became a Crown prerogative, high credentials and moral behaviour became almost the 

exclusive "ticket" to higher posts in the Church and by extension, into the state's administrative 

apparatus. In other words, high social rank and noble extraction were no longer an essential 

passport to a diocese (ibid, 92). The political, economic and religious reforms of the Castilian 

Church had much to do with the zealot fervow by which the last stages of the Reconquista 

campaign were being fought and with the self-professing righteousness by which both the Jews 

and the conversos were persecuted. 



Hence the establishment of a loyal army and extensive, efficient tax collection system 

were necessary imperatives in establishing the monarchy's power. The state's independence vis- 

a-vis the ever rebellious nobles, military orders and Church organizations relied heavily on the 

royal alliance with the cities. Alvaro de Luna's policies had also aimed precisely at these goals. 

Though he had failed to filly attain them and, consequently, paid with his life, he did however, 

lay the foundation for the eventual attainment of these objectives. The Catholic kings reaped the 

h i t  of AIvaro de Luna's work. However, the social price for such an attainment was the creation 

of the Inquisition (1478) and the expulsion of the Jews (1492). Toward the end of the 15th 

century both the Jews and the conversos became, though for different reasons, liabilities; they 

were no more royal assets. 

J. The establishment of the Inquisition 

Today, scientific detachment has replaced the old attitudes, but we are not 
necessarily any nearer to understanding the Inquisition. Indeed, excessive and 
exclusive attention to the tribunal and its archives, rather than to the broader 
social context in which it operated, has frequently threatened to give us a 
misleading picture of its role, rather as if one were to attempt a history of the 
police without knowing much about the society, the laws or the institutions within 
which the police work (Henry Kamen, Inquisition andsociety in Spain, 
1985:viii). 

What emerges &om our survey is that the Spanish Inquisition was by no means 
the result of a fortuitous concourse of circumstance and events. It was the product 
of a movement that called for its creation and laboured for decades to bring it 
about - a movement that reflected the will, the feelings and the attitudes of the 
majority of Spain's Christian population. Perhaps it was awareness of these facts 
that led Menendez y Pelayo to say that the Inquisition was a genuine expression 
of the soul of the Spanish people (Benzion Netanyahu, The Origins of the 
Inquisition, 1 995 : 925). 



The institution of the purity of blood (Cimpieza ale sangre) statutes in the city of Toledo in 

1449 represented the first major victory of the anti-Marranos racist social movement. The 

movement's initial ferment began in 1391. During the Tortosa disputation of 1413-14 it gained 

more steam. Between 1412- 18, under the influence of the anti-Semitic Dominican priest Vincent 

Ferrer, the movement flexed its social and political power by forcing severely restrictive laws 

against the Jews; laws that were enacted and enforced by the regents Catalina and Fernando de 

Antequera. These laws of Valladolid precipitated the second large wave of conversion. 

The second significant reappearance of the anti-Marrano social movement was evident in 

the violent outburst in Toledo of 1449. From this date onward the anti-Marrano movement 

gained more power and vehemence until it was able to press the institution of the Inquisition and 

the expulsion of the Jews. Between 1449 and 1474 Castile was the arena for a continuous wave 

of massacres and harassment of conversos. However, the power of this social movement did not 

disappear with the establishment of the Inquisitions and the expulsion of the Jews. The 

Inquisition was in Spain to stay. This fact, alone, can serve as an indirect indication that the 

Inquisition was established to solve issues that had little to do with religion. Though the 

harassment of the conversos waned during the second half of the 16th century, the shadow of the 

purity of blood (limpieza de sangre) argument would hover over the Spanish society for 

centuries to come. 

Hence the consolidation of the social and political roots of the anti-Marranos racist 

movement must be traced back to the mass conversion of Jews to Christianity. This event, in and 

of itself, was an unprecedented phenomenon; the only comparable incident was the assimilation 

of Jews in western Europe during the 19th century in the wake of the Enlightenment and the 

granting of citizenship rights to the Jews. The development of the anti-Semitic movement during 



the Second Reich and in Weimarian Germany, and its incessant efforts to block the integration of 

Jews to German society had several similarities to the Spanish anti-Marrano political party. 

Therefore, the anti-Marrano social movement should be seen as part of the struggle to cripple the 

process of political (formal) equalization and social assimilation of Christianized Jews into the 

fabric of the Spanish polity and society. Blocking this equalization process, that is, blocking de- 

segregation and the full assimilation of conversos into the Spanish society, was the dominant 

motivating force behind the anti-Marrano social movement's activities; however, it pIayed an 

attenuated part in the establishment of the Inquisition by the monarchs. 

The assimilation of conversos meant they were able to achieve social mobility; a process 

that threatened the aristocratic status order and the economic order of things based on noble 

privileges (see Elliott, 1963:95 for a similar argument). The Inquisition was created in order to 

defend that social order; and the Inquisition was astonishingly successfil in its historic mission. 

Nonetheless, despite its imperial history (1500-1650) Spain remained for the centuries to come a 

radically aristocratic, extremely unequal and poor society. 

The Inquisition was not motivated by religious fanaticism, or by economic greed for the 

conversos' riches. Neither was the lust for political power by the Catholic monarchs its fixel; nor 

was it the main tool to achieve a religious and political unification of a united Spain. Though 

these were contributing factors, they were not the reasons for the creation of the Inquisition. The 

Inquisition was created by King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella, because failing to create it would 

have meant social and political unrest that could have endangered the pacification process and 

the foundations of the Spanish aristocratic social and economic structure (Netanyahu, 1987: 11- 

33 especially p. 22). 



The rebellion of Toledo in 1449 was an indication of what might have happened if the 

monarchy had not taken the persecution of the Marranos as its royal responsibility. The Toledo 

insurrection and the purity of blood legislation could have been enacted in many other cities and 

even maybe by the whole country in defiance of the monarchy, the higher noble echelons and of 

the church. In other words, if the monarchs would not have stepped in and legalized the 

persecution of the conversos, that is, controlled and authorized the establishment of the 

Inquisition, the people of the urban centres would have persecuted the conversos themselves and 

rebelled against the monarchy's d e .  

But controlled meant also tuning down the ferocity of the anti-Marrano social movement. 

If the racial anti-Semites had their way, the conversos would have been found guilty of Judaizing 

in probably much larger numbers and with greater frequency. Controlling the Inquisition, 

demonstrated that the Catholic monarchs had a solid grip on the helm of the state. The 

establishment of the Inquisition was not an out and out war against the conversos but, rather a 

supervised political compromise between the monarchs, the urban masses, the lower nobility and 

segments of the church. It was initiated and controlled by the monarchy in the same manner as 

they initiated compromises between the royalty, the nobles and the Church. 

The Inquisition was established in order to prevent a social and political revolution in 

15th century Castile. The Marranos' racial harassment and the expulsion of the Jews were the 

price the Spanish monarchy paid to still that potential for revolution. Under the prevailing social 

and political circumstances in late 15th century Spain, the kings had no other option but to pay 

that price. Since the monarchs clearly recognized the precarious social and political situation, 

they decided to ride the tide instead of being drowned by it. 



On November 1, 1478 Pope Sixtus IV authorized, in the papal bull fiigif sincere 

devotionis, the establishment of an inquisitorial tribunal in Castile. However, two more years 

passed before the monarchs took formal actions to mobilise the tribunal. The Inquisition began 

its operation only after peace was reached with the Portuguese invading forces (1479) and only 

after the Cortes of Toledo concluded its activity in May 1480. Only then were the Catholic 

monarchs assured enough that the country was pacified, stabilized and controlled to their 

satisfaction. That stability was a necessary prerequisite because the institution of the Inquisition, 

was no less than a dangerous declaration of war on the conversos (Netanyahu, W95:W 1-2). 

The second event which accentuated the initial break ushered in by the 1391 Castilian 

initiated massacres, occurred with the institution of the Inquisition, the Holy Office, in Castile in 

1478. With the Inquisition, the general atmosphere of relative tolerance and lawfid life 

disappeared; suspicion of heretics and heresy permeated throughout all of Spanish Catholic 

society. From Castile the Inquisition spread and by the early 1480s was instituted all over the 

territory of Spain (Beinart, 1994: 16- 17; Kriejel, l992:3 1). Though the Inquisition had strong ties 

to the Pope in the Vatican, it was a Spanish national organization. As Baer puts it "Castile and 

Aragon were never so unified or so well coordinated in internal policy as in the sphere of the 

Inquisition during these ten years" [1482-14921 ([vol. ii], 1961:334). Though new in Castile, the 

Inquisition had been in place as a religious institution in Aragon-Catalonia &om the end of the 

12th century, though dormant from the mid 13th century (Baer [vol. i], 1961 : 128; Roth, 

1995:203-2l2 especially p. 208). 

The Inquisition's main object of attention and interrogation were Christians heretics. 

"Contrary to general myth," says Roth, 



the Inquisition never had any specific jurisdiction over Jews, nor did it ever harm 
Jews in any way, with the exception ofthe specific matter of Jews influencing 
Christians to convert (1 W5:2 12). 

The Holy Ofice was instituted allegedly to battle Christian heresy. Jews as a corporate 

religious body, were out of its sphere of responsibility; the Inquisition did not have the political 

authority nor the religious sanction to deal directly with Jews (Beinart, 1 994:26). However, at the 

close of the 15th century, what was defined as Christian heresy was intimately related to the 

mass conversion of Jews and to the religious practices of the "new Christians." 

From its formal Castilian inception in 1478, the Inquisition progressively became the 

only national body that dealt with the "New Christianstt of Spain. "The purpose of the 

Inquisition," says Kamen, "emerges unequivocally from the figures: 99.3 per cent of those tried 

by the Barcelona tribunal between 1488 and 1505, and 9 1.6 per cent of those tried by that of 

Valencia between 1484 and 1530, were conversos of Jewish origins" (Kamen, l98W 1). 

The Inquisition was truly a "national" body of a united Spain. It was a "national" 

organization in terms of its scope and exclusive sphere of operation (ibid, 35). However, it was 

not a "nationalistic" institution in its policies; it was a new national bureaucratic organ under the 

direct control of the King (Fernando) and backed by papal authority. Though its religious 

authority was granted by a Papal bull, the Holy Ofice was created by the Catholic monarchs, 

staffed by their men and pursued royal policies in their united realms. 

From the beginning of its actual operation in Castile (1480) until the expulsion of Jews 

fiom Spain (1492) the Inquisition dealt almost exclusively with Conversos. Anyone accused of 

"Judaizing" was sentenced to death at the stake. The New Christians, charged by the Inquisition 

in the first four decades of its operation, came almost exclusively &om the Christianized Jews, 

the conversos. 



K. What were the Conversos? 

Unsurprisingly, the "Jewishness" of the conversos was and still is a subject of a heated 

debate. Jews were expelled because they were Jews; conversos were persecuted by the 

Inquisition because they were allegedly "crypto-Jews." The Inquisition persecuted the conversos 

because, so its officials argued, many of them were Christians in name only. Whoever was 

accused of "Judaizing" was sentenced to death at the stake. Therefore, the distinction between 

Jews and conversos was of fatefiI and crucial poIitica1 importance in the 15th century. Then it 

was a question of life and death, now it has a theoretical significance which has many 

implications. So what were the conversos? 

Conversos were the creation of a Catholic society bent on persecuting its Jewish 

minority. The mass phenomenon of converted Jews emerged as a direct result of the forced 

conversions of 1391 and 1412-13. A minority of the Jews before these dates converted willingly. 

Eventually, however, the persecution of the Jews, created a social group, the conversos that 

belonged to neither Jewish or Catholic society and was rejected by both. Consequently, both the 

establishment of the Inquisition and the expulsion of Jews were intricately related to the social 

ambiguities of the conversos' individual and group identity and their implications for the Spanish 

society. 

In 1966, Benzion Netanyahu, a historian who has a repute of one of the authorities in the 

field of Jewish history in medieval Spain, claimed that "..it is on the assumed Jewishness of the 

Marranos that the whole case of the Inquisition rests" (1966: 1). Hence to determine the 

"Jewishness" of the conversos during the 15th century was of crucial importance for many 

scholars including Netanyahu; since, as he avers, the Jewishness of the conversos was the 



proclaimed reason for the initiation of the Inquisition whose sole purpose was to solve the 

problem of religious laxity of the "New Christians. " 

In addition, the expulsion of the Jews Erom Spain was a supplementary policy to achieve 

the same thing. Namely, to amend and rectifjl the religious laxness of the "New Christians" fiom 

Jewish origins. By expelling the Jewish Spanish community, so the argument went, the 

conversos would not have any community to fall back to. The Inquisition's "working 

assumption" was therefore that by and large the Marranos were, in fact "crypto-Jews." Many 

modem historian have accepted that premise. Towering among them is the renowned historian 

Yitzhak Baer. In several places Baer pronounced in an unequivocal words that the conversos, 

"...whose number ran into tens of thousands, and most of whom were Jews in fact [Yehudim 

M m m h  -Hebrew- Baer, 1965:365] (Baer,[vol. ii], 196 1 :246 see also 272-3). 

In his discussion of the Inquisition and the expulsion Baer asserts that "[an essence, the 

Inquisition was correct in its reading of the conversos' attitude" (ibid, 424), claiming that: 

The Jewish community gave them all possible aid and encouragement. Conversos 
and Jews were one people, united by bonds of religion, destiny and messianic 
hope, which in Spain took on unique coloration typical of the people and the 
country. Herein lies for us the chief value of the Inquisition records (ibid, 424- 
425; for a similar formulation see Beinart, 198 1 : 1-9) 

Netanyahu, however, rejects these assumptions and argues that the majority of the 

conversos especially in the later part of the 15th century were not Jews, but rather complete 

Christians. Roth concurs with this assertion, stating: "It must be understood once and for alI: the 

conversos were not "crypto-Jews"; they were Christians, who chose to completely separate 

themselves fiom the Jewish people, and not just fiom the Jewish "faith" (Roth, 1 W5:32O). Both 

Netanyahu and Roth argue that the Inquisition was very much aware of their fill Christianity. 



Hence, to use the Inquisition archival material in which "confessions and testimonies" (Baer, 

ibid) were drawn fiorn the cruelly tortured conversos as verifications of their religious laxity 

wadis a wrong methodological and theoretical procedure. Most of the scholars who support the 

"Jewishness" argument of the conversos, do in fact use the Inquisition's archival material to 

support their arguments (Beinart, 198 1 : 1-9; Yerushalmi, 1981 :2 1-3 1). 

Yerushalmi recommends "...to approach these documents critically, bearing in mind the 

possibility of false denunciations, motives of confiscations, confessions extracted under torture, 

and similar factors. This is merely an invitation to the exercise of scholarly caution" (ibid, 23). 

Therefore he objects the a priori rejection of the inquisitorial documents as if the inquisitors were 

involved in "a universal conspiracy of fabrication." In support of this procedure and in defense of 

the credibility of the Inquisition archives Yerushalmi argues that there is no need to enter into the 

controversy on the original aims of the Spanish Inquisition. In addition, he points to the fact that 

the archives were kept in the strictest secrecy, only for the use of the inquisitors, and were not 

used for propaganda purposes. So why would the inquisitors write such detailed accounts of 

Judaizing practices for other inquisitors who were doing exactly the same thing? And his answer 

is that "...this is manifestly absurd" (ibid, 23)'. 

In contrast to both the Inquisitorial premise and some modem historians such as Baer, 

Beinart and Yerushalmi, Netanyahu claims that the conversos were not Jews, but rather 

Christians by creed and deed. Netanyahu bases his argument on a thorough survey of three kind 

of 15th century sources that dealt with the conversos' identity. These were Jewish, Marrano and 

Old Christian sources (Netanyahu, 1966:5-76; Netanyahu, 1995:926-949). 

The consistent conclusion based on a through review of the Jewish rabbinical responses 

concerning Marranos who fled Spain during the second half of the 15th century into either 



Granada, Algiers or Morocco was in almost all cases unequivocal: the Marranos were not Jews. 

Since by that time they had been Christians for several generations most rabbis regarded these 

Marranos "...not only as real converts but also as gentiles - i.e., non-Jews both religiously and 

ethnically" (ibid, 927). 

Netanyahu's analysis of conversos writing about themselves concentrates on four works 

by leading converso men of letters and learning. The first was Feman Diaz de Toledo, better 

known as the Relator. His work titled "Instruction of the Relator to the Bishop of Cuenca" was 

written in 1449 as part of what Netanyahu calls the "converso counter-attack" on the Sentencia- 

Estatuto of Marcos Garcia and Pero Sarmiento in Toledo (ibid, 385-420). The second source is 

the work of Cardinal Juan de Torquemada (the uncle of the Inquisitor General Tomas de 

Torquemada) who wrote the Tractatus conha Madimitas (a discussion of the tractatus is 

presented by Netanyahu, ibid, 434-447); the third was Alonso de Cartagena who wrote the 

Defemorium de unitatis christianae (ibid, 528-53 7); and the last one was Diego de Valera who 

wrote a defence on the right of conversos to enter the noble circles of Spanish society under the 

title of Eqpejo de Verdiuiera Nobleza (A Mirror of True Nobility). 

The converso writers rejected the arguments raised against them fiom Jews as well as 

fiom Christians. They perceived themselves as full Christians, contending that they were the true 

Israel. The conversos writers argued that Jews who adopted Christianity actually remained in 

their own (spiritual) home, because "Israelite in the flesh - who, like all such Israelites, is reared 

on Holy Writ - is always potentially a true Israelite; and when he becomes one in fact, it should 

be viewed as an outcome of a natural evoIution, and not as a conversion (which is a revolution) 

of the kind that occurs among gentiles" (ibid, 937). Thus the conversos writers were able, at least 



ideologically, to defend themselves against the Old Christian and Jewish foes. They were, so 

they forcefully asserted, complete and true Christians. 

The Old Christian sources were divided into two groups. One group supported the right 

of conversos to become Christians, thus their perception of the conversos Christianity was 

opposed to the second group which argued that the conversos were "Christians only in name" 

and more importantly that Jewish converts cannot become true Christian because of their 

racial origins. The latter group opposed the integration of the conversos into the Spanish society 

on racial ground. According to them, Jews were heretics by nature. For the anti-Marrano social 

movement there was no question concerning the religiosity of the conversos; conversos could not 

be Christians because they were of Jewish lineage. 

The pro-conversos Christian group, however, supported what might be called the 

'educational path' to Christianity. They did not see any reason why the children of forced 

converts could not be good Christians if they were reared in the right faith. After all, Jesus Christ 

himself and all the apostles were of Jewish origins. Their argument was that though there was 

always the possibility of conversos backsliding to the "old faith", good instruction and fiiendly 

hands in "good faith" could facilitate the fir11 Christianization of conversos into the Spanish 

Catholic society. In short, they upheld the Christian dogma; they accepted the conversos and 

their assessment of the them was that most of the New Christians were in fact "good" Christians. 

After reviewing all the sources it is evident that only the racist group of the anti-Marrano 

party regarded the conversos as crypto-Jews. However, as presented in the discussion of Marcos 

Garcia's writing, their perception of the conversos was based on racial conviction not on an 

assessment of the religious practices of the conversos. Therefore, according to the Jewish, 

converso and the pro-Christianization Christians sources the conversos were, in fact complete 



Christians. Whatever were the causes for the establishment of the Inquisition "there was no 

religious reason" for it (ibid, 948). So the reason behind the establishment of the Inquisition, in 

complete contrast to Yerushalmi's argument, is of crucial theoretical and methodological 

importance. 

The Inquisition's oficials and the monarchs knew, from a first hand information, that 

most of the conversos were Christians. Most of the accusation of religious laxity were either 

preposterous or blatantly fabricated. Roth, rejecting the acceptance of the myth of "crypto- 

Judaism," argues that most of the accusation of the conversos were based on what he calls 

Inquisitorial manuals. He says: 

After reading countless Inquisition "processes" (trail records), one's eyes begin to 
glaze over. The accusations have a monotonous sameness to them. That the litany 
of identical charges, not matter the city, is invented and totally false would be 
obvious, one might assume, to all who read them. Nevertheless, those who wish 
to cling to the romantic "crypto-Judaism" theory do not see this, or pretend not to 
(1995:218). 

Conversos were accused of practices such as lighting Iamps or candles on Friday night, 

wearing "clean clothes" on the Sabbath, observing the "great fast" (Yom Kippur) and amazingly 

observing the holiday of Sukkot - which requires building - outdoors and in fill public view - a 

booth [sukkah], in which all meals are eaten for a whole week (ibid, 217). In another "process" 

fkom Cordoba and fiom a slightly later period (1502-4) a certain Juan de Cordoba Membreque is 

charged on the basis of information provided by his female Muslim slave (Mina) of "Judaizing." 

The amazing fact about this charge is not its more or less accurate description of the "actions" 

that the accused and other conversos allegedly did, but the fact that no less than 93 witnesses saw 

them doing it (ibid, 239). All such actions would have entailed a certain death. If we uphold the 

Inquisitorial reports of the late 15th century as evidence, we are also compelled to accept the 



unreasonable argument that the conversos were completely oblivious to the grave dangers 

involved in practicing Judaism. 

The Inquisition's accusations against the conversos, argues Netanyahu, were, therefore 

"fictitious charge(s). " These assertions provide the basis for his argument that the Inquisition was 

not an institution erected to deal with "religious" issues but rather it was the organizational 

expression of the anti-Marranos racist social movement which aspired to exterminate the 

conversos as individuals and as a social group fiom Spain. In effect, the Inquisition was the 

organizational expression of the anti-Semitic social movement's demand to totally exclude the 

conversos fiom Spanish society. The Inquisition was therefore a state sponsored body bent on 

" . .eradicat[ing J the Mmano group fiom the midst of the Spanish people" (1 966:4). 

The conversos were not Jews; neither were they "crypto-Jews." Nor were the vast 

majority of them waiting for the "right" opportunity to return to the Jewish fold. Most conversos, 

regarded themselves as Christians by practice and conviction. Nonetheless, segments of the 

Spanish society's acceptance of them was weighted with apprehension. This was especially true 

in the second half of the 15th century. As a result, the conversos were suspended in mid-air 

between these two religious creeds. Many were neither Christians nor Jews: the ambiguities of 

their "new" religious creed and social standing, led many to vacillate between these. two 

identities. 

In 15th century Christian polemics and satire the conversos were labelled as AIboraycos 

(or Alboralque): the legendary beast which, according the Koran, carried the prophet 

Muhammad to heaven. This beast was neither a horse nor a mule; it was a species in itself. "The 

Conversos were neither Moors nor Jews, [and they were] Christians in name only (Netanyahu, 

1995: 848-9; Roth, 1995 :Z4, 68-9; Castro, lgW469). Though, historically, the persecution of 



Jews contributed to this process of assimilation and Christianization, many of the conversos were 

willing Christians (Castro, 1954530). The expulsion of Jews, I argue, was a direct result of the 

unresolved tensions created by the appearance of this Alboraique group of the so-called "New 

Christians" and the rigid aristocratic social order of Catholic Spain. 

By the late 15th century, most of the conversos were formal Christians of Jewish origin 

who were endeavouring to solidify their social, cultural and political position within Christian 

Spain. Over time, their main enemies and detractors were no longer Jews, but rather a segment of 

the Christian Spanish society: the so-called "Old Christians" who propagated a racial argument 

against them. 

Yet the conversos regarded themselves as an organic part of the Spanish society. 

However, this "organic" aspect of their being and their ability to ascend socially through holding 

public office, was precisely what caused the racial reaction against them. As large as this 

bureaucratic converso group might have been within the state system, it was still a small 

minority of the conversos community, Most of the conversos were in fact lower middle class 

artisans and merchants. 

The converso bureaucratic group was not only successfbl economically, but also 

represented the encroachment of the state on the privileged territory of the aristocratic classes: a 

fact that caused much resentment within noble circles. The combination of this popular 

resentment and the infringement on the noble status order unleashed both the Inquisition and the 

expulsion. As long as the monarchy and the state defended the conversos' positions, harming 

them was in fact harming the monarchy and the state. With the decision to establish the 

Inquisition, the state and the monarchy were no longer defenders of the conversos. Their 

vulnerability was accentuated as both state and society joined hands against them. The conversos 



of Jewish origins and the Jewish group were completely isolated within the Spanish society. 

Only a minority of Jews, between a quarter or one third of the total Jewish population, 

remained loyal to their faith, creed and practice. Of those loyal to their faith many left Spain 

during the turbulent decade of 1482-1 492. Among those who remained in Spain and professed 

their Judaism, many converted to Christianity with the issuance of the expulsion decree in 1492. 



L. Conclusion: The war against Granada and the expulsion of 1492 

The ten last years of Jewish existence in Spain were shaped by the crusade against 

Granada. It was the third process that contributed to the expulsion of the Jews; it was also a 

beginning of an entirely new era for the Spaniards. 

The war against the Moors was a crusade of "us" against "them"; a war that required the 

dedication of an arsenal of material and cultural resources of the monarchy. Consequently, it 

became the first national project to which forces fkom all over the Spanish realms were recruited. 

A strong sense of a Christian, Spanish, and especially Castilian spirit fanned the enormous 

allocation of material resources facilitating the victory over the Moorish Muslims. Spain, or 

better a new Castile, was created through the Granada crusade. 

Part of that crusader's spirit highlighted the differences between Jews and Christians; the 

Jews, like others, were squeezed economically to finance the "last crusade." A special tax was 

authorized by a papal bulls (cruzada) by which indulgences could be sold by all religious 

institutions in Spain; grants by the Hermandad, the Mesta and the cities were demanded by the 

crown. Jews also had to pay special taxes earmarked for the war effort. Some of the Malaga 
L 

Muslims, conquered in 1487, were sold as slaves and the money channelled to finance the war. A 

process was established to transform loans into a national debt. These material efforts were 

accompanied by the old demand to purify the land of its non-Christian minorities. 

The war began in 1482 and lasted 10 years; it was a Christian Crusade fanned by and 

helled with religious enthusiasm. However, the war had other important aspects as well. It 

created an army, a national debt, secured the position of the Spanish monarchy and inculcated 

Spaniards with the idea of being a nation. Jews could not be part of that emerging nation because 

it was based on Christian religiosity. 



The Christian campaign combined the resources and devotion of Spaniards fiom all over 

the Iberian peninsula. Hence, "the campaign encouraged the emergence of a national army" 

argues Henry Kamen (1983:34). The army was composed of great magnates' soldiers, the gentry 

and their dependents, the militia of the cities and their Hermandad, and mercenaries from 

European countries. 

However, it was not a permanent army. Each year the crusaders' army would regroup 

itself for a new set of military campaigns. These campaigns carried much of the Reconquista 

traditions and traces, yet had "modem" facets, such as heavy artillery, cavalry and foot soldiers. 

But above all it was a national army of the Spaniards: 

Who would have thought observed f eter Martyr of Anghiera on the Christian 
army, 'that the Galician, the proud Asturian and the rude inhabitant of the 
Pyrenees, would be mixing fieely with Toledans, people of La Mancha, and 
Andalucians, living together in harmony and obedience, Iike members of one 
family, speaking the same language and subject to one common discipline? 
(Kamen, 1983 : 34). 

In January 1483, Jews were expelled fiom the archbishopric of Seville and the bishoprics 

of Cordoba and Jean. These three areas consisted most of Christian Andalusia. Later, in May 

1486, Ferdinand, under heavy pressure fiom the Aragonese branch of the Inquisition, ordered the 

expulsion of the Jews fiom the archbishopric of Saragosa and the bishopric of Albarrazin (which 

included the town of Teruel) in Aragon. Netanyahu argues that this last order of expulsion was 

probably ultimately rescinded, but the price for the King's reversal was high; and it was paid by 

all the Jews in Spain (Netanyahu, 1995:1088-9; Roth, 1995:284). 

As a result of the King's retreat on the Aragonese expulsion, Netanyahu argues that 

Tomas the Torquemada, "the Inquisitor-General, whose granitelike hardness and relentless 

ferocity made him virtually indomitable," (Netanyahu, 1995 : 1089) was probably compensated 



by the royal promise to expel all Spanish Jewry with a successful end of the war against 

Granada. On 3 1 March 1492, three months after the capitulation of Granada, the Jews were 

ordered to leave Spain in four months. By July 1492, the last formally professing Jew was 

expelled. 

The Inquisition's success had much to do with the biggest fabrication of accusations 

regarding both the "Jewish danger" and the "conversos heresy": it was the blood libel of the 

"Holy Child of La Guardia. " 

The Santo Nino de la Guardia blood libeI carried with it all the signs of the Inquisitorial 

mind and procedure. But it also was a clear reflection of the social forces the Inquisition 

represented. These were the feelings, emotions and interests of the resentfid Spaniards; many of 

whom, whether of aristocratic or Church background of an urban artisan, middle class merchants 

or of peasants' origins, were ready to be convinced that the dwindling Jewish minority 

represented a grave danger to themselves, to Spain and to the whole Christian world. 

In all likelihood, this feeling had a theological and ideological anchor in the works and 

sermons of Alonso de Espina composed in his book - FortaZitium Fidei - the Fortress of faith. 

The book, published in 1464, had the largest ever assembled anti-Jewish arguments and a variety 

of horror stories about the Jews and those who are of the Jews (Netanyahu, 1 995 : 8 1 7). Espina 

proposed the establishment of the Inquisition as the main method to deal with the conversos, and 

expulsion, as the method to deal with the Jews. For many years, scholars had believed that 

Alonso de Espina was a converso himself. On the basis of that assumption, his vilifling and 

vitriolic writing concerning Jews and conversos acquired the status of "truth" supposedly coming 

fiom a "true" Christian Jewish convert. 



Netanyahu rejects the premise of Espina's Jewish origins and the assertion concerning the 

validity of his knowledgable statements about Jews. Netanyahu's conclusions, based on his and 

several others researchers are definite: Alonso de Espina was not a converso, had little 

knowledge of Judaism, no knowledge of Hebrew and was not fiom Jewish origins. Though his 

work was massive and all-inclusive, it was based on fragmentary knowledge, secondhand 

sources, and in many cases, unfounded arguments. Above all, Espina was not an original thinker; 

his work was a patchwork of borrowed passages from contemporary and old polemical medieval 

works and popular superstitions full of hatred of Judaism and of Jews (ibid, 8 18-2 1). 

The blind hate Jews felt toward Christians, argued Espina in his book, emanated from 

their quest to avenge their enslavement by perpetrating horrible ritual crimes against Christians. 

This was the kernel of Espina's theory concerning the Jews. Blood libels, that is, the ritual 

murders of Christians by Jews for religious purposes, were the direct outcomes of such an 

"explanation." Of course, the history of blood libels went far beyond Espina's time, but he was 

able to use that corpus of hate propaganda with a masterfbl skill. 

The thematic structure of blood libels was as follows: a crime of homble magnitude was 

committed by Jews, usually it was the murder of an innocent Christian child (boy or a girl); his 

or her blood or parts of their bodies (especially the heart) were used for some demonic religious 

rituals; somehow the crimes were revealed; miracles pointed to the guilty; the Jews who 

committed these crimes confessed under torture; lastly, a verdict was administered on the basis 

of the miracles and the said confessions. Many medieval Christians, including the Castilian 

Christians, did not need more "evidence" to substantiate their belief that a murder was committed 

by Jews for religious (Jewish-demonic) purposes. In some cases, as the case of the Holy Child of 



La Guardia attest, no body of a murdered child was ever found and no child was missing. Still, 

there were no effort made by the Inquisitory tribunal to discover these crucial evidence. 

Blood libels and tall tales about Host desecration were common in the Middle Ages, 

though Castile had been spared fiom it for a long time. Those accusations began to spread 

throughout Castile, their propagation aided by the impact of Espina's sermons and book, since in 

it Espina also referred to the conversos as a community of disbelievers and heretics dangerous to 

Spain and Christendom. Thus Marranos and Jews acquired monstrous dimensions. Espina's 

solution to the "Jewish problem" in both of its concrete manifestations (Jews and Marransos) 

consisted of two remedies: expulsion and annihilation. The extermination of the "sons of the 

Devil," Jews and conversos alike, was, however, the preferred solution (ibid, 834-5, 839-846). 

Indisputably, Espina's preaching and writing served as guides for the institution of the 

Inquisition, the emergence of the Castilian blood libels and the expulsion of the Jews fiom Spain 

(Baer, 1961 [vol.ii]:403,421-423). 

During the second half of the 15th century and especially in the third quarter of that 

century, there were several incidents in which Jews were accused of ritual murders in Castile. 

The Holy Child of La Guardia blood libel was one of the most vicious libels ever pronounced 

and had tremendous consequences for Spanish Jewry. In effect, it ended 1500 years of Jewish 

existence in the Iberian peninsula. 

The supposed crimes relating to the case of the Holy Child of La Guardia were 

committed on several occasions. First, there was the kidnapping and murder of a Christian child 

either fiom the village of La Guardia, fiom the town of Toledo or fiom the province of Murcia. 

From where the child was kidnapped was never conclusively stated. The crime took place either 

in 1485 or 1488. Neither the time nor the place of the murder was ever clearly established. In 



order to forestall the Inquisition's efforts to reveal the initial crime, additional crimes were 

committed by a group of Jews and converses. The most important of these Iater crimes was the 

thee of the Host from a church and a performance of some magical spelling with the Host and 

the child's heart. The intention of the criminals was to magically block Inquisitorial efforts fiom 

revealing the crimes. The place in which these events took place was a cave. Where this cave 

was located was never indicated. The only consistent information about the people who 

pe~ormed these crimes was that they were mixed group of conversos and Jews fiom several 

villages in Andalusia (La Guardia, Tembleque and Zamora). Who did what, when, where and 

how many people participated and in what manner, were questions that never received clear 

answers. For example, three doctors, two of them probably still alive during the questioning 

period, who actually initiated the whole alleged crime, though their names were known, were not 

prosecuted at all (Baer [vol. ii], 1961:409,412). The extant information is nothing but a jumble of 

different testimonies, confessions and "evidence" drawn from tortured victims who incriminated 

each other in different contexts and narrated a confbsed sequences of events, personalities 

involved, places and timing. 

Baer concludes his through survey of the Inquisition's protocols is this language: 

A detailed analysis of the records of the trial of the "holy child" cannot leave even 
the shadow of a doubt as to the true nature of the proceedings. The charges of 
sorcery and child-crucifixion were the inventions of the antisemitic [sic] 
propaganda .... The one conclusion to be drawn fiom the protocols is that the 
murdered child simply never existed (196 1 :42 1). 

However, by November 14, 1491 the auto-de-fe (acts of faith) took place in the city of 

Avila and six conversos and either two or four Jews were executed according to the custom - by 

burning at the stakes. The legend of the Holy Child of La Guardia was by then a "truth" that 



nobody questioned; it was an indispensable component of the propaganda campaign of the anti- 

Marrano and anti-Jewish social movements and their inquisitorial state organization. 

Two weeks after the execution of the criminals who committed the outrageous crime 

against Castile, Spain and Christendom, the city of Granada capitulated. On March 3 1, 1492 in 

the city of Granada, the King and the Queen authorized the Edict of expulsion of the Jews fiom 

Castile and Aragon. In May 1, 1492 the Edict was promulgated. The reason for the expulsion of 

the Jews fiom Spain "...was that the Jews had been aiding the Judaizers and there was no other 

way to extirpate the heresy save the expulsion of the Jews fiom Spain" (Netanyahu, 1995: 1092). 

It was an orderly expulsion; the Jewish quarters were taken under the monarchy 

protection. Debts owed to the Jews had to be paid; Jews were aIlowed to dispose of their 

property though not allowed to take gold, silver or precious stones away with them (Baer, 

[vol.ii], 1961:434). Jewish public properties were transferred to the royal treasury or to church 

authorities. No cruel measures were employed. On the contrary, the monarchs enacted laws 

promising people who might convert to Christianity a royal protection and an "adjustment" 

period free of Inquisition's harassment. Many Jews, eventually did converted. Most of the exiles 

"numbering between 100,000 to 120,000 emigrated to Portugal" (ibid, 43 816 However, an 

issue that admittedly "...confbsed the whole question of Jewish emigration" to which Kamen 

refers was the problem of "converso emigration" (ibid, 49). Many conversos voluntarily exiled 

fiom Catholic Spain because of the Inquisition's persecution. Kamen argues that "...indeed if we 

look at the converso emigrations we come up against a phenomenon that was so significant that 

it may well have eclipsed the Jewish emigration in both volume and importance" (ibid, 49). It is 

clear fiom the historical evidence that Kamen presents that the emigration of Jews and conversos 

overlapped, and fkthermore that there was no way to distinguish between the two groups of 



emigrating persecuted minorities. The numbers of the Jews and the conversos who emigrated or 

were expelled fkom Catholic Spain could therefore reach the numbers that Andres Bernaldez 

reported and that many historians accepted because, as Kamen also says, these historians 

identified "...the converso emigration as "Jewish" and have thus further confused a problem 

which could do with more clarity; it is true that many converso may have been Jews, but their 

emigration was different both in chronology and in circumstance, and must be distinguished 

fiom the specific events associated with 1492" (ibid, 50). Whatever the actual numbers of 

expelled (Jews) and emigrating (conversos) may have been, one must admit that we are still 

within the confines of the Alboruipe social problem and its tremendous impact on 15th century 

Catholic Spain. . To Portugal we should add the Jews who emigrated to neighbouring territories 

such as Navarre and Provence. The other gateways were the southern ports of Almeria and 

Malaga and the northeastern port of Tarragons where some 50,000 Jews left Spain to various 

destinations in the Middle East (Italy, France, or even Egypt) and North Africa. 



End Notes 

In a 1995 translation of Politics the Aristotelian precept appears in this language: 'The trade of the petty usurer is 
hated with the most reason: it makes profit fiom currency itself, instead of making it fiom the process which 
currency was meant to serve. Currency came into existence merely as a means of exchange; usury tries to make it 
increase. This is the reason why it got its name; for as the offspring resembles its parent, so the interest bred by 
money is like the principal which breeds it, and it may be called 'currency the son of currency.' Hence we can 
understand why, of all modes of aquisition, usury is the most unaatural." Further Aristotle adds," .. citizens ... must 
not lead the life of mechanics or tradesmen, for such a life is ignoble and inimical to virtue (Politics, book I, chapter 
10 [1995:30]) Aristotle. Politics. Oxford: Odord University Press, 1995. 

Until 1412-13 the occasion in which a second large scale conversion of Jews to Christianity took place as the direct 
result of Draconian laws - laws of Valladolid - restricting Jews to certain areas in the town and to a limited 
occupations and economic pursuits. The laws were promulgated by the regents Ferdinand de Antequera a d  the 
king's mother, Catalina (Netanyahu, 1995: 1 1004 1). 

These pamphlets were rebuttals written by either conversos or conversos' defenders fiom the Old Christians who 
sought to present a different view concerning the controversy between the Old and New Christians. Fernan Dias de 
Toledo, a converso, known also as the Relator, wrote the lnshrrccion which were sent to the Bishop of Cuenca, Lope 
de Banientos. Cardinal Juan de Torquemada, a converso and the uncle of Thomas de Torquemada the Inquisitor 
General, wrote several apologist tracts in defence of the conversos. He wrote his defense in Rome and in Latin. 
Other influential conversos who contributed to this "Great Debate" were AIonso de CarCagena and Diego de Valera; 
both were conversos. Old Christian apologies for the conversos were Fernan Perez de Guunan, Lope de Barrientos 
and Alonso Diaz de Montalvo. A fidl summary of all these works appears in Benzion Netanyahu's work (1995). 

4 In their efforts to find "safe heavens" some conversos of Cordoba and Seville attempted to migrate to Gibraltar and 
create there a conversos communiQ free of the harassment of Old Christians. This imaginative and daring plan 
called the Gibraltar plan, failed however. "So ended one of the most fascinating events in the history of the 
conversos, and a plan which might well have changed the whole tragic fbture of the Inquisition (107) (see Norman 
Roth, 1995: 105-108 and Netanyahu, 1995: 1122-1 126). 

The focus of Yerushalmi's work is the life of Isaac Cardoso and the life of the Mamanos in 17th century Italy. The 
Inquisition of Spain during the 16th century had much bearing on his central subject. By the end of the 16th century 
a new wave of forced converts arrived in Spain The Jews who were expelled fiom Spain in 1492 found a temporary 
refhge in Portugal. However five years later (1497) the Spanish fugitives were forced into Christianity en-mass but 
under lenient conditions. A 20 years period of "adjustment" was w t e d  to them and the king averted any attempts 
to molest them until 1536. By 1540 the Inquisition was established also in Portugal. Now Spain was a less 
threatening place for the Spanish/Portuguese forced conversos. Therefore, many re-migrated to Spain. In c o n m  to 
the Spanish conversos of the 14th and 15th century Spain, these forced converts were unmistakably Christians 
under duress (Anusim, in Hebrew) and many of them were in fact "crypto-Jews." As far as they were concerned, the 
Spanish Inquisitorial dossiers might have been less fabricated. They, in all likelihood, kept secretly elements of their 
Jewish f5it.h. But this group and epoch has nothing to do with the Spanish converts of the 15th century - the subject 
of my work. Hence Yenrshalmi's defence of the "credibility" of the Inquisition's archives might have more relevance 
in regard to the Portuguese brand of conversos, not so much to the group I am dealing with. 

Henry Kamen in an article which appeared in Past and Present, in 1988 and republished in 1993 in a book, argues 
that the number of expelled Jews must have been much lower. Kamen rejects the assumption that the proportion of 
Jews in Spain before the expulsion was 3 percent. Namely, that it was about 170,000 Jews; a figure provided by the 
contemporary chronicler Andres Bernaldez who argued that "...there were over 170,000 souls at the time that the 
king and queen issued the decree" (ibid, 32). "We can say at once that these proportions are wholly unacceptable" 
says Kamen (1993:33). A realistic proportion he argues "...could not have exceeded 1.5 per cent of the total, which 



brings us to a figure of less than 80,000 persons as a maximumn (ibid). According to his calculations there were 
about 70,000 Jews in Castile and about 10,000 Jews in Aragon. Therefore Kamen concludes "...the total Spanish 
emigration looks like being closer to about 40,000 or 50,000 rather than the 150,000 or more suggested by most 
historians1' (ibid, 44). 



Part VL The Expulsion of Asians from Uganda: 1972 
Chapter 12 

A. Introduction: history, colonial history and expulsion 

In the introduction to the second volume of the History of East Africa, (1 96S), Margery 

Perham, an English historian and an expert on East M c a ,  opens her commentary by 

highlighting two factors that prompted an intellectual transition among "...the present generation 

of historians" who write East Afiican historiography. This new generation of historians, she 

avers, had adopted a new angle which rejects "...the standpoint fiom which Africa was regarded 

as having no history but that of its European occupation, and instead [these historians] are 

writing a history of Africa and not only that of its invaders" (1965:xiii). The root causes for the 

above change of viewpoint according to Perham were new scholarly and interdisciplinary 

practical reasons, as well as political realities of independent Afiican states. 

However, she adds, 

A third, less easily definable factor has influenced the Afiicans' attitude. Their 
presumed lack of any known history was formerly regarded as being one of the 
results of the innate inferiority of the Negro race, and the general concept of the 
darkness of the continent, and the darkness of the skins of its inhabitants, was 
extended to the condition of their minds. In a natural reaction against this attitude 
Afiicans, even more than other peoples who have achieved their independence 
fiom alien rule, desire to see their history re-written, or rather, for the first time 
filly written. They rightly see this history as part of the basis of their self-respect 
and self-identification, both as a race and also as members of the new nations 
which are struggling to find internal unity and external status (ibid, xiii-xiv). 

Whether the history of an epoch, a place, a nation or a "race" can be "fully written," 

though a debatable project, cannot be answered here. However, in the present work, the 

colonialism of Afiica in general and the British protectorate of Uganda in particular are not 

considered as the only factors that shaped the modem history of independent Uganda. The 



expulsion of ~s ians l  in 1972, the subject of this part, had intricate relations with the dialectical 

manner in which the pre-colonial social and political entities evolved under the British 

Protectorate of Uganda. These intricate relations were manifested in the late colonial period and 

especially so with independence fiom British colonial rule in 1962. 

On the other hand, current Afiican scholars who write about Ugandan modern politics 

argue that attention should be paid to social and political factors of Uganda after it gained its 

independence. "The irony of our recent history," says Phares Mukasa Mutibwa (1992), a scholar 

and a member of the National Resistance Movement in Uganda, "is that the agonies to which 

people have been subjected often did not start with the mival of European colonisers but with 

their depw&re" (italics in the original, 1992: ix). Grace Stuart Ibingira (1 %O), another Ugandan 

scholar and a person who was politically involved in the turbulent modern history of his country, 

claims that Afiica's postindependence instability relates to two crucial causes: to a defective 

colonial inheritance and to a "winner-take-all" philosophy prevalent among Afiican 

postindependence political leaders. 

Idi Amin's expulsion of the Asians fiom Uganda in August- October 1972, should 

therefore be contextualized within the larger fiamework of Ugandan pre-colonial society as well 

as within the legacy of the British colonial rule and its aftermath. In other words, the expulsion 

of Asians fiom Uganda should be addressed as an organic element of the history of modem 

Uganda. There was no Uganda before the British created it as a sphere of influence, and Asians 

were an integral part in the creation of Uganda. Therefore Uganda's modem history also means 

the history of Asians in Uganda. 

Regarding the colonial period as constituting only a fraction, albeit an important episode 

of Ugandan history, is a central premise of my work. The expulsion of Asians fiom Uganda in 



1972 occurred ten years after Uganda gained its independence from the British Protectorate. The 

expulsion of the Asians, I argue, can be comprehended and explained only against the 

background of Ugandan pre-colonial history and the impact British colonialism had on the social 

and political organization of the Afiican communities who inhabited the area called Uganda 

today. Thus, the social and cuItural roots of the expulsion of Asians fiom Uganda reach on the 

one hand the scramble for colonies in Africa during the last decades of 19th century Europe, and 

on the other, the social and political organization of pre-colonial Ugandan kingdoms and other 

societies. 

B. Colonization of Uganda - 1894 

When the imperial powers met in Berlin in 1884-5 to divide up Afiica among 
themselves, they looked not at peoples but at mountains, rivers and other physical 
features of our continent, which in fact united people rather than dividing 
them ... When British colonial policy went on to emphasize differences in order to 
implement their policy of divide and rule, it is not surprising that the peoples of 
Uganda remained foreign to each other. This never erupted into physical conflict 
while the pax Britrmnica remained, but as soon as the protecting powers departed, 
these different groups started jumping at each other's throats (Mutibwa, 1992:3,4). 

Uganda was the end-product of a process of enforced political amalgamation. It was a 

conglomerate of different social and economic systems, religions, languages, ethnic groups and 

various political organization. The only common trait of the Afiican peoples in the British 

protectorate of Uganda was their skin colour. Skin colour, that is, a racial designation was a 

convenient method of grouping people for control and administration, but it was not, to be sure, 

the method by which these various peoples and individuals perceived themselves and others. The 

British administrative personnel was well aware of the objective and subjective hndamental 

differences among the various groups constituting the Ugandan protectorate. The most glaring 



proof of the British awareness is the sophisticated manner in which they used these very 

differences to augment and consolidate their rule and interests in Uganda. 

By 1900, Sir Harry Johnston divided the Protectorate into four provinces: the kingdom of 

Buganda, the Eastem, the Northern and the Western provinces. "His prime task, as impressed 

upon him by his superiors in the Foreign Office, was to set the Protectorate's finances in order so 

that it should now begin to pay its own way" (Low, 1965:78). There were four kingdoms in the 

newly created Uganda: the kingdom of Buganda in the centre, the kingdom of Bunyoro-Kitara in 

the western province, the kingdom of Toro between Lake Albert in the noxth and Lake Edward in 

the south, and the kingdom of Ankole on the southeastern territory close to the border of Uganda 

with Ruanda-Urundi. There were at least ten substantial ethnic groups residing in these different 

regions (Bunyoro-Kitara, Ankole, Toro, Busoga, Acholi, Lango, Iteso, Bakiga, Bakonjo and 

Buganda) who spoke different dialects of two main languages: a Bantu and a Nilotic or Nilo- 

Hamitic. There were also some tribes and small clan groups. Hence as Margery Perham argues, 

the social composition and the organisational stmcture of Ugandan societies varied from a 

simple segmentary, hunting and gathering clans or simple societies to politically organized states 

in the form of kingdoms. 

1. Kingdoms and Tribes: The Social composition and organization 
of the population in territory of the Ugandan Protectorate 

In German East Afkica and in Uganda there was the whole range of variety fiom 
the very small-scale cellular structure of clans held together by the simplest of 
gerontocratic authority, through intermediate groups of larger size and of more 
complex organization, to those societies on the west of Lake Victoria, among 
which Buganda was pre-eminent, which Europeans could call kingdoms (Perham, 
1965:xix). 



However Perham's description does not provide an analytical tool to distinguish among 

the various stages of social development in which the Ugandan communities were situated. This 

theoretical obscurity concerning the Ugandan so-caIled "tribal societies" was addressed by 

Ramkrishna Mukherjee (1 985:48-52). 

Following Lewis Henry Morgan's Ancient socieg and Friedrich Engels' The Origin of 

the Family, Private Property and the State, Mukhe jee  adopts a definition of a tribe which is a 

confederation of clans as essentially a classless society. In addition, a tribe was distinguished by 

Morgan as a social community having an exclusive possession of a territory, a name, a dialect 

and religious faith; Morgan also maintained that a tribe was governed by an elected council of 

chiefs (which could be deposed) and the gentile organization of kinship ties. The tribe was the 

symbolic as well as the actual boundary for man in relation to himself, to others and to nature. 

The tribe was, therefore, conceived as part of nature; its institutions were sacred and inviolable. 

It was a superior power over and above its individual members. As Marx, cited by Engels, 

pointed out, tribal men were attached to the "umbilical chord [naval string] of primordial 

community" (ibid, 50; Engels, 1986: 123-13 1). Tribal societies were self-sufficient and had 

meagre or no relations to the "out-side" world. 

A tribal society knew nothing of coercive institutions of the state (army, police, prisons, 

judicial practices and taxes). A state, firstly, divides its citizens according to temtory; secondly it 

establishes a public power or a professionally armed group whose size and force are positively 

related to the class antagonism within the society. Thirdly, a state establishes a system of taxes 

and public debts in order to maintain its public power (Mukhe jee, 198450-5 1; Engels, 

1986:140-141,208-212). 



Therefore, the vast majority of Ugandan societies as Mukhe jee's anaIysis asserts were 

not in a "tribal-stage" of development. He bases his conclusion on a review of the works of the 

English anthropologists J. Roscoe and J. H. Speke and on his personal acquaintance with 

Ugandan societies. He argues that the people of Bunyoro-Kitara, Ankole, Toro, Busoga and 

Buganda were, long before the British arrived to the region, organized in state-like political 

formations. That is, these different societies had a clear class divisions, based on a social division 

of labour between an aristocratic stratum of chiefs and kings and the vast majority of peasants 

commoners. 

As the existing historical information concerning the Kitara-Bynuoro empire shows, the 

class differences were between warriors pastoralists (Bahiina) and agriculturalists (Bahera - 
meaning serfs). The Bahima were, apparently, Hamitic pastoralists who wandered fiom Ethiopia 

and the white Nile region and invaded Central Afiica. They forcefbliy imposed themselves, some 

two thousands years ago, on the agriculturalists who inhabited the interlacustrine area. They 

became the ruling class and created the empire ofKitara (ibid, 56). Kitara was the empire that 

the other kingdoms of Uganda (Ankole, Toro, Busoga and Buganda) later separated fkom. 

Buganda became the most influential and strongest among these kingdoms, during the 19th 

century. 

Not only had the subjects of the Kitara's empire to pay taxes and tributes in kind andlor in 

labour, but also an army and an established system of hereditary monarchy and aristocracy of 

chiefs was created. The subjugated class was no more attached to their previous tribes and clans. 

Instead, the peasants became confined to the land; they had to cultivate it for their own 

subsistence and for the tributes they had to pay to the aristocratic class of chiefs and the king. 



The classless clan and tribal system were transformed into a class society, governed by a warrior 

class and a state mechanism. 

In addition a status order developed. The Bahera were despised by the Bahima. As 

Roscoe's description indicates "...not because of their poverty, but because of their mode of life, 

for, in the eyes of a cow-man, anyone who ate vegetable food and cultivated the land, or worked 

at anything not connected with the cows, was low and mean" (ibid, 56). So great was the 

distinction between rulers and ruled that vegetable food was taboo for the Bahima and tending 

cattle was forbidden to the Bahera. Class position and social status were determined by birth. 

However, this sharp social status differentiation between Bahima and Bahera subsided 

over time either because aristocrats (chiefs) lost their cattle assets or because agriculturalists 

became wealthy and showed signs of ability or rendered special service to the king. Such 

individuals were socially promoted to the status of "eee man" Munyoro (pl. Banyoro) (ibid, 60). 

A new class of "fiee slaves" had evolved, transforming the social landscape of the Kitara empire. 

Kitara was changed, as its neighbouring rival power of Buganda disparagingly labelled it, into 

Bunyoro (a country of tieed slaves). 

The assimilation of aristocrats and commoners was in fill swing just before the advent of 

the British in Uganda in the last quarter of the 19th century (ibid, 61). In a long process of social 

evolution, wealth and property began to displace birth as criteria for class positions. Inter-class 

penetration contributed to an ever-growing laxity in the observance of the milk-custom and led to 

the introduction of a vegetable diet among the pastoral people. 

During the 19th century there was one more social and economic process that has 

changed the social composition of the Bunyoro and Buganda societies. It was the introduction of 

slave and ivory trades by Arab merchants either fiom Sudan to the north of the region or fiom 



the coast to its east. The chiefs and the kings were the only people who could exploit these new 

opportunities. "In short," says Mukhejee "the rulers, headed by the king were developing into 

merchants, and the society of Banyoro was stepping into a new world" (ibid, 6 1). However, 

during the 19th century, the advance of the slave trade had a much more profound impact on the 

kingdom of Buganda than on any other region in Uganda (ibid, 88). 

Buganda was a splinter state fiom Bunyoro or Kitara empire. Buganda had its own king 

for centuries before the arrival of the British; kingship was an old and central institution which 

had a long history of at least "...thirtyseven kings in an unbroken line" (Ibingira, 1973:154). In 

the late colonial period, the kingship and the traditional institutions associated with it served as 

the basis for Bugandams claim for distinctiveness and their desire to secede fiom the Ugandan 

Protectorate and fiom the h r e  Ugandan state ( Ibid, 1 15- 164). 

The kingdom had a prime minister (Katikiro) chief justice (OmuZmuzi) and treasurer 

(Omwanika). The protection of the king in spiritual matters was entrusted in the hands of 

Kimbugwe. The king's mother - Nam~soIe - also had an exalted position and authority. In 

addition, there were ten other chiefs in the court who "administered the country, and rendered 

accounts for its management to the Katikiro, and through him to the King" (Ibid, 91). There were 

also district chiefs and sub-chiefs. All members of this stratum had personal estates. The 

Kutikiro, Kimbugwe, Namaole and the district chiefs were exempt " fiom contributing labourers 

to keep up the royal building" (ibid, 90). The sub-chiefs were the exclusive appointees of the 

king and their main task, beyond securing the labour and tribute fiom the common people, was to 

keep the roads fiom their residence to the district chief residence open and in useable condition. 

"All these chiefs were entrusted with judicial function" (ibid, 91). The people could however, 

appeal a case to the supreme court (Lukiko) which was subjected to the Katikzro or the king 



(Kabaka). Hence, the chiefs held an office and were responsible to the king alone. When a king 

died the new king was able to nominate a new stratum of chiefs. The "old" officials were not able 

to appropriate the possession of their office (except their moveable belongings); it was left to the 

new chief In many respects the kingdom of Buganda had many similarities to European feudal 

societies. 

The main beneficiaries of the taxes were: the king, the queen, the king's mother, the 

Katikiro, the Kimbugwe and the chief of the district fiom which the taxes were levied. After 

apportioning the district chief his and his sub-chiefs portions, the king took half of the tax. The 

rest went to the queen, the king's mother, the Katikiro and the Kimbugwe. The labour of the 

common people was used for any project that the king saw fit including service at the royal 

enclosure. The common people paid their taxes in labour and in the products of their work. 

Buganda had also "tributary areas" who were subjugated by force. They "paid cattle, 

slaves, ivory, cowry-shells, salt, hoes, etc" (ibid, 92). Busoga, Ankole, Koki, Budu and Kiziba 

were among these tributary areas. Buganda, thus became the most powefil and flourishing 

kingdom in the interlacustrine area. Mukherjee says that Roscoe himself remarked in this 

respect: 

In the early days of travel the remarkable spectacle of social progress and order 
which burst upon the gaze of the traveller when he entered Uganda (kingdom of 
Buganda - RKM), caused him the utmost astonishment ... he firther learns that the 
people are superior to their neighbours in almost every other respect ... The roads 
are striking. .. public roads fkom the capital to the dwellings of important chiefs are 
often fiom twelve to fourteen feet wide ... These roads and bridges are an 
indication of a superior people, and they strike the pedestrian, who has travelled 
fiom the coast through less civilised countries along narrow tracks, with agreeable 
surprise.. . These advanced qualities and marks of civilisation of the Baganda are 
not the result of any outside influence being brought to bear upon them, they are 
of much earlier date than the time of their contact with either the Nubian or the 
Arab.. .A most interesting study which especially concerns the anthropologist is to 



account for the great progress which the people have made in social and political 
life; they have advanced fiom the degraded barbarity of primitive nations to a 
stage approaching very nearly to that of civilised government (ibid, 93). 

Buganda had advanced over the other kingdoms since only in Buganda was social 

mobility to chieftainship status open and not restricted by blood kinship ties. The chiefs were 

recruited fkom the local peasant population on the basis of merit either in excellent farming, 

bravery in war or wisdom in council. Only the royal family was considered superior and separate 

fiom the others. Social and class differentiation were based on possession of wealth, not on birth 

qualification. The people of Buganda were "freemen"; they were able to keep cattle and they 

were not despised like the Bahera in Kitara. Those "...who went to five on the private lands of a 

chief were called his fieemen (basenze); they worked or fought for him in return for the land 

which they tenanted" (ibid, 94). The main source of accruing wealth was, however, military raids 

not cultivation of land. 

The peasants were not debarred from military service. On the contrary, one of the 

conditions for being granted land was rendering military service to the chief Hence, a military 

democracy based on infantry and canoes had evolved in Buganda. The canoes builders were the 

Basese tribe which inhabited the north islands of Lake Victoria. With the Basese expertise and 

with an armada of canoes, Buganda expanded westward and northward, maintaining ongoing 

contact with Arab traders and with the eastern and southern coasts of Lake Victoria. Freemen, 

military democracy, and an armada of canoes, commerce, plus early contact with the outside 

world made Buganda the supreme power of all the kingdoms of the interlacustrine area. 

The subjugation of the Busoga took place during the 18th century under the reign of King 

Kyabagu the 23rd king after Kimera, who was one of the earliest kings of Buganda. The son of 

Kyabagu, Djundju, subdued all of Budu and Kiziba (south east). During his brother rule - 



Semakokiro (who probably died in 1 790) the kingdom of Buganda progressed farther (ibid, 96). 

Semakokiro's grandson, King Suna Kalema (1 8 1 0- 1 852) admitted Arab merchants and Islam 

into the kingdom for trade. An incipient process of conversion to Islam took place. "The Arabs," 

which was in most cases a synonym to Sudanese, Danagla or Nubians fiom the southern Sudan, 

in return 'introduced firearms and gun-powder in exchange for ivory and slaves" (ibid, 97). 

When the son of Suna Kalema (Suna II), Mutesa Mukabya ascended to the throne in 

1852, the most significant changes in Buganda were effected. Mutesa Mukabya instituted a 

standing army and a navy with a permanent general (Mu*) and sub-chiefs (Mutongole pl. 

Batongole) and an Admiral (ibid, 97). 

... these captains were given estates in each district (saza) in lieu of pay, and were 
exempted fiom any obligations to the chief of the district (Owesaza). The captains 
were responsible to the General (Mujasi), who in his turn was responsible to the 
Prime Minister (Katikiro) and to the King (Roscoe quoted in ibid, 97). 

With this kind of military force, the surrounding people were reduced to order as complete 

tributary districts, slave trade flourished and terror was instituted in the area. This military 

strength of Buganda and its rivalry with Bunyoro were probably the reasons leading Kenneth 

Ingham, a historian of East Afiica, to equate Buganda with Prussia and Bunyoro with Austria 

(Ingham, 1958: 18). However, social and cultural changes accompanied these military changes. 

The standard of living and the way people appeared in public were changed and 

improved; people were required to wear calico and all kinds of cotton cloth. Until then, it was the 

privilege of the chiefs and royalty. Mutesa Mukabya also simplified court etiquettes; he invited 

the chiefs to dine with him and furnished the council house with steel chairs and wooden 

benches. "There were four hundred of these, and half of them were arranged on each side of the 



house. The king sat in the centre of the house, the prime minister next to him, then Kimbugwe, 

and after him the Saza chiefs" (ibid, 98). 

The king and the nobility were preoccupied with trade. Slave trade was the centre of this 

new preoccupation. Now military raids aimed at gaining as many slaves as possible. As another 

scholar of East Afiica, H. B. Thomas, cited by Mukherjee, noted: 

In contrast with the southern Sudan and Nyasaland, this section of Afiica was 
never a hunting ground for alien traders; for, under the rulers of Bunyoro-Kitara 
and Buganda, it had long enjoyed governments sufficiently strong and organized 
to secure it fiom such intrusions. Adopting modern phraseology, primary 
accumulation of slaves was a state monopoly operated by the rulers, who dealt 
with Arab traders as middlemen in the chain of distribution (ibid, 98). 

Raids and wars on neighbouring tribes, were initiated either by the king or by the chiefs for the 

purpose of acquiring slaves and ivory. Consequently, the weaker peoples were always in mortal 

fear of being captured as slaves and sold to Arabs, 

... the same process brought prosperity to these kingdoms, and especially to 
Buganda, for this was the most powerful kingdom in this region and therefore 
could conduct this business of "primary accumulation of slaves" on the largest 
scale" (ibid, 99). 

In this point in time the British appeared on the scene of East M c a  altering the indigenous line 

of historical development. 

It was during Mutesats reign that Speke paid his f ~ s t  visit to Uganda (in 1862), 
and later on Stanley (in 1 875) also reached the country, and through his 
representatives the Christian Missions were sent (ibid, 100). 

Hence, Mukhejee's argument is that the majority of the pre-colonial Ugandan societies 

were, if a comparative reference point is needed, similar to the late European feudal mode of 



economic production and to its social and political formation (for a similar argument see 

Mamdani, 1977:23-4). Thus in can be safely concluded that the Mean kingdoms in the area of 

the British Protectorate were not in any tribal stage of development. 

This point cannot be stressed too much, for it at once makes it obvious that even 
in those days to speak of the Uganda AfEcans, or at any rate the majority of them, 
as "tribal" did not fit in with the real state of things. It should also be borne in 
mind that fiom Speke [the first European to visit the region - 1862 M.A. ] onwards 
the British in Uganda first came in contact with the Baganda whose social 
development was the highest of all Uganda Afiicans. Therefore, one cannot resist 
the conclusion that to speak of the Uganda Afiicans as "tribal" was either a 
misrepresentation of precise scientific terminology and a neglect of the study of 
societies in their historical course of development, or it was a wilfbl distortion of 
facts (ibid, 100). 

However, these highly developed and self-conscious societies did not unconditionally 

welcomed the British overrule; they had to be subdued by force. Hence, British "protection" in 

Uganda begun with military violence. Only after the political subjugation of the independent 

kingdoms was achieved could economic exploitation proceed. 

2, Political subjugation 

The British Protectorate of Uganda was declared in 1894. The British claimed that they 

came to protect the native f i c a n s  from slave traders' raids, to stop the incessant civil war, and 

to protect the European missionaries who were doing their holy work among the heathen. They 

also claimed that they came to civilize the savages of Afkica. These protective projects were 

contested. Fighting the slave trade meant a declared conflict with those &can chiefs, kings and 

Arab merchants who benefited &om it. Whereas protecting Christianity involved religious rivalry 

with Islam. However, Christianity was not made of one cloth; there was a conflict between 

European powers (mainly, Germany, France, Belgium and Britain) represented by the veiled 



religious competition between the Catholic and the Protestant emissaries to the territories of East 

Afiica. This double- edged conflict was evident in the early history of the British Protectorate 

over Uganda. 

In the 1860s and 1870s the slave trade was one of the leading contacts between Uganda 

and the outside world. Most of this trade was conducted between Arab traders and the leading 

political stratum of the interlacustrine kingdoms. The people who were hunted down were either 

the population of tributary areas or domestic people who could not pay their debts to the chiefs 

and kings. "The common people everywhere were at the mercy of the chiefs and kings who 

would catch them on any pretext or at an unguarded movement and pass them over to the Arab 

traders" (Mukhe jee, 1984: 124-25). 

The British arrived in the region at the last quarter of the 19th century halting the process 

of commercial slavery by their advent. Weaker native Afiican communities, such as Basoga and 

the Acholi, were ready to offer their allegiance to the British in order to get rid of the menace of 

the despotic rule of chiefs, kings and slave hunters. In addition, some local chiefs, either in 

Buganda or Bunyoro, used the British's appearance on the scene to firther their own politics and 

rivalries against kings and other chiefs. Peace and security were offered in exchange for 

exclusive commercial privileges signed in treaties between the British delegates and the chiefs or 

kings who suffered fiom the slave trade. 

The Church Missionary Society of England sent its representatives to the region of 

Uganda in 1877. The Roman Catholic mission of the Order of the White Fathers of Algeria 

followed suit in the same year (ibid, 117). The different allegiances and religious affiliations of 

the Africans, had little to do with their preferences or interests, but much to do with the interests 

of the colonial powers. First among these interests was the rivalry between Germany and 



England. The White Fathers, who were French missionaries supported the German cause against 

the British. Thus the Wa-lngleza (the =can Protestant faction supporting the Church of 

England) and the Wa-Frunsa (the Afiicans who were affiliated with the Roman Catholic French 

Church), were drawn into the colonial fray as "pawns in the imperialist game" (ibid, 118). The 

"imperialist game" consisted of land grabbing in Africa and treaty making in Europe. 

In 1890 an Anglo-German treaty was concluded; it settled the main boundaries between 

the British and the German "spheres of influence" in East Africa. However, the London Treaty of 

July 1, 1890 did not solve the acrimonious relations between Britain and Germany in the interior 

parts of East Africa. 

The method of securing rights in the interior of the continent was to strike treaties with 

Afiican chiefs. This treaty making had developed into a competition between the two powers. 

Needless to say, the treaties which Atiican chiefs signed (put their marks) were used by the 

Europeans in their rivalries, were based on meagre comprehension on the side of Afiican chiefs. 

The British gang of "bogus treaty-makers" themselves called these treaties an "amiable farce" 

(ibid, 126). 

While the weak territories and small chiefs were lured into signing these treaties, the 

kings of Buganda and Bunyoro could not easily be convinced. The king of Bunyoro - Kabarega - 

favoured the Arabs traders from whom he received guns and ammunition in return for slaves and 

ivory; Mwanga, the son of Mutesa, the king of Buganda, attempted to outfox and play the British 

off against the Arabs, and later on, the Gennan against the British. He succeeded in this only for 

a short while. 



a. Buganda particularity 

Mutesa Mukabya, Mwanga's father, signed a treaty with the British in 1870. In 1884 he 

died and his son was not successfid in juggling the conflicting interests between Arabs 

merchants, English traders and German and English political and religious demands. Though 

Mwanga, the son, identified himself with the Islam party, he could not provide them with 

exclusive control over trade or hinder the progression of Christianity among the Bagandas. The 

Arab faction staged a rebellion and deposed Mwanga. They enthroned his brother, Kiwewa as 

the king. However, Kiwewa was not ready to become a fill-fledged Muslim. The Islamicist 

faction deposed him and made Kalema, the second brother, the king of Buganda. Buganda had 

now a Muslim king. Meanwhile, making up his mind, Muanga appealed to the British East 

Africa Company for help in exchange for a "monopoly of commerce," as well as "provisioning" 

the Company's staff and accepting its flag in return for British support in regaining his throne" 

(ibid, 128). 

British support was conditional, however. Unwilling to sign a treaty which stipulated the 

abrogation of the slave trade and a ban on import of guns and ammunition to Buganda, Muanga 

rehsed to accede. He was forced to sign the treaty since he could not match the British or the 

Muslim faction on his own. Hence, the two Christian factions led by the British Company 

officers and employing a Sudanese (Nubian) force commanded by British officers, were able to 

subdue the Islamic faction (1 892). The British were rid of the Arab merchants and Islam menace 

and drove them outside of the kingdom. However, since Muanga was not satisfied with the terms 

of the agreement, he conspired with the Roman Catholic faction which was supported by France, 

and was allied with Germany against the British Company and its Protestant constituency. Such 

"religious" rivalries torn Bugandan families apart dividing the traditional clans' loyalties. 



A new battle erupted in which the Imperial British East Africa Company joined forces 

with the English party (Protestants) within the Bugandans, driving the French party (Catholics) 

out of the capital (1 892). Mwanga, realizing his desperate position, deserted his Catholic-French 

supporters and accepted the British conditions. 

However, Mwanga still tried to stage another revolt against the British in 1897. The 

Nubians (Sudanese) force, the military "bulwark" of the British Protectorate, rebelled in 

September 1897 since they did not receive their salaries (Low, l965:Z; Pain, 1975: 179). The 

Nubians (also referred to as Sudanese, Dangagla and 'Arabs' see Pain, 1975: 1 78) force was 

overcome with the combined force of Baganda soldiers and with the help of Indian soldiers who 

were dispatched fiom Mombasa (Mangat, 1969:41). Hence, the establishment of the Protectorate 

in Buganda proceeded by force. 

In 1894 Buganda and Toro were subdued becoming officially part of the British 

Protectorate. In 1896 Bunyoro was forcehlly joined after Kabarega, its' king defeated and 

deported to the Seychelles Island. Ankole was added in 1898 after the British opted to give their 

support to one of the factions in the succession war between three sides taking place in that 

kingdom. The three factions vied with each other for British support; none opposed the British 

(Low, 1965:66-77). The British "Protectorate" in the Afiican interlacustrine kingdoms was 

established by military means and political intervention in Afiican kingdoms' power politics and 

succession conflicts. By the end of the century there was no rival force, internal or external, 

which contesting the British rule in Uganda. 

The British stopped the excesses of the native despots. A ban on slave trade, the incessant 

inter-tribal wars and the inter-kingdoms slave raids were completely prohibited. Pax Britamica 

was proclaimed. However the British did not dethrone the local authorities who were the 



protagonists of the slave trade, the civil wars and the slave hunts. On the contrary, they 

consolidated the pre-colonial political system by granting the native authorities their previous 

powers short of its most essentials: the ability to command the people. Neither the king nor the 

chiefs were gone; all remained the same, but short of real power. The method of Indirect Rule 

was established. The British had the power and the military resources; Afiicans chiefs and kings 

had a semblance of authority. They had to cooperate with the Protectorate administration on 

which they were becoming more and more dependent as the Protectorate evolved fiom its 

rudimentary stages. 

The method of Indirect rule was so successfbl that it was extended during the first decade 

of the Protectorate's existence (1 894-1909) to other territories outside the Buganda and Bunyoro 

kingdoms. A Native Administration was instituted in a11 other territories, even in those areas 

which did not have a Iocal systems of chieftainship. Buganda chiefs were "exported" to the other 

territories and facilitated the institutionalisation, education and training the Afkicans in the 

methods of the British economic and political rule. Neither the political subjugation nor the 

economic exploitation of the peoples of the Protectorate were possible without the chiefs' 

cooperation. 

Buganda and Bunyoro were disarmed and the local authorities including the king of 

Buganda and the king of Bunyoro became low ranking, paid "clerks" of the British Protectorate. 

The British made the young sons of Mwanga and Kabarega the new kings of the kingdoms. The 

young kings were placed under the tutelage of faithfir1 ministers who were allies of the British. 

Chiefs who were faitwl to the British were retained in power; others were deposed. Most of the 

new chiefs were Christians (Wa-Ingleza) who owed their allegiance to the British Uganda 

Mission (Mukhejee, 1984: 132). 



In order to curtail the remnants of power the two strong kingdoms, Buganda and Bunyoro 

still had, newlold "independent" kingdoms were created, and several counties of Bunyoro were 

"transferred" to the trustship of Buganda oficials. This was an important event since these 

counties contained the tombs of Bunyoro kings (Low, 1965:86). Consequently, hostility, 

suspicion and conflicting interest were sowed by the British administration to augment its hold 

on the territory and its peoples. Estrangement and disunity were accentuated by this British 

policy of political machinations. 

Busoga, which was a tributary territory of Buganda, was "fieed" fiom its Bugandas 

oppressors. To weaken the kingdom of Bunyoro, Toro was declared as an independent kingdom. 

Onkole was also instituted as a separate kingdom. Hence, Indirect Rule was the method by which 

the established kingdoms were taken over, whereas Native Administration was the governing 

rule in the less developed areas of Uganda. 

Bugandan chiefs were appointed to other districts, such as Acholi and Madi, as the new 

Native Administrators. These new appointed chiefs had power but no authority within the 

communities they were installed in. The native administrators were loyal, trained and trusted 

Bugandans who were imposed on other population all over the Protectorate. Inter-ethnic hatred 

and local resentment was bound to appear against these "foreign" chiefs. 

The Uganda Agreement of 1900 summarized and stabilised the method of Indirect Rule. 

It set the stage for the political subjugation of the Buganda kingdom and set the central pattern 

according to which the rest of the Protectorate would be organized. For example, the status of 

Buganda was declared to be of "equal rank with any other provinces." All the provinces of 

Uganda were considered as one administrative territory as far as taxes, revenues and laws were 

concerned. The king of Buganda, his chiefs and people were supposed to be loyal to her 



Majesty's Government and in return her Majesty Government recognized the authority of the 

Kabaka and his council (Lukiko) and ministers (the Katikiro; the Chief Justice and the Treasurer) 

as the native rulers of the province of Buganda. Buganda's political subjugation was anything but 

unique; however, Buganda had an elaborate contract in the form of the Uganda Agreement. 

The Lukiko (native council) consisted of the three ministers and twenty districts chiefs; in 

addition, the king appointed three more notables from each district and six more persons of 

importance. In all, the Lukiko had eighty nine chiefs, notables, ministers and the king. A 

differential yearIy allowance was granted to the king and his administration. The chiefs of the 

districts were chosen by the king and approved by her Majesty representative. The Lukiko's 

chiefs were also granted a yearly allowance. The districts' chiefs were responsible for collecting 

taxes and the maintenance of roads. Lukiko chiefs could be dismissed either by the king (after 

consulting the Protectorate administrator) or by the discretion of the Queen's representative. 

However, the Lukiko chiefs were not the only chiefs that their authority was recognized. 

With the Uganda Agreement some one thousand chiefs were allotted plots of land. By 1926 this 

number of land owning chiefs grew to include 10,000 (Mamdani, 1973: 120-1). The social 

significance of this group cannot be exaggerated since they become contenders of political 

powers within Buganda and in the other kingdoms and territories. Each chief was granted, in 

addition to the yearly allowance, an area of eight square miles. Taxes (a hut, a gun and a pool 

tax) were instituted and the chiefs were responsible to collect them.The military power in direct 

command of the Kabaka, his ministers and chiefs was reduced, and controlled by gun permits 

credited to them by the Administration. All in all, 440 guns were credited to the province of 

Buganda. From a king who had an army and a navy, the Kabaka became a weak and dependent 

sovereign. 



Nonetheless, the Uganda Agreement between Buganda and the British authorities was a 

singular contract. It recognized the particular nature and the centrality of Buganda as a kingdom 

within the larger areas of the British Protectorate of Uganda. This recognition constituted a 

central element in the Protectorate's relations with Buganda; but it also served as a central 

element in Bagandas' self perception and relation to the "other" native groups of the Protectorate. 

This Agreement resulted in what Ali A. Mazrui termed a psychological "treaty complex" 

among Bagandas (Mazrui, 1975:58-62). "In the case of the Baganda, [in comparison to Japan]" 

argues Mazmi, "the 1900 Agreement became not a symbol of humiliating inequality but a basis 

of presumed parity of esteem between the imperial power and the Buganda kingdom" (ibid, 58); 

it developed a "myth of parity" between Bagandas and the British on the basis of Buganda 

distinctiveness. However, this parity in relations to the British was a Bugandan monologue; for 

the British, natives overruled Bagandas. 

Buganda was distinct in terms of its elaborate political arrangements, in its social and 

economic advancement, and in terms of its seIf perception. Ibingira's comment in this regard is 

incisive: 

Kampala, the principal town in Buganda, became the commercial centre of the 
whole Protectorate. As all roads led to Rome, so now did all roads in the 
Protectorate converge on this growing metropolis. Indeed, the Baganda became 
not just primus infrpares in relations to the rest of the tribes but also - with 
British encouragement - "culturally superior" in attitude. They did not need much 
encouragement to assert their position as "the chosen tribe" of Uganda. Not 
unnaturally, it seemed as if fortune had decreed that they should be the premier 
tribe to lead the country .... So far as the Baganda were concerned they were a 
distinct, superior nation, tied to the rest of the Protectorate only by British 
overrule (Ibingira, 1 973 : 1 1 8, 1 1 9). 

Buganda was the political, social and economic centre of Uganda, but Bagandas did not 

see themselves as part of Uganda. Not only did the notion of Uganda did not exist among the 



"other" kingdoms and native communities, but also Bagandas resisted being called any thing else 

but Bagandas. Uganda did not exist as a social or political reality, but it did exist as an 

administrative designation. And this administrative colonial appellation mattered more than the 

self perception of native Afiicans. 

This apparent paradox between the social and economic centrality of Buganda in the 

Protectorate of Uganda and the cultural demand for exclusiveness and particularity by the 

Baganda, had a devastating effect on the eventual history of independent Uganda and on the 

peoples who were grouped under the Uganda Protectorate. Augmenting divisions among 

Afiicans was a necessary condition for British rule; its legacy, that is, divisiveness among 

Ugandans was a recipe for political disasters. The expulsion of Asian &om Uganda in 1972 had 

some of its social and political roots in this Baganda ardent demand for particularity and 

distinctiveness; it also related the Bagandas' rejection of a unitary state or a federal system in 

which Buganda and Bagandas would be equal to other provinces and communities. 



3. Economic Exploitation 
a. From subsistence to market economy - the economic foundations of the 

British Protectorate in Uganda 

Prior to the British occupation, private ownership of land was unknown in Uganda. Land 

was held communally by the clans. The king and the chiefs could exercise political authority 

over the people, but they had no right over land. Lucy Mair, an English anthropologist who 

investigated the Baganda people (1934), succinctly presents the interrelation between land and 

political authority. She asserts: 

Theoretically, the whole country and all that was in it was not only subject to the 
king's authority but actually belonged to him; hence his power of life and death, 
his right to the spoils of war, to tax his subjects, and make use of their labour. He 
made his will effective throughout his kingdom by the appointment of chiefs, of 
whom it may with equal truth be said that each controlled a certain area of land or 
that he controlled the whole population within that area. ... [But] The obligations 
of the peasant to his chief in pre-European days ... were not analogous to a payment 
of rent. There was no conception of the land as a possession of the chief which he 
derived profit by letting other people work it. His right to admit and evict peasants 
was part and parcel of his general position as the political authority over the area 
in question; as the natives themselves put it, TMga takq ofga abantu, 'He has 
rights not over land but over people"' (Mukherjee, 1985: 140; see also Low, 
1965 :79-80). 

The Bugandan king was a kind of Egyptian Pharaoh; he had an absolute control over the 

life of his subjects and over the products of their work but he did not own the land as his private 

property. Tributes were paid in kind, in labour or in services. The king had the rights to demand 

such tributes and services fkom his people, however, he was restricted by the obligations of his 

role and by the ancestors' tradition. The land was part of nature and as such it could not be the 

possession of human beings. Land became a commodity only with the parcelling of the land into 

fi-eehold estates (maiilos) in the hands of the newly created landed aristocracy of Buganda. This 

was the direct result of the Uganda Agreement of 1900. 



The Uganda Agreement of 1900, while arguing that it respected the traditional system of 

the Bugandan social organization, radically transformed the economic base on which that society 

rested. The Indirect Rule and the Native Administration, while presenting a facade of strict 

adherence to the traditional way, actually created a stratum of landlords. Though composed of 

the "ancient regime" political layer, it established a completely new economic base for its 

operation. If the previous social and economic organization could be designated as a subsistence 

economy, market economy was the new footing on which the Bugandan society was placed after 

the proclamation of the Uganda Agreement. The Agreement achieved that transformation by 

liquidating communal land into private property and by introducing the system of money based 

taxes. Commodification o f  the land and the money economy appeared simultaneously. 

This transformation, however, was not an easy task to accomplish. A market economy 

and production for the market were foreign to all the inhabitants of the Ugandan territories. The 

initial stages of that change were inaugurated in Buganda with the introduction of fkeehold 

estates as the private property in the possession of the new/old chieftainship stratum. Money to 

subsidize the operation of a self-sustaining Protectorate and the stratum of paid chiefs could be 

exerted only from the inhabitants of the land. This was possible with the institutionalization of 

the hut and poll taxation which were mustered from the inhabitants of Buganda's kingdom. The 

system was expanded, in developmental steps, to engulf the whole of the British Protectorate in 

Uganda. 

The private appropriation of Buganda's land proceeded in this manner: fkom the total area 

of the kingdom nearly 1,000 square miles (5 per cent) went to the Royal Family; 8,003 square 

miles (46 per cent) were shared among the new/old chiefs, the remaining (49 per cent) of 

Buganda land passed to  the British Government for direct colonial enterprises (industrial, mainly 



mining or agricultural land designated for European settlers use). In this early stage of the 

Protectorate, White Settlement was still entertained by some British administrators. The agrarian 

revolution that took place, occurred with a minimum of violence. The cooptation of the new/old 

chieftainship stratum was the key factor in this peacefbl revolution. Since the existence and 

prosperity of the native bureaucracy depended on the peacefil continuation of the British rule, a 

long standing mutual interest between the administration and the incipient native landIord 

stratum emerged. 

Land distribution to native bureaucrats in the other kingdoms and territories of Uganda 

(Ankole, Bunyoro, Busoga and Toro), progressed in a similar piecemeal fashion. The allotment 

of private estates to two or three hundred chiefs in each district secured the self-seeking interest 

of the new landlord and guaranteed his cooperation with the Protectorate authorities. 

However, in order to have money the peasants tenants of the land had to produce 

something that could be sold on the markets outside of Uganda. Cotton was introduced into 

Uganda around the end of the 19th century. Only after several failed experiments with other 

commodities, cotton became the staple product of Uganda. Rubber, fibre from papyrus, raphia 

fibre, coffee, tobacco and tea were experimented with, but none had the prospects of becoming 

the leading commodity of the colony as cotton had. 

Hence, land distribution as freehold estates in the Protectorate received its major impetus 

when the production of cotton shifted into a higher gear in Buganda. The prosperity of the 

Buganda native aristocracy spurred the cupidity of the neighbouring chiefs for land. They 

clamoured for the same agreement as the one that secured the Buganda landed aristocracy - an 

agreement that they soon received. Such agreements meant dividing land into private chief 

allotments, instituting taxes and introducing cotton as the main cash crops of the Protectorate. 



"By 19 1 1 cotton became the most important cash crop of the f i c a n s  all over Uganda 

(Mukhej ee, 1984: 142). 

Peasants occupiers of the land became rent paying tenants whereas the chiefs became 

landlords. Peasant tenancy and landlordism were the direct outcomes of the Uganda Agreement 

of 1900. Consequently, the agrarian revolution and the shift to market economy secured the 

Protectorate in its position; a defense wall of native stratum was created with almost no effort 

and a profitable economic system was set on track. The chiefs were in their traditional place, but 

their relations to the people on their land was of a completely different nature. 

In the less developed areas of the Protectorate, such as Karamoja, Teso, Kigezi, Lango 

and in the West Nile districts, Bugandan or Acholi, "chiefs" were imported. Later on, local chiefs 

were "manufactured" fiom the local loyal elements in these less developed areas. That is, in the 

areas in where there were no kingdoms or an organized stratum of chiefs, the British 

Administration instituted an imported stratum of loyal chiefs. "In short," says Mukhe rjee, 

... these "chiefs" were nothing else than the lowest grades of civil servants of the 
Uganda Colonial Administration, and their existence depended on the pleasure of 
the foreign rulers. The "Native Administration" was thus only a mask behind 
which the foreign rulers stabilised their interests in these societies and perpetuated 
their rule (ibid, 146). 

The decision to grow cotton in the Protectorate was dictated by the international 

economic and market situations (Ehrlich, 1965:395-97). A shortage of cotton was strongly felt in 

Europe's industrial countries of late 19th century. Since the American Civil War, a cotton 

shortage had handicapped the development of the textile industry in Europe. Moreover, the 

European textile industry was threatened and therefore worried of being controlled by American 

dominance in the cotton production industry. European governments, especially Britain and 



Germany, were pressed by their local textile industrialists to secure their assets and interests. 

Consequently, the cultivation of cotton became one of the urgent goals of European colonising 

countries. 

The production of cotton showed all signs of becoming the pivot product in the colonial 

policy of the British Protectorate. In 1904, the Agriculture Department of the Protectorate 

distributed large quantities of cotton seeds throughout the country. In a very short time cotton 

production took precedence over all other commodities. The money value of cotton production in 

Uganda rose 

... fiom the small figure of pnglish Pounds] E326 in 1904-05 to 2354,146 in 
1914-15;. ..it rose to 24,268,283 in 1927. In the post-war years before 1950, it was 
of the order of 5 to 7 million pounds sterling. In 195 1, it reached the figure of 
SZ8,74 1,604 (Mukhe jee, 1984: 17 1). 

From 19 15 until 1947 the percentage value of exported cotton in relation to the total 

domestic exports was an average value of 73 to 75 percent. In 1939, an Afiican official, C. P. 

Dala published an article under the title "Importance to the Protectorate of Its Cotton Industry"; 

he asserted that: 

The significance of the cotton industry to Uganda cannot be exaggerated; in fact, 
cotton is the life-blood of this Protectorate. To an average resident in 
Uganda,. . .the importance of cotton production is generally well-known, but only 
few realize how much Uganda is dependent on its cotton crop (ibid, 172). 

No wonder that cotton was described in Uganda as "white gold." 

In summary, at the conclusion of the initial stages of the British Protectorate of Uganda 

(1894-1919) mean peasants produced mainly cotton, but also coffee, tea and rubber out of the 

land they rented fiom their local chiefs. They had to sell the cotton and other products of their 



work in order to pay their rent, taxes and to cover the costs of living. Cotton, the main staple, had 

to be transported fiom villages to urban centres in which it could be processed (ginned and 

baled), then transported hrther to the Kampala-Mombasa railway on its way to the external 

markets of England and later India and Japan. Since the Afiican peasants could no longer 

cultivate their plots of land for the exclusive purpose of subsistence, they had to buy foodstuffs 

they could not produce in their gardens. To buy cotton, to satisfl the needs and fkther the wants 

of the f i c a n  population, small shops (dub) manned by Asian dealers appeared in villages, 

along the Mornbasa-Kampala railway, and in all Ugandan towns. At the beginning, agricultural 

products were bartered for implements of work and manufactured commodities. These low scale 

exchange reIations, operating within slim margins of profits, significantly contributed to the 

creation of the necessary conditions for the emergence of a money economy. Indian commercial 

activity was crucial in this process. 

In the course of two decades, the British Protectorate of Uganda was a self-sustaining 

enterprise. It also had promising prospects for future profits. Hence, transforming the 

Protectorate's population &om a subsistence to market economy was, indeed, a deep revolution 

that involved all aspects of the indigenous' lives as well as in the lives of the immigrant (Indian 

and British) communities. 

By the end of the first world war the first task which the British had set for 
themselves in Uganda was achieved; a financially self-sustaining fiamew ork of 
administration was established throughout the whole Protectorate (Pratt, 
1965:476). 

While the end of World War I opened the second phase in the British rule of Uganda, the 

end of World War I1 closed it. The second stage of the British Protectorate in Uganda (1 9 19- 



1945) witnessed the maturation of the colonial rule and the consolidation of a racial three tier 

caste society. The explicit and implicit laws of separate solitudes of llfiicans, Europeans and 

Asians were the governing rules of the Protectorate's second stage evolution. 



Chapter 13 
C. Uganda: The emergence of racial and ethnic divisions of labour 
1. The three tier society 

The Protectorate's social and political order was based on the assignment of individuals to 

three social categories on the basis of skin pigmentation and geographical origins. However, 

formal and informal rules of caste segregation conferred practical and symbolic meanings to the 

Protectorate's economic and political arrangements. According to these caste rules each 

community was restricted to specific economic occupations and to specified entitlement of 

social-honour and prestige. Sexual relations or intermarriages among individual members of 

these groups were not accepted. Hospitableness toward each other was fiowned upon. Nor were 

there any economic or social partnerships between members of these separate entities. Since the 

various groups practiced different religions, the Protectorate caste system lacked the notion of 

ritual, that is religious prohibitions which are prevalent in other caste or pariah-people systems3. 

Notwithstanding, these groups co-existed under one political roof the British 

Protectorate. Shouldering the White Man's burden of civilizing Afiicans and Indians, the British 

undoubtedly perceived themselves as superior to both colonized groups - Afkicans and Asians 

alike. Thus, exclusive social circles were the rule, not an exception. The Protectorate's 

government with its overwhelming political power, a power which enabled it to confer class 

positions and status entitlements on individuals and groups, performed the role of an over-all 

distributive mechanism of Iife chances. From this point of view, the political power of the British 

was akin to a religious mechanism establishing status "rights" and "wrongs" and having the 

authority for distributing social and economic rewards and punishments. 

European Whites (mainly Britons) were positioned at the upper tier of the economic and 

occupational systems; Asian Browns (mainly Indians) were at the middle rank whereas Mican 



Blacks were relegated to the bottom. This caste occupational hierarchy was applied to prestige 

factors as well. Members of these group were looking vertically at each other, never horizontally. 

During these years, the racial caste hierarchy was rarely contested though each group was 

composed of several rival sub-groups. 

Profit-making and acquisitiveness of Europeans and Asians, coupled with the British 

Government military power constituted the social ties among these groups. In other words, the 

racial caste-like division of labour on which the British Protectorate rested, was founded on 

economic exploitation, cultural hegemony and the ultimate military power of the British 

government. British political and military power facilitated and ensured the economic 

exploitation of the Atiicans on the one hand and the enrichment, though not to the same degree, 

of the British and Indian communities on the other. 

However, economics and politics also created an intricate scheme of status dispensation. 

English civilization was on top and the only reference criterion. Therefore, Afkicans were 

granted the lowest prestige, and Britons were revered. Whereas the Asians, the colonized who 

became complacent and proxy colonizers, oscillated in the middle. Emulating the Europeans 

above, the Asians downgraded the Africans below (Ocaya-lakidi, 1975:82-85). 

Commenting on "Black Attitudes to the Colonizers," (1975), Dent Ocaya-Lakidi argued 

that: 

But when all else has been considered, the decisive factor in the Anglicization of 
Uganda was British political authority over the Africans. Without this their 
possession of a civilizing philosophy, their access to an impressive material 
culture at home, and their use of this culture f.br Anglicization in Uganda would 
have failed. PoliticaI power made all the difference (1 975:84-5). 



The economic and status hierarchies were sustained by political power differences. The 

British were a minority group with most of the power; Atiicans, though subjugated had 

important elements of political autonomy. The Asians were a politically weak group; Asians had 

neither ties nor ambitions to amass power (Ghai and Ghai, 1970: 1). Therefore, the differential 

power and political underpinning of the colonial rule should be bore in mind when economic and 

social life in the Ugandan Protectorate are analyzed. Ultimately, the British Protectorate in 

Uganda rested on concealed violence. 

European, more precisely, British cultural supremacy was the taken-for-granted 

presupposition of the British Protectorate. This implicit assumption shaped the economic and 

social policies toward the Atiicans and the economic, cultural and political policies toward the 

Asians. To these policies and relations we turn now. 

2. Ugandans, Britons and Indians: the political economy of the British Protectorate in 
Uganda 

Uganda's fate as an export, cotton producing, agricultural country was the consistent 

policy of the British administration fiom its initial stages (Mukhe jee, 1984: 197). However, 

agricultural production could have been pursued in different methods. European-owned 

plantation versus Afiican peasant cultivation of cash crops were the two heading under which 

these methods were debated. The debates and their aftermath were concluded in the early years 

of the 1920s. These years were, therefore, the formative years of the British Protectorate in 

Uganda. 

Plantation versus Afkican peasant cultivation stemmed fiom two, exclusively British, 

contested perspectives on colonial policy. The plantation option concerned itself primarily with 

British international and economic interest, while the supporters of peasants cultivation 



perceived "...colonial policy primarily as an exercise of trust on behalf of the colonial people 

(Fratt, 1965:477). These perceptions had distinct socio-political implications and consequences. 

The plantation economy centred on European settlers' ownership of the land and it 

assumed that native M c a n s  would provide the labour force as wage labourers. A comparison 

between the political tracks in which Kenya, South Afiica and Uganda evolved, reveals the 

social differences between European owned plantation and Afiican peasants' cultivation (Berghe 

van den, 1970: 15 1-175). Kenya and South Afiica, with their large and entrenched settlers 

communities progressed into the status of a "White Man's land" and therefore developed a rigid 

racial, political segregation between Europeans, Africans and Asians. This system was buttressed 

with a political system that favoured Europeans over others: whether minorities (Asians) or 

numerical majorities (Afiicans). The Ugandan Protectorate's social and political structure, 

because it lacked the plantation economy, was less rigid in its policies toward Africans as well as 

Asians. 

Nevertheless and despite this caveat, the Ugandan Protectorate was a three tier caste 

society. It had an unquestionable ruling British group; it had the Ai?icans as the main producers 

and workers; and it had the Asians as a mediating link, a group situated in the middle between 

European above and M c a n  bellow. 

The authority of the British Protectorate Governor and the Legislative Council, 

constituted in 1920, was binding over everyone. The Buganda king's (Kabaka) authority, for an 

example of native power, was restricted within the Afiican Buganda community. Even the 

Kabaka's and the Lukiko's powers to appoint chiefs were "...conditional on the approval of Her 

Majesty's Government" (Ibingira, 1973: 148-149; see also Mukhe jee, 1985: 134-35, articles 10 

and 11 of the Uganda Agreement of 1900). The Afiican king and chiefs had no authority over 



European or Asians. However, Europeans, and to some extent Asians, had most of the power to 

determine the economic fate of native M c a n s  including the kings and the chiefs. 

From the first decade of the 20th century, Afiican peasants, positioned at the lower rung 

of the social hierarchy, had to cultivate the land, sell their produce to either an Asian shopkeeper 

or to an European concern, and unreservedly obey the king, the chief, the Asian and the 

European. Whether the Peasants' cultivation option or the plantation variant prevailed, would 

have made no difference to the political and economic subordination of native Africans; 

nevertheless, peasants' cultivation in contrast to plantation economy set distinctively different 

social processes in motion. 

There were two necessary pre-conditions for a successfil implementation of plantation 

economy: alienable land and availability of labour. In other words, a Europeans' owned 

plantation economy meant that land could be bought and sold and that wage labourers, for the 

cultivation of European owned estates, would be readily available. A plantation economy meant 

transforming land and labour into commodities. However, neither land nor labourers were "fiee" 

or alienable in Uganda. 

Land, especially in Buganda, was granted to M c a n  chiefs as fi-eehold estates. African 

peasants, in turn, rented the land from Afiican chiefs and cultivated it in exchange for tributes 

and/or money payments. As mentioned above, a plantation economy also meant transforming 

Uganda into a "white man's county." Such a transformation necessitated large scale European 

immigration and settlement, mainly by British citizens. Furthermore, plantation meant severe 

restrictions on Indians' immigration to East M c a  in general and to Uganda in particular. Asians 

represented, to  some degree, an unfettered that is, uncontrollable commercial element in Uganda. 



Plantation implied, therefore, a major political and economic transformation; it demanded 

the establishment of a political system that would, unequivocally, privilege Europeans over 

Afiicans and Asians. The accomplishment of such a transformation could have been achieved 

only by alienating land f?om its African chiefs who became landowners by virtue of the previous 

conquest and alliance policies of the Protectorate (Low, 1965:61). Furthermore, such a plantation 

policy had to displace the present Afiican cultivators and institute segregation policies toward 

Indians who already lived in large numbers in Uganda. Curtailing Indian power would have 

meant restrictions on commerce and trade and blocking Indian immigration to Uganda. However, 

Indians were indispensable in the operation of the market economy. 

Notwithstanding, by 192 1 the faction within the Administration which argued for 

European-owned plantation had its way. William Morris Carter, Chief Justice in Uganda (19 1 1- 

1922), headed a committee that submitted seven reports on land policies and strongly 

recommended plantation over peasants cultivation. Frederick Spire, the Provincial Commissioner 

of the Eastern Province fiom 1909 until 19 18, and S. Simpson, the Director of Agriculture 

Department fkom 191 1 until 1929, argued that Afiican peasant cultivation of cash crops ought to 

be the basis of the economic development of Uganda (Pratt, 1965477-78). 

Though Carter's policy had its way, Europeans' plantations failed in practice. The demand 

in the international market for the staple commodities (mainly coffee) produced in European 

owned estates in Uganda declined during 1921 and requests by new settlers for land allocations 

had dwindled to very few (ibid, 482). Transforming Uganda into a white man's country failed 

economically and demographically. 

Furthermore, four other factors militated against the plantation option. First, in Buganda 

there were the well organized interest groups of local chiefs and a king. Chiefs &om the other 



kingdoms and provinces (Toro, Ankole, Bunyoro and the "less developed" areas) were on 

constant guard and emulated the Bugandan chieftainship's policies vis-a-vis the Protectorate 

Administration. Land was the king's and chiefs' privilege granted by the Uganda Agreement of 

1900. Hence, land alienation polices could have augured in much social unrest and could have 

become the bone of contentions between the African landlords and the Protectorate's 

Administration. Such a policy would have contradicted the Protectorate's previous policy: 

landlordism. Landlordism was, after all, a British creation. Chiefs' private ownership of the land 

was directly tied up to the "Indirect Rule" method which ensured the peacefil, continuous 

development of the Protectorate fkom 1894 until 19 19. 

Second, the Asian community was an economically independent community. Thousands 

of lndians, scattered all over the Protectorate in their dukawaZZahs (small shops) served as 

indispensable transmission belts in the transformation of Uganda fiom a subsistence economy 

system to a market economy society. Asians antedated both the British Administration and the 

European settlers in Uganda. In addition, Asians who lived in East Afiica, in most cases, were 

permanent residents; they built their life in Africa with the intention to stay. 

Likewise, Asians' economic contribution to the Protectorate, that is, their share in the tax 

paid to the government, exceeded that of the small European settlers minority. Asians always 

outnumbered the British administration staff and settlers together. By 193 1 there were 2,001 

Europeans of whom only 385 were privately employed, that is, had their own estates. In contrast, 

in the same year there were 14,860 Asians in Uganda, most of them privately employed, that is 

had their own stores and small or big businesses (Pratt, 1965:s 1 1, 5 12). 

Third, European-owned plantations were neither flexible nor resilient to the international 

market waggeries of supply and demand; the plantation economy failed because it was unable to 



withstand fluctuation in the market price of the staple commodities Uganda's Europeans estates 

produced. And fourth, both the climatical and the geographical conditions of Uganda did not 

encourage a wave of British immigration to the Protectorate. Therefore, individual Europeans 

considered their stay in Uganda as a temporary residence; Uganda was a transitory camp for its 

European population. Nonetheless and in contrast to the European transitory settler community, 

the British Protectorate Administration assumed its presence in Uganda to be of a long lasting 

nature. 

These facts in their combined effects created a demographically weak European 

community and an Afiican peasants based cotton economy. Hence, racial ideology pursued by 

political means was not a paramount concern of the Ugandan European settlers community; 

economic interests, that is, fast profit making and cultural privilege were the most significant 

issues on their agenda. "Their @3ropeans] numbers, their relative unimportance as primary 

producers of wealth, and the fact that so very few of them in any case regarded Uganda as their 

permanent home meant that they never developed strong political ambitions as a racial minority" 

(Pratt, 1965:s 1 1). 

Despite the failure of plantation as the main colonial option, the British Administration 

still ruled the Protectorate politically and economically. From the early 1920s until the end of the 

Protectorate in 1962, the British pursued two consistent policies. They first affirmed that Uganda 

was going to remain an agricultural society economicaIly based on cotton industry. The second 

policy was that Afiican peasants cultivation of the land was the method by which the cotton 

economy was going to develop. 

Pratt's concludes his assessment of these formative years with these assertions: 



From 1923 onwards the Uganda Administration was thus firmly committed to a 
land policy which accepted the security of the Afiican population as its first 
responsibility and an economic policy which recognized Afiican peasant 
agriculture as the basis of Uganda's economic development .... Both [the Colonial 
Office in London and the British Administration in Entebbe in 19231 regarded 
Uganda primarily as an Afiican territory dependent for its development upon 
Afiican peasant fming.  These views were never again seriously challenged 
(1 965:48 1,483). 

Hence the implications to the Afiican majority and to the Asian minority of British 

economic and political policies during these formative years, should be dealt interdependently 

and sequentially. These policies constituted the content of the racial three tier caste system 

between Europeans, Asians and Africans. British policies also deepened if not created the ethnic 

divisions of labour among the Afiicans and ignored the subtle economic, religious and caste 

differences among the Asian communities residing in Uganda. 

Neither the &cans nor the Asians constituted, in and of themselves, communities. Both 

of these designations were convenient - that is, colonial - social categorization. Neither Afiicans 

nor Asians were social homogenous entities. Thus, within the racial three tier caste division of 

labour was a submerged ethnic division of labour between Afiicans and Asians and among 

segments of each of these groups. These inter-groups relations and intra Afiicans and Asians 

dynamics, with their manifold dimensions, burst into acrimony in the late colonial period (1945- 

1962) and these differences especially crippled any attempt at achieving a common (national) 

ground when Uganda became independent in 1962. The acrimonious ethnic relations of the late 

colonial period were partly rooted in the new land and tax policies enacted in the late 1920s. 

These policies transformed the newly created Afiican landlords oligarchy into Government 

officials and created a new class of Afiican fiee peasants. Free Afiican farmers, to whom 

Mamdani (1977) attached the label of Kulaks, became the new contenders for political power in 

the late colonial period and into independence. 



3. African peasants' cash crop cultivation and the development of racial and ethnic 
divisions of labour 

Ugandan Peasants, the cultivators of the land, had to pay hut and poll taxes levied by the 

Protectorate and collected by the &can chiefs who became landlords aRer the 1900 Uganda 

Agreement. At the consolidating stages of the Protectorate, the chiefs received 10 to 30 percent 

of the taxes as a rebate or salaries. In Buganda, as a direct consequence of the Uganda 

Agreement of 1900, the land belonged to the chiefs as mail0 land. In no other area of Uganda did 

such a comprehensive system of land tenure develop as in Buganda. 

In addition to the hut and gun taxes paid to the Government which were promulgated in 

the Uganda Agreement, peasants had to pay rent (busulu) and give tribute to the chiefs (in 

Buganda it was called enwjfjo). The emwjjo was expected to be approximately one-tenth of the 

peasant's produce. Economically, then, "African peasant agriculture" meant that Mican peasants 

cultivated the land as tenants, paid taxes to the government and rent and tribute to the landlord 

(chief). In the initial stages of the Protectorate, peasants paid rent (busulu) in kind; however, as 

the market economy progressed, money displaced produce as the mediating device. 

Furthermore, the Ugandan population had to contribute labour to public projects (in 

Buganda it was called Luwalo). Some of this work was designated as paid forced labour 

(kasaylvll) and some was unpaid forced labour (Luwalo). Each peasant had to contribute at least 

one month of compulsory work (unpaid LwaIo) and up to two months of paid forced labour 

(kasanvu). Most of this labour, paid and unpaid alike, was supervised by the chiefs and used by 

the Public Works Department. This Department used native labour for improving the road and 

railway communication system of Uganda and in the building of the administration offices (Pratt, 

1965: 484-485); Part of the forced labour (Iuwalo) was used by the landlords-chiefs as a class for 



their own purposes. Thus it contributed to the landlords-chiefs economic independence and 

solidified their class position vis-a-vis the Protectorate Government. Outside of Buganda the tax 

reforms of the 1920s and in Buganda the Busulu and Nvujjo Law brought that process of class 

landed oligarchy solidification into an abrupt end. 

In the mid 1920s the British Administration enacted a tax reform outside the Buganda 

kingdom. The reform transformed the peasants' personal tributes to chiefs into a direct poll tax to 

be paid to the Protectorate. From then on, the chiefs' received salaries instead of tributes. Though 

the reform was resented by many appointed chiefs in Toro, Bunyoro, Ankole, and Busoga, it was 

instituted nonetheless. hstead of becoming landlords as the Buganda chiefs were, these 

appointed chiefs became the salaried, lower ranked Protectorate's Native Administration. Not 

only was the chiefs' authority, status and income reduced considerably, but also their dependency 

on the Protectorate was now complete. Though these foreign chiefs are occasionally referred in 

the literature as "Buganda sub-imperialism" (Mutibwa, l992:3; Ibingira, 1973: 1 15- 16), if fact the 

Buganda 'agents' presented no obstacle to British direct ruIe outside Buganda. 

The imported chiefs were a mediating group between the African peasants and the British 

Administration. For the population out of Buganda, they represented both Buganda's excIusivism 

and coloniaI authorities. As such, they were a source of much hatred; a hatred that facilitated a 

basis for ethnic identification of the local popuiation against the imported Bugandas (Pratt, 

1965507). Popular hostiIity toward the Ganada 'agents' mounted in most of these districts such 

as Bugisu, Bukedi, Toro, Acholi and the West Nile. The leaders of this hostility were, often, the 

"ancient regime" leaders who were left out by the Administration, disregarded and bypassed by 

the Administration's Baganda appointees. 



In Buganda itself not all of the traditional chiefs were part of the new ruling landed elite. 

The traditional leadership circles (or the clan heads - the bataka) who were left out of power, 

were the most vocal and in due course developed a politically organized native opposition group: 

the Bataka Association. They formed a group that objected both the Baganda landlords, who 

were the Protectorate's creation and the British unrestricted rule itself 

By the 1920s the appointed native ministers, the council in the Lukiko, and the king, in 

short the native government, constituted a new class of landowners. They manifested in person 

the economic and political transformation Buganda went through fiom the institution of the 

Protectorate. The landed oligarchy economic interests contradicted native cultivators' interests 

but it also became a fetter to the economic development of the Protectorate. 

For several reasons the political arrangements which were derived fiom the Uganda 

Agreement of 1900 caused much concern among Protectorate oEcials. The high rate of taxes 

levied by the chiefs were impediments to tenants' motivations at the increasing production of 

cash crops (cotton and coffee). A growing share of the produce was appropriated by the landed 

oligarchy, thus stifling any incentive to increase production. Such appropriations also hindered 

the supply of foodstuff to the cities. Therefore, both state revenue and the development of local 

markets were restricted. The native landed oligarchy emerged as a serious competitor to the 

Protectorate government in the appropriation of surplus profits from the native peasants 

cultivators. Moreover, this group's ruthless appropriation did not accelerate surplus production, 

on the contrary it impeded its development. 

In Buganda land cultivated for cotton production declined between 19 1 1 and 191 7. From 

27,3 80 cultivated acres in 19 1 1 - 19 12 it went down to 20,100 in 19 16- 19 17 (Mamdani, 

1977: 123). Coupled with this economic decline there were severe political repercussions. The 



traditional clan-heads leaders, the bataka, championed the peasants cause and petitioned against 

the new emerging and exploitative class of landlords. "Freehold," "landlordism" and the mail0 

arrangement of the 1900 Agreement were now (1922) considered to be "disastrous mistakes" by 

the Provincial Commissioners. Such were their assertions in their report on Native Land Policy 

(ibid, 129). 

The landed oligarchy cooperated with the Protectorate authority as long as their economic 

interests and prestige entitlements were safeguarded. Granting them economic concessions and a 

political condescending attitude secured their cooperation for the first three decades of the 

Protectorate history. However, in the early 1920s the economic interests of the landed oligarchy, 

based on their possession of land as mailo and their political position in the Buganda Lukiko and 

government became economic and political liabilities for Protectorate officials. 

To contain and transform this "disastrous mistake," in Buganda the 1928 Busulu and 

Nwjjo Law was passed by the British Protectorate. Preceding this legislation were several 

political incidents that made the law an imperative from the Protectorate authorities viewpoint. It 

centred on Bugandan politics and the relations between the Protectorate and the Buganda Lukiko 

on the one hand and the Katikaro Sir Apollo Kaggwa on the other. 

British Administrators insisted on communicating directly with Ganada chiefs on 

economic and agricultural policies. Though loyal for more then three decades, Sir Apolo 

Kaggwa, the Kutikiro in the 1920s, objected these "direct" contacts. His protestation cost him his 

post. Kaggwa had to resign in 1926 as a result of his opposition. For the rest ofthis period, up 

until 1945, the Administration received all the cooperation which it could wish for fiom the new 

Buganda ministers who came to office afker Sir Apolo Kaggwa. Those who did not cooperate 

were sacked. "Between 192 1 and 1933, 145 of a total of 2 12 chiefs were replacedt' (Mamdani, 



1977: 127). Thus Buganda was directly controlled as were the other parts of the Protectorate. The 

Buganda's king (Kabdw), the ministers, and the Lukiko's chiefs though previously privileged by 

the Uganda Agreement lost not only their political power but also their independent economic 

base. 

Since the chiefs endeavoured solely to protect their privi I eges and prerogatives, they 

neither wanted nor were they able to rally a popular support. On the controversial issues of 

forced labour (Luwalo), tribute (enwjo) and rent (busulu), the British Administration presented 

itself as the African peasants' defender. The self-seeking native political leadership lost its 

privileged position. In 1928 the enwjo and the bu& as tribute payments to the chiefs were 

abolished by the Envujjo and Busulu Law. 

This law abolished the privileged position of the landlord class, their ability to levy taxes 

directly and it also emptied mailo the designation of land of its economic content by cancelling 

the possibility of evicting tenants or selling land to non-Africans. This law was, therefore, a 

major turning point in the short economic and political history of colonial Uganda. 

The law put a limit on the busulu and Nvujjo the landlord could appropriate fiom 
his tenant, while guaranteeing the tenant complete and hereditary security of 
tenure so long as he continued the effective cultivation of his land, in other words, 
so long as he continued to grow cash crops (Mamdani, 1977: 124). 

In Buganda, which was relatively more developed than the other areas, peasants were 

able to cultivated the land and pay taxes. In many cases the money value of the cotton grown far 

exceeded the money needed for tax payment. However, in other kingdoms and in the less 

developed areas, many individuals could not earn enough money for their tax payment. Their 

only option was to work on the non-mican plantations, in government departments, or for 



Buganda independent farmers who had appeared as a result of the 1928 busulu and Nwjjo law. 

The northern districts became labour supplying regions whereas the southerners, that is, 

Bugandans, became the employers of these labourers. Migrant labourers fiom the northern 

regions, who roamed the developed areas, especially Buganda were therefore a common 

occurrence. "In many districts it proved impossible for most Afiicans to earn an income equal to 

their fixed tax obligations, and personal hardship was widespread and intense" (Pratt, l965:494). 

Peasants' hardships all over Uganda were, therefore, the sources of richness, though never to the 

same degree, for the mean landlords (chiefs), for the new emerging class of independent 

Buganda farmers, for the European masters and for the Asian middlemen. The former two 

groups were involved mainly in production, the latter two in circulation and administration. 

Up to the early 1920s, migrant labourers came to Buganda fiom the West Nile and 

Acholi. As a result of the spread of cash-crop cultivation in the north, the migration of Ruandan 

labourers was accelerated. And "...soon the Baynyruanda became the bulk of the agricultural 

labourers in the south" (Mamdani, 1977: 133). Migrant labourers were seasonally employed in 

plantation or in the processing industry or by the fiee farmers in the south. Their partial 

dependence on "subsistence" production, carried on by the other members of their families at 

home, was used to lower the price for their labour. Thus, migrant labourers were harshly 

exploited by Baganda farmers and landlords, by European and Asian owners of coffee and sugar 

plantations and by the processing industry plants (ibid, 140). Native exploitation, whether by the 

Baganda imported chiefs outside of Buganda, or by Baganda landlords and farners in Buganda, 

sowed the seeds of contempt and hatred between the populations of the other districts and 

Bagandas (Mutibwa, 1992:7). 



The gap between chiefs, independent rich farmers and the rest of the population grow 

wider. Part of the traditional elite and the British-made chiefs were transformed into "Afiican 

middlemen" (Mukherjee, 1 985 : 1 98). Mamdani's appellation for this emerging new propertied 

class is: the petty bourgeoisie. According to Marndani, it was composed of three factions: the 

free farmers (kulaks), the civil servants, and an indigenous class of petty traders (Mamdani, 

1977:151-170). 

The kulaks (a more favourable designation such as yeoman was avoided by Mamdani) 

were partially drawn fiom chiefs circles. Hence two types of chiefs evolved. The first type was 

the traditional chief whose authority and position were rooted in the pre-colonial African social 

order. These were the clan or the "ancient regime" chiefs. Those who were not granted mailo 

lands lost their economic and political influence with the development of the Uganda Agreement. 

The rest spearheaded the economic change that the Protectorate Government initiated, thus fiom 

chiefs were transformed into landowners. This group began to lose its power to the independent 

farmers with the introduction of the 1928 busulu and evunao law. However, some clan chiefs, 

especially those in the "less developed" areas but not only there, who were not incorporated into 

the new political order of things became resentfbl native (traditional) leaders. 

In the less developed areas many loyal, that is Anglicized Bagandas, were appointed by 

the Protectorate authorities to be the trusted initiators of the agricultural and economic changes. 

They were knowledgable, first and foremost in the English language, and secondly, in the power 

politics and subtle requirements of the new system. English was the IinguafLanca of the Uganda 

Protectorate. Hence the nucleus of the native bureaucracy and civil servants had developed from 

within this group. These chiefs (Native Administrators) were, in fact, "foreigners" to the 

population which they administrated. 



Hence, up until the Second World War, the Administration was able to curtail the power 

of the traditional chiefs, to appoint chiefs who were loyal and subservient bureaucrats, and to 

create an indigenous class of fiee farmers. A common characteristic of the landed chiefs, the 

British-made chiefs-bureaucrats and the fiee farmers was their exclusive indulgence in economic 

pursuits. This economic onesidedness impelled them to embrace the Protectorate economic 

policy as long as it served their own particular interests as " M c a n  middlemen" to use Mukhrjee 

apt designation. Such economic policy evolved into political shortsightedness and alienation 

&om the African population, whether in or outside of Buganda. 

These economic developments gave rise to an internal conflict within the native circles 

between the appointed chiefs who had the Protectorate backing and traditional chiefs who were 

left with neither land or with political power. The facade of Indirect Rule through native 

traditional authority was kept, though its content was completely altered. The ability of the king, 

the ministers and the native council to exert power was significantly restricted during the mid 

1920s and 1930s. 

This general state of political affairs had changed with the end of the war; some 60,000 

Mean soldiers who had served in the British army returned to Uganda. Many of them became 

civil servants or lower rank employees of the Protectorate. Some entered trade and commercial 

business. However and more importantly, the independent farmer class emerged as a social force 

that contested for political power and independence. 

However, the exploitation of Afiicans by their own landlords and fiee farmers constituted 

only part of the economic realities of colonial Uganda. Economic exploitation did not stop with 

native exploitation which was circumscribed by the Protectorate capitalist market relations and 

differential racial worth. Afkicans sold their cotton either directly to Europeans who owned 



ginneries, to Asians merchants or to the Asian middlemen who owned small shops in the villages 

and towns. In the initial stages of the cotton economy the few existing ginneries were owned by 

Europeans. During the course of the 1920s, Indians were able to establish their own ginneries. 

This trend of Asian owned ginneries was especially pronounced from the mid of World War I. 

From then on most of the Ugandan produced cotton was shipped to markets in India especially to 

Bombay (Mukherjee, 1985: 175). 

Cotton ginning was an important element in Asian economic activity, and cotton 
was the major export crop of Uganda, coffee becoming more important only after 
1955. Ginning capacity expanded rapidly after 19 14 when there were 20 
ginneries, so that there were 42 in 19 19, 100 in 1921, and 192 in 1929. In 1925 
there were 125 ginnereis of which 100 were Asian-owned (Tribe, 1975 : 159). 

Peasants' hoe cultivation of cotton meant labour intensive production without investment 

in the improvement of the means of production. Not to many African peasants, due to heavy 

burden of taxes and the forced labour, could accumulate capital to invest in the improvement of 

their means of production. Therefore, hoe and human labour were almost the exclusive means 

used. For obvious reasons the Afiican chiefs' economic interest was to have as many cultivators 

as possible. Improved methods of production or mechanized production would have meant less 

peasants and capital investments by the chiefs. European or Asians on the other hand, who had 

the capital, were not involved in the production process of the "white gold." Therefore, hoe 

cultivation was the preferred method; it kept most of the Africans tied to the land and produced 

substantial amounts of profits with meagre or no capital investment. 

In addition, the products of this labour (cotton and coffee) were aimed for export. Labour 

intensive peasants cultivation on one end and export on the other, were the single most 

significant factors of the cotton economy of colonial Uganda. Raw cash crops production were 



Africans' preoccupation; export was non-Afiican exclusive preoccupation. Non-Afiicans meant 

Europeans and Asians. Africans producers had no control over the export of cotton while non- 

Mean had absolute control over the production process, procession and sell of cotton. 

Since Uganda had no industrial development, it had to import almost everything 

Ugandans needed. Most of these imported manufactured goods came fiom Britain. In the overall 

economic calculations of the Uganda Protectorate, import subsidized export by indirect taxation. 

Europeans benefited fiom lower fieightage rates on the export of cotton and differential tariff on 

the import of goods that they controlled as wholesalers. In other words, imported goods were 

heavily taxed while the transportation of exported raw commodities, especially cotton, coffee 

and tea, were subsidized by the Protectorate government. The Afiican majority bought most of 

the highly taxed imported goods and produced most of the subsidized exported raw material. 

Atiicans were contributing directly by personal taxes and indirectly by paying high prices for the 

manufactured goods they bought. The enrichment of the European and Asian minorities was 

guaranteed by the capitalist market economy tacit operation and by a discriminatory rewards 

system for work. 

Whether privately or publically employed, European and Asians benefited fiom the 

system. The Administration economic arrangements favoured the interests of the European and 

Asians business sector and paid high, though differential, salaries to its European and Asians 

employees. This was true up to 1972. For example, in 1969 the annual average wage of a 

European male employee in the private sector was 43,968 Ugandan Shillings. While an Afkican 

male gained 2,806 Shillings, an Asian male gained 16,284 Shillings. In the public sector the 

differences were less pronounced; Asians males received close to two thirds of European 



income, whereas an Afiican male income was, roughly, one tenth of a European income. The 

salaries were: 20,153, 3 1,984, and 3,486 respectively (Tribe, 1975: 156). 

However, a major source of economic impoverishment of Uganda was the gap between 

its export and import. In other words the adverse balance of trade. Uganda, like all other colonial 

countries, remained a producer of precious raw materials and a consumer of manufactured 

goods. Both export and import were handed to and received fiom the same hands: British. The 

value of the export was always higher than the value of the imported goods (Mukherjee, 

1985: 18 1-184). Being absolutely dependent on both selling their product and on buying 

necessary imported goods Afiican served as an easy target for direct and indirect economic 

exploitation. 

In summary, Africans were the main buyers of imported goods fiom Asians and 

Europeans wholesalers, whereas Asians and Europeans, though not to the same degree, were the 

main beneficiaries of the monopoly over processing and selling of Afiicans' produced raw 

materials and the subsidized commercial transportation system; a system that was built by 

African (forced) paid and unpaid labour. Hence, direct and indirect taxation adversely affected 

the M c a n s  and favoured non-Africans interests (Mukherjee, 1985: 185). Essentially, these were 

the most important economic factors of the British Protectorate in Uganda. 

In between these two poles of African production and non-Africans exportation, the 

racial and the ethnic divisions of labour flourished. The racial, three tier division of labour 

developed among Afiicans, Europeans and Asians; and the submerged ethnic division of labour 

emerged among the African communities who were forcefilly grouped under the British 

Protectorate. While the racial division of labour dominated the colonial era; the ethnic division of 

labour surfaced and became preponderant after Uganda gained its independence. 



Moreover, the inescapable political conclusion fiom this particular conjuncture of 

economic interests and motives is that the Afiican as well as the Asian communities lacked 

political leadership that might have had any consistent interest to oppose the British 

Administration. Furthermore, the divide and rule political mechanism blocked any opportunity 

for communication beyond the short term economic interests and the local or the ethnic group 

level. Not only were old divisions among the various kingdoms, areas and communities of 

Uganda augmented, but also new sources of hostility and estrangement were created. Though 

economic exploitation and political dominance were the rule, no concerted action across 

kingdom, district, ethnic or tribal group could be detected among the Afiican inhabitants of the 

Protectorate. There was no national Ugandan feeling hence no Ugandan resistance movement, 

the simple reason being the socially non-existing nature of an Ugandan nation. 

The Asian communities, who were privileged by the colonial system, had no interest in 

rocking the economic boat that bestowed wealth and prestige upon most of them. This political 

assessment seems to hold until 1945. Only fiom 1945, when large scale demonstrations and 

strikes against the Kabaka, the landed chiefs oligarchy and the Protectorate government took 

place in Mengo (Kampala), and especially fiom 1949 in which the riots against Asians and 

European monopoly of crop-marketing and processing took place in Kampala, organized and 

durable political resistance to the prevailing system of political dominance and economic 

exploitation seemed to appear among Africans. Thus, 1945 opened the third stage of the British 

Protectorate in Uganda. From then on until independence (1962) an era of vigorous political 

agitation and conflict swept the Protectorate. The late colonial period with its political dynamism 

had no resemblance to its previous relatively tranquil epochs. 



The intricate economic relations of the cotton industry within the colonial confines, and 

the special role played by Indian merchants and civil servants are crucial for an understanding of 

the racial, ethnic and political dynamics of the late colonial period. Competition between 

growers and ginneries and among ginners led to much strains which forced the government to 

intervene and control the cotton industry. As a rule, government's control tended to protect the 

interests of the ginners (Asians and Europeans) rather than the growers (Atiicans) (Tribe, 

1975:159). Hence, a brief sociological history of the immigration patterns and role played by 

Asians in Uganda's administration and economic life is in order. 

4. Asians in Uganda: communities in the middle 

The social fate of the Asians in Uganda was inexorably tied into the history of British 

colonialism as the domineering political system in East Afi-ica. The arrival, establishment and 

penetration of large numbers of Asians into the continent's "interior" was facilitated and made 

possible only because the expansion of the British sphere of influence in Afiica necessitated their 

commercial vigour, economic enterprise and administrative and artisan skills. As J. S. Mangat in 

his authoritative book4 puts it "The story of much of the subsequent role of Asians in East Africa 

can, in fact, be told in terms of the expansion of their activities on the twin foundations of 

commercial enterprise and subordinate employment laid down during the early colonial period" 

(1 969:ix). Thus, Asians were dependent upon the colonial political system for their economic, 

political as well as for their actual survival as a minority in East Afiica. On the other hand, the 

colonial system would have been a completely different matter without the Asians. 

Asians' immigration and economic involvement in the commercial sphere was assisted 

by, but antedated the establishment of the British Protectorate in East M c a .  This was true both 



along the coast and in the interior. However, the expansion and consolidation of Asian 

enterprises in East Afi-ica was unquestionably deepened by its compatibility with the political 

and economic interests of British Imperial Government in the region in general and in Uganda in 

particular. Interestst compatibility between Asians and the British Administration for the better 

part of the colonial rule had its upwards and downwards swings. These swings can be 

exemplified by assessing the changing motives at the root of immigration policies enacted 

toward Asians by the British. Throughout the period British immigration and economic policies 

shaped the social and political trajectories in which the Indian community evolved. 

The East Coast of Afiica was a known land to Indian merchants long before the arrival of 

the Europeans. Voluntary immigration of Indians to the Afiican East Coast was of crucial 

importance already in the early 19th century. Although some of the Indians expelled in 1972 

were descendants of "coolies", this was not the case for most Indians. The majority of Indians 

immigrated to the African East Coast in order to improve their Indian prospects. Their intention 

was the economic betterment of their life chances. Many left India in order to open a business or 

to be employed in East M c a ;  many stayed, and turned their temporary residence to a permanent 

one. In most cases, Asians in East Afiica were not sojourners but immigrants. However, they 

remained in segregated Indian communities in Afiica. Overall, their segregation was partly due 

to their internal caste and religious social structure, partly on account of the Protectorate 

segregation and immigration policies, and partly as a result of African rejection. 

Indian emigration to East Afiica can be conceptualized into three distinct types of 

immigrants: merchants (independent emigration), coolies (railway workers) and indentured 

agricultural labourers, and administrators staff(clerks, artisans and soldiers). None of these 

"types" of immigrants was exclusive in any given period. Nevertheless, for identifiable historical 



periods, different occupational groups were encouraged to emigrate or recruited on the basis of 
9 

contracts for a specific period of time. India served the British colonizing authorities as the 

reservoir of skilled and unskilled labour force. Indians' immigration was never considered equal 

to the British. Indians' instrumentality to British ad-hoc interests was the only factor considered 

in recruiting and sponsoring their immigration up till the 1920s. 

a. Merchant emigration, Coolies and administrative staff recruitment 

From the early decades to the last quarter of the 19th centuly the activity and emigration 

of Indian merchants to the Atiican East coast was constantly increasing. From a mere 1000 in the 

early 1840s there were 5,000 to 6,000 by 1860s. Most of these British Indian subjects resided, in 

these years, in the Zanzibar dominions and later on in the cities along the coast. In 1872 the 

British India Steam Navigation Company in cooperation with the British India Post Office, 

established a regular steamer senrice between Bombay and Zanzibar. Indian traders spread all 

along the East African Coast "...and to some extent had begun to settle down" (Mangat, 1969:7). 

Exports fiom the East M c a n  Coast and imports of European and American 

manufactured goods were almost exclusively conducted by Indian merchants. Trade with the 

interior of the continent throughout that period and until the establishment of the Protectorate, 

was in the hands of Arab and Swahili traders. The diplomatic influence and the economic 

establishment of Indian and British in East f i c a  were assisted and firthered by the Indian 

merchants of Zanzibar and the coastal cities. Indians were not only wholesalers of local goods 

and distributors of imported commodities but also acted as the only bankers. Sir Bartle Frere, 

who was appointed to investigative the slave trade in East Africa and the accusation of Indians 

complicity in that trade, a mission paid by the Indian government, said in 1873 : 



Wherever there is any foreign trade, it passes through the hands of some Indian 
trader, no produce can be collected but through him; no imports can be distributed 
to the natives of the country but through his agency ... The European merchant 
buys and sells with the aid and advice of a "Banian" [natives of India in East 
Afiica M A ]  who sometimes stands to the Foreign Firm in a relation more like 
that of a partner than a mere broker, agent or go between (quoted in ibid, 9). 

Most of these early Indian merchants were members of the traditional seafaring and 

trading castes and sects fiom Kutch and the surrounding districts of Surat, Porbundar, 

Jamnaggar, and Bombay; all were located on the western coast of the Indian sub-continent. Most 

of them belonged to a Bhattia Hindu (merchants) caste. Other merchants belonged to the Vanias 

and Lohanas and even to the Brahmins castes. There were, however, some Muslim, Parsees, 

Goans (Roman Catholics fiom Portuguese Goa) and even Singhalese (Buddhists) Indian 

merchant (ibid, 12-13). Over time, the Muslim Indian community exceeded that of their Hindu 

counterparts since they were ready to bring their families and the Muslim Sultanate, ruling the 

Afiican East Coast then, was more favourable to them. 

The Indian merchant anived usually as an apprentice to an old established firm. His hope 

would be to set up a shop of his own or as an agent of a large firm which would provide him with 

the goods and credit. Only after a successfbl enterprise in Africa the trader would pay a visit 

back to India, marry and may go back to M c a  to establish his own business there. Kinship, 

caste and sect fonned the comer stone of the economic relations of Indian merchants in East 

Afiica. 

The commercial skills, business acumen and the ability of some of them to rise to 

positions of affluence and eminence, especially in Zanzibar, exposed the Indians to European 

scrutiny and in some cases to open hostility. The Indian merchant was described by some British 

officials as 'crafty, money-making, cunning, intensely polite, his soul bound to his body by the 



one laudable and religious anxiety of its helping him to turn his coin to  better advantage" (ibid, 

22); others equated Indian traders with the local Jews, arguing that they were unscrupulous and 

monopolists. They were also described as 'birds of passage' with no intention to stay in the area 

for good. Later they were accused as the worst offenders in the slave trade. To which, Frere 

concluded that the Indians were quite unfairly singled out. The slave trade he said "...is in the 

hands of Arabs, or men of mixed Arab and Afiican descent" (ibid, 23). 

Up until the partition of Afiican territories between Germany and Britain (1 890) the 

Indian factor had much influence on the economic and political policies of the British 

government in the African East Coast. This special relations and interaction between the Indian 

role and the British political influence provided the economic foundations for the political 

expansion of the British rule in East Afiica. With the consolidation of the British Protectorate 

(1894), the "opening up" of the African interior acquired urgency and importance. Indian 

merchants were an indispensable tool in this endeavour. 

Following the expansion of the German and British spheres into the interior of the 

continent, artisans and soldiers were recruited by the Imperial East Afiican Company. These 

recruits served as the company's staff and security forces. With the establishment of the 

Protectorate (1 894) and the building of the railway fiom Mombasa to Lake Victoria and 

Kampala (1 895- 1902) the immigration of Indian coolies and administrative workers was 

officially sponsored by the British Imperial government with the full cooperation of the (British) 

and Indian governments. 

In the early years of the Protectorate the idea of establishing an agricultural economic 

system founded on Indian indentured labourers was entertained by several British officials. Even 



the German officials of Tanganyika sought to recruit Indian indentured labourers into their 

colonized sphere. These latter plans did not materialized however. 

In order to satisfjr its needs, the British government dispatched Indian soldiers, recruited 

coolies for the construction of the railway, and encouraged various artisans and administrative 

staff to filf its vacancies in the expanding governmental bureaucracy of East Africa. The 

occupational groups and skilled labourers were recruited from different districts, which meant 

also meant different religions, and fiom different castes. Hence the immigration policies and the 

demand for skilled labour-force of the British Protectorate, consciously or unconsciously 

contributed to the religious and economic pluralistic nature of the Indian community in East 

Afiica. 

Between 1895 and 1902, 32,000 indentured Indian labourers were imported for the 

construction of the Mombasa-Kampala railway. Only 6,724 of these labourers opted to remain in 

Kenya or Uganda after their contracts expired. Most of the skilled workers were drawn fiom the 

Bombay and Punjab areas (Hindu). Coolies came fiom the Karachi area (Muslims); clerical 

workers were recruited fiom Goa (Roman Catholics); soldiers were Sikhs and Punjabi Muslims; 

and merchants arrived mainly fiom Bombay, Kutch and Gujerat (ibid, 75, footnote). 

It was, however, as traders that the Indian presence in the interior of East Afiica 
became particularly marked during the early years of the colonial period.. .the real 
pioneers of Indian commerce in the interior were the old-established merchants 
fiom Kutch and Bombay in Zanzibar and along the coast ... In a sense the 
penetration of the interior by the old Zanzibar merchants was also their response 
to the changing economic pattern, with the shift of emphasis from the Coast to the 
interior that followed the Partition of East Afiica (ibid, 49). 

Several Indian merchants, such as Allidina Visram and A. M. Jeevanjee were among the 

fxst and most influential Indian traders in the interior and especially in Uganda. However most 



Indian traders were petty merchants. These petty merchants constituted the actual force behind 

the transformation of the Af'rican interior fiom a subsistence to a market economy. With their 

dub and bazaars and the introduction of money as the medium of exchange they were able to 

institute themselves as a necessary link between native producers and the external market, 

between subsistence and market economy, between Europeans and Africans. Asians in East 

Africa were a middleman minority. 

It was no other than Sir Winston Churchill .who commented on the role of the Indians in 

transforming the East Afiica Protectorate into a sustainable economic system. In his My Apican 

Journey of 1908, he wrote: 

It was the Sikh (and Pungabi Muslim) soldier who bore an honourable part in the 
conquest and pacification of these East Afiican countries. It is the Indian trader 
who penetrating and maintaining himself in all sorts of places to which no white 
man would go or in which no white man could earn a living, has more than any 
one else developed the early beginnings of trade and opened up the first slender 
means of communications. it was by Indian labour that the one vital railway on 
which everything else depends was constructed. It is the Indian banker who 
supplies the larger part of the capital yet available (ibid, 61). 

b. Europeans and Asians: economic rivalry and political dis-privilege 

It was the Indian indentured labourer, the subordinate staff, and above all the trader who 

opened up the East M c a n  interior for economic development. These were the social and 

economic basis of the slogan propagated by British Administrators in the early years of the 

Protectorate, claiming that East Afi-ica had become the "America of the Hindu" (ibid, 63). 

However it was Indians' decisive economic entrepreneurship and success during the first two 

decades of the 20th century which was perceived as an obstacle by the European settlers in East 



Afiica. Such hostility was especially pronounced in Kenya with its controversy over the 

alienation of land in the highlands area. 

This high plateau with its mild weather was considered to be suitable for White man's 

colonization. European settlers bared Indians fiom purchasing land or living in this region. 

Racial disabilities, residential segregation, the demand for immigration restrictions and political 

advancement of Europeans over Indians in East Afiica partly emanated from the Kenyan 

highland controversy and its economic competition underpinning. The Kenyan conflict between 

European settlers and Indian residents had economic and political repercussions all over the 

Protectorate. A short presentation of the Kenyan events is, therefore, in place here. 

As early as January 1902, Europeans had petitioned to the Administration in Nairobi, 

airing their complaints against Indians' insanitary habits and business morality, demanding 

restriction on their immigration and calling upon the Government to "encourage European 

colonizationtt (ibid, 98). By 191 1 the European settler community in Kenya had increased to a 

total of 3,175; in 192 1 there were 9,650 Europeans settlers in Kenya. 

Indians were depicted in the above mentioned petition as having sharp practices and 

craftiness that created "unfair competition to Europeans and natives. "Further" the petitioners 

argued, "...the money earned by the native of the country remains here whereas the Asiatic takes 

away all his earnings to his native country" (an excerpt from the petition of the European settlers 

to Protectorate Government of Kenya, 4 January, 1902. Quoted from ibid, 98). Africans, so the 

European settlers cfamoured, should be protected from the unscrupulousness of the Indian 

exploiters. Indians, the European detractors continued in arguing, should not live with Europeans 

in the same areas. The Highland area should be reserved only for Europeans use; and they 

demanded that such measures be guaranteed by the Government. In addition they demanded that 



Asians must be segregated - residentially and commercially - also in the towns. Furthermore, 

such segregation should be enacted as laws not as administrative regulations they insisted. There 

was a strong Indian opposition to these demands. Though petitions were sent to London, articles 

were circulated in newly created newspapers, official and unofficial complaints submitted, 

segregation regulation and practices became the norm and the law. The policies enacted by the 

British Administration and the European settlers in Kenya set precedents and rules according to 

which the three tier society of the East Afiican Protectorate operated. 

However, both Protectorate Administrators and officials of the Home Government were 

well aware of the crucial role Indians had played and continued to hold in the economic well- 

being of the East Mican Protectorate. Sir John Krik who claimed in his Report of the Committee 

on Emigration@om India to the Crown Colonies and Protectorates of 1910 (the Sanderson 

Committee) that "It was entirely through the Indian merchants that we were enabled to build up 

the influence that resulted in our position in East Africa," and he added "Drive away the Indians 

and you may shut up the East M c a J  Protectorate (Mangat, 1969: 5,95) .  Sir Winston Churchill 

commented on 1908 that "without it Ddian intermediate role] the Protectorate would 'collapse 

like a puff ball'!" (ibid, 95). Another British official and observer of the East Afkican scene stated 

in his minute on the European petition: 

The address [petition] omits a factor of no small moment in this country, I refer to 
the Indian community ... which contains numerous merchants and others of capital 
and great enterprise. ..and they contribute very considerably to the revenue of the 
Protectorate. As an instance I may mention that they contribute no less than 25 
per cent of the total Municipal rates at Nairobi whereas the European settler only 
contribute 6.5 per cent ... The old stock argument against encouraging Indian 
immigration is that Indians always transmit their saving to India.. . but if one 
considers for a moment, that accusation may with some weight be laid against 
Europeans (ibid, 10 1). 



To a lesser degree and little later, European settlers and plantation owners in Uganda, 

supported the same political claims for European paramountcy and supremacy. Though never 

completely condoning the European settlers arguments, the British Administration substantially 

lowered its support of the Indian communities and favoured Europeans' settlers and plantation 

owners claims. From an official sponsorship of Indian immigration, that is, fiom state-aided 

Indian immigration the Administration moved toward an abandonment of its former positive 

policy and adopted a negative stance toward Jhdian immigration. Instead of government 

sponsorship, European settlement was encouraged; however, fiee Indian immigration continued 

unabated and unhindered (ibid, 7 1-72}. 

Notwithstanding the above and despite the intervention of the Indian Government on 

behalf of Kenya Indians and the political mobilization Indian tycoons were able to garner fiom 

their communities in the Protectorate, restrictive regulation, segregation laws and racial 

disabilities were enacted and received an official approval in the Devonshire declaration of 1923. 

In addition, the Devonshire declaration established Afi-ican paramountcy as the Protectorate main 

target. Namely, it was a celebration of the thrustship policy; Africans' interests were recognized 

to be the goal in the name of which the British Protectorate was supposedly operating in East 

M c a .  With such a declaration, which was reiterated several times in the &re, Indians were 

looked at as a group that hampered African progress and development. The Indian communities' 

response against this political and economic onslaught was a policy of non-cooperation with the 

political bodies of the Protectorate, namely, the Legislative Councils. 

In Uganda Indian, resentment was no more apparent than in the refbsal of Ugandan 

Asians to accept the one nominated seat offered them to the Legislative Council as against the 

privileged position of two seats granted to the Europeans. The Legislative Council was a 



Protectorate body, composed of five British nominated officials and three nominated non- 

officials. Africans were not represented in the Legislative Council up until the end of World War 

II. In 192 1, Ugandan Asians demanded "if no more, an equal number of seats with the 

Europeans" (ibid, 130). Hence Indians in East Afiica were arguing for formal (racial) equality 

with the Europeans; while Europeans were demanding political, economic and territorial 

privileges in addition to marketing and immigration restrictions to be imposed on Indians. The 

ban on Legislative Council participation was held for five years. In 1926 the Ugandan Asians 

joined this increasingly powerlid institution, reasoning that taking part in it could serve their 

interest better than ignoring it. 

By 1923 the three-tier society was an estabIished fact. Mangat summarizes that in this 

manner: 

The communal system of representation, the policy of land reservation and 
segregation the provision of separate social services for the different races form 
the backbone of the three-tier system that became so characteristic of East M c a  
during the later colonial period. Within this system the Indians were confined 
largely to a middle position, their role being restricted to subordinate employment 
and commercial enterprise - the twin foundations for their presence in East Afiica 
that had been laid down at the beginning of the colonial period (ibid, 13 1). 

c. Africans and Asians: economic development and conflict 

While the economic and political position of Indian as a mediating link between the 

European ruling minority and the Afiican subjugated majority was established by the early 

1920s, the economic development of the Protectorate during the 1930s and 1940s facilitated the 

economic expansion and demographic growth of the Indian communities in East Africa. 



By 1948, Kenya had a population of about 97,000 Indians, Uganda 3 5,000, 
Tanganyika 46,000 and Zanzibar 16,000 - the greatest proportionate increase 
since 1921 having occurred in Uganda (ibid, 140). 

From petty traders and middle rank employees a growing number of Indians began to 

invest their accumulated capital in large scale enterprises in cotton, sugar, sisal and other 

secondary manufacturing industries. Many Asian became owners of ginneries, builders, 

contractors and saw-millers (ibid, 136). The cotton industry and the Africans' peasant cultivation 

combined with the exportation of Ugandans cotton to India transformed trade and commerce into 

an almost exclusive monopoly of Asians. The family based firms conferred resilience and 

firmness to the Indian business that helped many of them to operate even within the slim margins 

during the economic slump of the early 1930s (ibid, 136-38; on the firmness of "Family Firms" 

see Burton, 1979: 305-328). 

However, other issues demanded the attention of the Indian communities as well. First 

among these were the education of the young arriving with their families from India and the 

Ugandan born generation. Second, by the early 1930s ample indications of an incipient 

competition between Africans and Indians in trade as well as in Government employment were 

abundant. By the early 1920s the existence of an Asian community in East Africa in general 

and in Uganda in particular was of a permanent nature. From then on the Hindu community 

doubled its size and outnumbered the Muslim Indian community. Private Indian schools were 

established on a self-help communal basis. In the late 1920s the Protectorate Government began 

to financially and educationaIIy support and supervise the Indian educational system. The 

Government levied an educational tax and contributed half of the capital costs for the operation 

of these schools; the Indian communities raised the other half By instituting the English 

standards in these schools a far-reaching consequences were initiated. 



"In Uganda, the modem Indian schools at Jinja and Kampala were completed during 

1932-3" (ibid, 13 5). By the end of the Second World War and up to 1962, newly arrived children 

and Ugandan born Indians were educated in a British controlled and supervised educational 

system; it had the same standards as the English systems. This trend consolidated the ability of 

Asians to transform much of their economic assets into cultural capital and credential 

quaIifications which were transmitted to their sons and daughters. Up until 1962 Indian children 

were educated in this excIusive Indian-Ugandan educational system. Professions and better 

administrative posts in public or private employment became now almost the exclusive domain 

of Asians born or raised in East Afiica. 

The same economic process that helped Indians to survive and compete successfiHy 

against European as small traders and artisans enabled, fiorn the 1930s onward, the Afiicans to 

compete against the Indians. The ability to survive on meagre profits and on lower standard of 

living with the employment of family members as workers accorded the native Africans an 

economic edge that the Indians could not withstand. In addition, both the Afiicans' reliance on 

small agricultural gardens as subsidiary source of foodstuff and income and the Indian practice 

of putting Means in charge of their shops and trading centres, gave the Afiicans the 

opportunity to  oust Indians fiorn their former entrenched positions as petty merchants and 

traders. The number of African shops in the country increased rapidly, pushing Indians into the 

cities (Sathyamurthy, 1986:3 12,352). This process was augmented by zoning policies enacted by 

the Protectorate authorities which restricted Indian business only to specified urban centres. 

On the other hand, the educational progress and vocational training of f i c a n s  initiated 

by the Protectorate Governors (especially Sir Philip Mitchell (1935-1940) and Sir Charles 

Dundas (1940-1944)) during the 1930s and until independence, equipped them with the needed 



qualification for government employment. So much so that as one writer, quoted by Mangat, 

noted: "the Asian artisan who replaced the European artisan is now finding that the Afiican 

artisan is beginning to take his place" (ibid, 136, footnote). Afiican competition became more 

effective and Indian workers, pressed fkom below with competitors and from above by the newly 

adopted Protectorate policy of Afiicanization, found their positions threatened in many respects. 

Many opted therefore, to concentrate their efforts in the private market of commerce, trade and 

professions. 

A simifar accentuation of conflict between Mican cotton growers and Asians buyers 

developed in the cotton industry. In the rurai areas this conflict was highlighted by the fact that 

both selling of cotton and buying of necessary commodities were performed between Asians and 

Africans. "The growers of cotton," says Sathyamurthy 

were often cheated by the Asian ginners who underpaid them for their produce; 
and the meagre earning of the Afiican cotton grower were spent in the duka 
owned by the Asian in the purchase of necessities, The Asian was seen as a profit- 
maker both with regard to what the f i c a n  was compelled to sell and what he 
needed to buy. And the Native Administration had done nothing to save the rural 
Afiican from the loss of material and pride in which his relationship with the 
Asian ginner and dukawallah had resulted (1986:3 14). 



Chapter 14 
D. Decoloniaiisxn, independence and expulsion 
1. Introduction: was the expulsion inevitable? 

The arbitrary expulsion of Ugandan Asians in 1972 brought to an end the social process 

that had started with their increased immigration to East Afiica and Uganda in the late nineteenth 

century. However, the expulsion of the Asians &om Uganda was not politically inevitable. As 

Michael Twaddle claims the argument concerning the inevitability of the expulsion rests on an 

"...economically unjust, sociologically illiterate, and historically unsound" analysis (Twaddle, 

1975: 1). The inevitability argument is a teleological affmation that focuses on Asians' 

economic exploitation and social exclusiveness as if these factors were the only social reasons at 

the roots of Arnin's expulsion of the Uganda Asians. Not only does it indirectly condone Amin's 

action, it also suggests a sterile economic interpretation. Such an argument impoverishes modem 

Ugandan history fiom cultural and political factors and writes-off human agency and 

responsibility. It is, in other words both a reductionkt and a deterministic analysis of human 

relations and interactions. What is needed, therefore, is an approach which integrates socio- 

historical factors, political circumstances and individuals' idiosyncracies. 

In support of such an integrative approach I argue that the late colonial period and the ten 

years following Ugandan independence had shaped, to a large extent, the decision to expel the 

Ugandan Asians. This is not to say, however, that the historic and economic role of Asian in the 

Protectorate were of no consequence in their relations with Afiicans. On the contrary, an 

integrative approach strives to highlight the manner by which Atiican-Asians relations were 

politicized and led to such a violent ethno-centric eruption of exclusionary politics. 

The political consequences of the Asians' economic role must be seen, therefore, as an 

integral part of Uganda's social and political evolvement - a development that brought Idi Amin 



to state power. Such an approach focuses on the social and economic forces that shaped 

Uganda's politics. The struggle against colonialism and the undercurrents of pre-colonial Iegacies 

of power and prestige distribution among Afiican Ugandans were at the centre of Uganda's 

politics fiom the end of the Second World War up to the expulsion of Uganda Asians. 

Buganda's distinctiveness within the Uganda Protectorate was a crucial factor effecting 

these politics. In the late colonial period most Bagandans and their various political leadership 

strived to secede fiom Uganda; they desired independence fiom colonialism and fiom Uganda in 

order to create a Bugandan nation. The vast majority of Buganda's population, fiee peasants, 

workers, traders, civil servants and chiefs were Buganda nationalists; most of them rejected 

Uganda nationalism as an imposed colonial project. In fact Uganda nationalism was forced upon 

Bagandans by the overwhelming political power of the British. 

The 1962 independence constitution was the end result and the expression of British 

victory over Buganda separatism. The 1962 federal constitution, however, recognized and 

acknowledged, to some extent, Buganda's and other kingdoms pre-coloniaI prestige and political 

systems. The pre-colonial systems were constitutive elements of the new Ugandan federation. 

With the new, unitary and dictatorial 1967 constitution of Milton Obote, it was clear that the 

Bagandans had not achieved independence or had they able to secure a sustainable federal 

system in which Buganda's autonomous position was safeguarded. 

Buganda's abortive attempts to secede fiom the Uganda Protectorate were nourished by 

the pre-colonial legacy of an independent kingdom and the new economic and social 

developments derived fiom the colonial period. Whereas Buganda's separatist aspiration is 

extensively dealt in the literature as an integral part of modem Ugandan history, Asian economic 



activities and social position are usually perceived as "external factors." Both Buganda's political 

failure and the expulsion of Uganda Asians were in fact continuations of colonial policies. 

The British Government h I y  asserted that Uganda, never Buganda, was the only 

relevant political entity within the Protectorate. As Sir Andrew Cohen unequivocally asserted 

". . .Buganda was, and was to remain, a province of a united Uganda" (Mutibwa, 1992: 1 1). It was 

British officials who perceived the Asians as permanent but considered the African more 

permanent in Uganda (Pratt, 196% 5 14-5 1 5)'. This perception coupled with the cynical 

instrumentality with which the colonial masters treated Indians, bred the principle of racial 

segregation and the three-tier society. 

Asians economic and social role, so I argue, should be seen as organic parts of Ugandan 

colonial and post-colonial history. They were as unique as Buganda's particularity. In other 

words, Buganda's crushed distinctiveness and Asian failed incorporation should be klly restored 

the centre of sociological and historical analysis of Uganda's modem history. Buganda's 

distinctiveness and its aftermath and Indians' economic role and their expulsion should be, 

therefore, constitutive elements of such an analysis. Only an integrative approach which treats 

the distinct nature of Uganda's separate ethnic communities as they were forced to politically 

acknowledge the existence of each other with independence, and their inter-relationships can 

provide an adequate historical and sociological analysis of Uganda's political upheavals and the 

expulsion of its Asian minority. 

2. Distinctiveness and the challenge of formal equality 

During the Protectorate years, there were only sporadic attempts to resist the British rule 

in Uganda. Throughout the Protectorate history, these efforts were neither durable nor were they 



able to challenge the colonial rule. Notwithstanding, whenever a political challenge to British 

rule appeared in Uganda, for example with the 1945 and 1949 strike and violent riots, it was 

concentrated in Buganda. Buganda was not only the economic and the administrative centre of 

the Protectorate, it was also the centre of Uganda anti-colonial politics. Bagandas held the 

leading roles in most political movements and organization in Uganda. The late colonial period 

was replete with such kingdom-wide resistance incidents. In most cases Bagandans were the 

initiators and leaders of such resistance. Hence Uganda politics, until Idi Amin's coup d'etat, can 

be seen therefore, as Buganda politics writ large. 

The first politically sanctioned and organized resistance of the Kabaka (king) and Lukiko 

(parliament) of Buganda to colonial policies appeared in the early 1950s. The Buganda 

leadership opposed the British announced plan of March 1953 to create an East Afiican 

Federation of Kenya, Tanganiyka (Tanzania) and Uganda. Nonetheless, Buganda's defiance of 

the British plan represented Buganda's political and economic interests alone, This resistance 

incident was led by the Buganda Lukiko. 

Bagandas rich free fanners (Mahmood Mamdani's Kulaks), by now the leading force in 

the Lukiko, expressed Bagandas grievances as they were perceived by Buganda's Kulak class. 

Buganda's Kulaks had not planned or intended to lead an Ugandan national campaign. It was 

neither a democratic struggle nor did it represent the interests of Buganda's small, common 

peasants. Above all, it was not an expression of a proletarian class struggle, if only for the simple 

reason that there was almost no Baganda proletariat. The majority of Bagandans were small or 

medium size owners of land plots. Agricultural and a small number of industrial wage-labourers 

came mainly from ~ u a n d a ~  "By independence, Kenyan workers constituted over 10 percent of 



the Uganda [industrial, mainly textile] labour force" (ibid, 238). and Kenya. The two leading 

Buganda workers unions were the civil senrice drivers and domestic labourers. 

In 1939 the Buganda Mican Motor Drivers Union was formed and the domestic servants 

organized a little later; both of these groups were instrumental in the initiation and organization 

of the 1945 and 1949 violent riots and the alI-Ugandan strike (Mamdani, 1977: 149- 1 5 1,177- 

183). However, the strike and the violent riots were expressions of Buganda cotton and coffee 

growers' grievances against the Kabaka complicity with the Protectorate govemment, the 

supervision of cotton and coffee prices by the government marketing boards and against Indian 

traders and ginners. 

Hence, the 1953 conflict with the Protectorate authorities represented the interests of the 

new agrarian political elite of large, well-to-do and middling Bugandan fiee farmers (ibid, 156). 

A Closer Union of East Afiican states, so Bugandan leaders argued, would be dominated by 

Kenya's European settlers interests. It would have instituted the Kenyan European settlers 

version of racial segregation and demoted Uganda, that is Buganda, into a subservient economy 

to Kenya. These "Kulaks" aspired for political dominance in Buganda. After establishing their 

economic base within Buganda, which meant a struggle against the old landed class of appointed 

chiefs to the Lukiko, a Closer Union would have jeopardied such aspirations. The political result 

of the Kabaka crisis of 1953-55, enabled this group of "Kulaks" to entrench itself in the Buganda 

Lukiko as the only dominant group. 

The Kabaka and the Lukiko demanded fiom the British assurances that no East African 

Federation would be created, that Buganda's affairs would be transferred fiom the Colonial 

Office to the Foreign Office and that a timetable for independence of Buganda would be drawn 

up by the Protectorate authorities. None of these demands was accepted. The British insisted that 



the Kabaka and the Lukiko will sign a document stating that Buganda would remain a province 

of Uganda and that the Kabaka would send Buganda's representatives to the Ugandan Legco (the 

Legislative Council of Uganda). Sending representatives of Buganda to the Ugandan Legco 

would have meant a defacto recognition by Buganda of the all-Ugandan institution's superiority. 

The Kabaka rehsed to sign and as a result he was deposed and deported to England on 

November 20, 1953. This event constituted the Kabaka crisis of 1953-55; but, it also created the 

ideological rallying point for the Buganda nationalist movement. 

In the centre of this movement stood the symbol of Buganda sovereignty: the Kabaka. 

His deportation was the theme around which all factions of the Buganda population convened. 

However, the most important political alliance was struck between the Lukiko Kulaks and the 

Buganda faction of the newly created (1952) party of the Uganda National Congress (UNC). 

The UNC's was composed of traders and government civil servants. Though it was 

"national" in its title, in fact, it was mainly composed of Bugandans traders and civil servants. 

The social origins of its members motivated Mahmood Mamdani to also label it a petty 

bourgeoisie political party. Its central committee was composed of politicians, shopkeepers and 

traders, clerks, lawyers, journalists and a student (Mamdani, t 977:208). The political horizons of 

both groups, traders and civil servants, argues Mamdani, was shaped by the close connection of 

their commercial and administrative interests and the larger Ugandan Protectorate. Mamdani 

avers that their political aspirations were fashioned by their bureaucratic jobs and by the span of 

their trade interests to point in which an Ugandan national point of view was both reasonable and 

practical. As well as being virtually an all-Baganda leadership, the W C  was also predominantly 

Protestant. These were "two findamental weaknesses which doomed this national party to failure 

in the national arena" (Mutibwa, 1992: 13). 



However, during the Kabaka crisis the Buganda fiction of the UNC joined hands with 

the Lukiko leaders and demanded the Kabaka's return and reinstatement as the traditional leader 

of Buganda. By 1953, sixty out of the eighty-nine members of the Lukiko were elected members; 

67.5 percent listed themselves as "cultivators" and 22.5 percent as traders. The Bugandan Lukiko 

was no more a citadel of chiefly power, but represented the kulaks-traders interests. Since the 

kulak-traders' interests were Buganda-located, their political platform received the label of "tribal 

politics" kom Mamdani (1 977:208)'. 

The massive public support fiom Buganda and other kingdoms, some political pressure 

exerted on behalf of the Kabaka return fiom England (Sathyamurthy, 1986:329), and the 

resentment against the deportation had led to the Kabaka conditional return. On his return 

to Kampala in 1955, a new Agreement was signed between the British Protectorate, the Buganda 

king and the Buganda parliament (the Lukiko). 

The apparent winners fiom the Kabah crisis were the Buganda kulak-traders. Not only 

was their position in the Lukiko secured, they also managed to demote the Kabaka's powers to 

the level of a constitutional monarch. In order to "immunize" the king fiom conflict with his 

people on matters political, they reasoned, he was left with the prerogative "...to advise his 

people" on traditional matters (ibid, 21 1, a quote from the Lukiko's justification on the 1955 

agreement). The Kabaka became a symbol of Buganda tradition stripped of political power. 

Mamdani's conclusion of this event avers: "In the name of tradition, tradition had been 

revoked! " (ibid, 21 2). 

Notwithstanding, the most important outcome of the Kabaka crisis was that the 

Protectorate notion of Uganda as unitary state gained ground, legitimacy and was established as 

the only relevant agenda for Uganda political evolvement. This was achieved after a series of 



consultations between Baganda representatives (members of the Lukiko) and the Protectorate 

government were concluded in the Namirembe discussions. Four points were raised in these 

discussions. Firstly, the Protectorate reserved for itself the authority to intervene in the operation 

of the Native Administration in Buganda. Secondly, Uganda as a unitary state was established as 

part of the agreement. Thirdly, the Kabaka's role was defined as that of a constitutional monarch, 

and fourthly, the Lukiko delegates agreed to send Buganda's representatives to the Legco and to 

further the process of democratic accountability and direct election to both the Lukiko and the 

Legco (Sathyamurthy, 1986: 329-330). 

Hence kulaks' grievances represented the political aspirations of a specific economic and 

political class of quasi-capitalist farmers within the confines of the colonial, British ruled 

economy. Mamdani perceives the kulaks as the leading segment of the Bugandan petty 

bourgeoisie. The theoretical centre of Mamdani's historical and sociological analysis of Ugandan 

politics is focused on labelling Buganda political expressions as "Petty Bourgeois Politics." 

He distinguishes between a rich peasant who works his land and employs Iabourers and 

an agricultural capitalist who plays no direct part in the labour process but employs wage labour 

in the production process. In the commercial sphere a similar distinction is made between a 

trader and a businessman. The first deals with retail operations, whereas the latter is involved in 

wholesale. "The former are members of the petty bourgeoisie; the latter comprise the commercial 

bourgeoisie" (1977: 10). To these two groups Mamdani adds a third social group: state 

bureaucrats. Though bureaucrats do not own property they have a privileged access to "social 

economic surplus" (op. cit). 

These three groups according to Mamdani, comprised the Buganda petty bourgeoisie - a 

fact that determined their political aspirations, their ideology and in a way, sealed their social 



fate. Being a class of petty bourgeoisie led the Baganda kulaks, the central group of the Buganda 

bourgeoisie, to adopt a "tribal" political ideology. Since "Tribalism," according to this analysis, 

meant the aspiration to secede &om the Uganda Protectorate, it doomed them to a political 

failure. 

Mamdani concedes that kulak's traditionalism was not "a simple return to tradition" (ibid, 

175). The Buganda kulaks were able to ascend to political power in Buganda; to take the leading 

posts &om the Kabaka and Protectorate appointed chiefs within the Buganda parliament 

(Lukiko); to lead a struggle against British colonial rule; to set the tone of the political debate in 

the Uganda parliament (Legco); to shape the content of the first Ugandan constitution and to be 

the partners in the formation of the new Ugandan government in 1962. 

However, all these political efforts were according to Marndani "tribal politics" of a 

segment of a "petty bourgeoisie" class. Nowhere in his book does Marndani give the reader a 

theoretical explanation to the question of why Ugandan national politics should be preferable 

over Bugandan national politics. Buganda separatism is tribalism, he asserts, and this is the end 

of his argument. If, however, one calls the political efforts of the Baganda fiee farmers, a 

Baganda national movement for independence, such a designation renders the kulaks' political 

campaign in a different colour. This, alas, contradicts Mamdanits perception of an Ugandan 

(African) nationalist struggle against British Imperialism. 

A Ugandan struggle could have been a national struggle against imperialism. But Uganda 

was not a nation and the different social territories grouped under the British Protectorate did not 

have any common nationalistic feelings. The only group in Uganda equipped with the social, 

economic and cultural aspirations for a distinct nationhood status was the Baganda fiee peasants. 

For dl their failing as a "petty bourgeois" (according to Mamdani) social groups, Bagandas 



"traditional-tribal" groups were almost the only political forces active in bringing independence 

fiom colonialism to Uganda. 

The insurmountable political problem the Buganda's nationalists faced was that they had 

to contend with the political power of the British protectorate. The Baganda kulak nationalist 

group failed not because its members were petty bourgeois agitators, but because they had to 

battle with the combined power of the colonial power and the hostility of the other groups and 

districts of Uganda. In addition, these Buganda nationalists were not able to forge a common 

language among the various political, religious and economic interests comprising the Buganda 

national movement. The cleavages among them were partly a reflection of the colonial legacy, 

but they also represented pre-colonial divisions. 

Mamdani's main thrust concerning the intellectual limitation of petty bourgeois 

intellectuals is unconvincing. He associates his explication of Baganda kulaks "tribal" politics to 

Marx's analysis of petty bourgeois politics in me Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (ibid, 

206). The comparison is historically untenable. The Baganda kulaks class was a new class of 

land owning peasants; they were struggling for political prominence as an independent social 

group, not as an appendage to existing classes. Therefore the appellation yeomen better suit their 

social and economic situation and status. Moreover, they were able to achieve their political 

goals within Buganda. However, they were crushed by the economic superiority of the absentee 

metropolitan bourgeoisie and the overwhelming political power of the colonial system. After all, 

as Mamdani rightly and constantly emphasizes, the Buganda "kulaks" operated within a colonial 

mode of production that unquestionably determined the limits of their economic and political 

abilities. These political limits made them "kulaks" (rich and middle size peasants), retail traders 

and government bureaucrats, but it did not make them into an Ugandan petit bourgeoisie. 



These social and political reasons constitute a completely different historical panorama 

which sets the Bugandan-Ugandan economic and political elite apart f?om the social conditions 

of the French petit bourgeoisie of Second Republic France. Mamdani argues that, " . . .in the 

ideologies they pagandas] produced these intellectuals seldom went beyond the material 

interests of the class, or the section of it with which they were allied" (ibid, 206). In this 

allegation, Mamdani transforms the political disabilities the colonial system imposed on Afi-icans 

into intellectual shortcoming of Buganda "kulaks". The Buganda nationalists, especially the 

yeomen among them, did not want to see the Uganda national project as their project. In other 

words, the Bagandas rejected the implied political formal equality and the cultural equivalence 

between them and other Ugandans that a unitary Ugandan state would have necessarily imposed 

they preferred a Buganda national project in which, so they thought, they would be able to be the 

only ruling group with most of the political power while retaining their presumed cultural 

superiority. Their pofitical targets were not democratic or socialist or revolutionary. Neither were 

their aims petty bourgeoisie political aims. Their aims were nationalistic. That is, they espoused 

Buganda nationalistic aims and Buganda cultural distinctiveness. However, their political and 

socia1 aims could not be materialized; Bagandas were no match for the British power and for the 

combined power of the other districts and ethnic groups of Uganda. 

3. Political developments and independence 

"The Democratic Party (DP) was formed on 6 October 1954, and like the UNC, it was 

Buganda-based" (Mutibwa, 1992: 15). There were two more important characteristics of this 

party: it was the political expression of resentful Catholic chiefs in and outside Buganda. That is, 

the Democratic Party was Catholic and supported Uganda nationalism. 



As early as the 1900 Uganda Agreement, land and chieftainship posts were parcelled out 

on the basis of religion. The chiefs of Buganda were predominantly Protestants, though the 

population was predominantly Catholic. Catholic chiefs were bared fiom holding the posts of the 

Katikaro and the treasurer and out of the 18 counties' heads only eight could be Catholic. In the 

northern parts of Uganda, chiefs' appointments were less pro Protestants and more equally 

divided between Protestants and Catholics. 

The religious divide also appeared through the churches (Catholic and Protestant) control 

over the Ugandan educational system. Education meant for Atiicans, first and foremost, training 

that could enable them to achieve appointments within the Protectorate bureaucracy. As 

Mamdani puts it, "..not piety but material benefits..drove the colonized to the church" (Mamdani, 

1977:159). During the 1920s and 1930s eduction was quite restricted. "Education being the 

preserve of the missionaries, and the most educated being by and large the sons of chiefs, there 

was more than a family resemblance between the particular religious consciousness of the chief 

and that of the civil servant (ibid, 2 17). Since Buganda nationalism and kulaks domination of the 

Lukiku also meant Protestant dominance, Catholic chiefs and civil servant strived to organize on 

the basis of their religion. However, religious differences were acute among chiefs, relatively 

important among civil servants, and never strongly felt among commoners (ibid, 218). These 

circumstances circumscribed the ideological horizons and the political prospects for attaining 

power for the Democratic Party. 

Despite the fact that the majority of Buganda's peasants were Catholic, the Democratic 

Party, which was known as the Dini ya Papa (Religion of the Pope), failed to garner their 

political support. Bagandan peasantry, whether rich or only independent, was organized along 



and tended to hold Buganda nationalist ideas. Hence, the Democratic Party could succeed only 

out of Buganda. Those were slim margins for political success. 

The party's organization was founded on teachers in Catholic schools as well as on and 

among Catholic civil servants. Led by the Catholic intelligentsia (mainly teachers) and civil 

servants its major political aim was to achieve the Af'iicanisation of the civil services in Uganda. 

In their party platform the DP declared that: 

[The civil service] must be Africanized as quickly as possible ... The idea of 
reserving certain positions for Europeans must be done away with. .. We recognize 
that at the moment all posts of the civil service cannot be filled by Africans, but 
we say that these which can be should be taken over at once (ibid, 219) 

The DP, therefore, vehemently opposed the nationalist and secessionist tendencies of the 

Bagandans. Whereas the fiee farmers of Buganda were able to organize as the leading members 

of the Buganda Luktko and espouse the politics of Buganda secessionist nationalism, the Catholic 

chiefs of Buganda tried to organize on a national Ugandan level through the Legco and espoused 

Uganda national slogans. During the late 1950s, the Legco became the rival centre of political 

power and activity against the Lukiko. This rivalry, subsequently, pushed Buganda into ruin and 

Uganda into state-initiated terror. 

The Legco gained its prominent position especially because the British Governor, Sir 

Andrew Cohen, was bent on the policy of Uganda as a unitary state. The Legco was, therefore, 

perceived as the "stepping stone to self-government" in Uganda (Sathyamurthy, 1986:3 75). 

Though the 1955 Agreement prescribed direct election to both the Lukiko and the Legco, 

this ran counter to the Buganda government's interests. Buganda opposed direct election to the 

Legco and to party politics in Buganda (ibid, 373). From 1955, the Lukilko's kulak strategy 

consisted of Buganda autonomy under the Kabaka as a constitutional monarch within Uganda 



and indirect election to the Legco. However, by 1958, the Lukiko's kulak leaders could not cap 

the tide of political mobilization even within Buganda. New parties appeared, and in the 1958 

indirect elections several entered the Lukiko. On top of the appointed kulak leaders of the Lukiko 

there were now delegates fiom newly created parties and fragments of parties: the United 

Congress Party (UCP who had 2 delegates in the Lukiko), the Progressive Party (FT who also 

had 2 delegates)', the Uganda National Congress (UNC who had 3) and the Democratic Party 

(DP who had now 19 members in the Lukiko). This political development ended the participation 

of appointed chiefs in the government. "In one stroke," says Sathyarnurthy, 

the triple spectre of religious competition, representative government and party 
politics, stimulated by a recrudescence of the grassroots bataka [clan heads] at the 
Muluka [parish level], were imported into the political scene of Buganda 
(1986:374). 

The Democratic Party succeeded in 1958 election to the Lukiko but more so in the 196 1 

election to the Legco. Their success in 1961 Legco election was due to the boycott of the election 

by the Baganda establishment. By 1961, the Legco was the theatre of national Ugandan politics; 

and most of the political forces within it were in fact anti-Buganda. 

Direct election to the Legco took place in 1958. Milton Obote was voted to the Legco as a 

member of the UNC. Buganda abstained fkom participation in this direct election (ibid, 38 1). 

In the Legco, the Uganda People's Union (UPU) was formed by districts leaders who came fkom 

outside of Buganda. It was an anti-Buganda faction. And as Phares Mutibwa says, this faction 

represented the districts delegates but no one else but them. This group of "national leaders" had 

"no existence outside of the walls of the Legco" (Mutibwa, 1992: 16). The Uganda National 

Congress (UNC), the second major party in the Legco, had several sections, all of them anti- 

Buganda. The bloc led by Milton Obote had the upper hand in the internal party politics. By 



1961 the anti-Buganda districts representatives in the Legco (the UPU) and Milton Obote's party 

(UNC) joined hands and created the Uganda People's Congress (UPC) as the national party of 

Uganda. Hence the Legco had now two national parties: the Democratic Party @P) and the 

Uganda People's Congress (UPC) party. Buganda was not yet represented in the Legco which 

was the national parliament of Uganda. 

In 1960, Buganda tried to strike a separate bargain with the colonial authorities for an 

autonomous federal status. Buganda demanded an independent army, a separate High court, a 

police force of its own, an autonomous tax system and control of Kampala and Entebe. All these 

demands were flatly rejected by the Protectorate Government. In a bravado demonstration, the 

Lukiko declared Buganda as an independent country (December, 3 0 1960). Buganda's declaration 

of independence was ignored by the Protectorate; it kept on preparing for the direct elections to 

the national Assembly. Now Buganda decided to boycott the election; only 3% Bagandans voted 

in these election. The majority of Buganda population supported its political Kulaks-Kabaka 

leadership. The election took place in March 1961. Only the other two parties participated: the 

Democratic Party (DP) of Benedicto Kiwanuka and the Uganda People's Congress (UPC, 

recently constituted) led now by Milton Obote. The DP won 21 seats &om Buganda and 

altogether it had 43 seats out of the 82 seats in the Legco. 

Benedicto Kiwanuka, the leader of the Democratic Party formed a transitory government 

in April 1 96 1. As the Prime Minister of Uganda, Kiwanuka castigated the Kabaka for his 

separatist politics. In the breach between Kiwanuka's Catholic, nationalist and anti-Buganda 

party and the Kabaka's Protestant, Buganda secessionist Lukiko, Milton Obote and his party 

P C )  stepped in to form the winning coalition in the 1962 independence election. 



Since the Baganda Lukiko could not win its way out of Uganda, it tried to secure its place 

within a federated Uganda. To this end the Lukiko's leadership and the king decided to found 

their own political party: the Kabaka Yekka (the King Alone). The Kabaka Yekka party saw in 
8 

the Democratic Party its main enemy. It was a Buganda nationalist movement whose leaders 

cared little about Uganda's independence, especially if that independence would entail a 

curtailment of Buganda's status. Above all they abhorred the possibility of an independent 

Uganda led by a Catholic Prime Minister. It was not only threatening, but also a fearsome 

possibility. 

In this lies part of the explanation for the coming together of two parties that were 
diametrically opposed in their approach to the major political issues of the day. 
Obote's national and seemingly progressive UPC joined hands with the 
traditionalist and conservative KY to form an alliance of convenience, entered 
into by each partner for personal gain (Mutibwa, 1992: 19). 

In October 1961 the KY and the UPC formed a political alliance. 

In the April 1962 elections, the KY got 24 seats ("The 24 KY members of the National 

Assembly had all been indirectly elected - 21 by the Lukiko (Buganda regional assembly) and 3 

by the National Assembly sitting as an electoral college'' (Mazrui, 1975 : 1 1 - 12) in the Legco, the 

UPC had 43 and the DP 24. As a result of the KY and the UPC alliance, Milton Obote became 

the Prime Minister of a democratic and federated Uganda. The Kabaka of Buganda, Sir Edward 

Mutesa, was also the president of Uganda. Milton Obote Ied Uganda to independence in October 



4. Buganda: The first victim of state persecution 

Whereas the UPC represented a nationalist drive striving for an Ugandan unitary state, 

the KY party was an isolationist party ruled by the king of Buganda promoting the cause of 

Bugandan distinctiveness. Their "marriage of convenience," which led to a political victory, held 

only for a short while after independence. The internal divisions among members of ICY party 

and the conflict between the UPC relentless nationalist drive and the KY entrenched 

segregationist aspirations soon developed into an open rift between the parties, the divergent 

interests they embraced and their leaders. 

With independence, the UPC was the ruling party of federated Uganda. It had an astute 

politician at its head; it also had the support of the British government; it was an anti-Buganda 

government, but most importantly it had the resources of the newly created Ugandan state that it 

could confer to aspiring politicians. Over a very short period of time, many politicians from both 

the Democratic Party and the Kabaka Yekka party defected in order to join the ruling party. Soon 

the UPC was able to command a majority in the Legco. The KY-UPC alliance was no more a 

necessary factor for Obote's rule. 

In the 1962 constitution a clause concerning the two "Lost Counties" (Buyaga and 

Bugangaizi) was introduced. These "Lost Counties" were granted to Buganda by the Protectorate 

in 1901 as part of its close cooperation with the British in colonizing the kingdom of Bunyoro. 

The clause stipulated that a referendum would be conducted among the inhabitants of these 

territories two years after independence. The inhabitants were to  decide whether they wanted to 

stay in Buganda, to join Bunyoro to which they historically belonged or to become independent 

districts. The counties were not only densely populated by a majority of Bunyoro but also paid 

its taxes to the Buganda government. "The issue was simple but crucial: as parts of Buganda, the 



producers in the Lost Counties would pay the bulk of their taxes to the Buganda state; as part of 

Bunyoro, they wouid pay them to Kampala [i.e. to the Ugandan government]" (Mamdani, 

1977:243). Though the Lukiko and the Kabaka fiantically attempted to prevent the decision in 

the Legco, then the referendum and lastly the implementation of the pro-Bunyoro vote, they 

failed on all account. 

In 1964, the Lost Counties were returned to Bunyoro. The relations between the parties, 

the parliaments and the leading politicians of Buganda and Uganda suffered a blow that couId 

not easily be healed. An apparent, open and acrimonious conflict between the central 

government and the kingdom of Buganda, between the Legco and the Lukiko, and between the 

Prime Minister and the President was to shape the near fbture political relations in Uganda. In 

August 1964, the KY-UPC alliance was formally dissolved (Mutibwa, 1992:34). Now Obote was 

able to dismiss all the KY ministers in his government who were not loyal to him alone. 

Consequently the Kabaka Yekka party dissolved itself M e r  many of its members in the 

Legco defecting to the ruling party during the previous years, and after the loss of prestige and 

power within Uganda as a result of the Lost Counties referendum, the party recommended its 

members join the UPC and there form a Buganda faction. This faction was led by Grace Ibingira. 

By fate 1965 this faction, was the major rival to Obote's power within its own party; it also had 

the parliament majority. The struggle now, according to Mamdani was between the "centre" and 

the "rightt1 in the Legco and within the UPC party. The "centre" being the state governing 

bureaucrats led by Obote; the "right" being "the petty bourgeoisie proper (the small property- 

owning traders and kulaks" led by Ibingira (1977:244-5). Both factions, in fact, were 

predominantly Bagandas. However, by now these Bagandans had different political and 

economic aims in mind. 



In 1965, allegations against politicians and officers were raised in the parliament. These 

Parliamentarians alleged that the Prime Minister and few of his associates in the government and 

in the army (the Deputy Army Commander, Colonel Idi Amin) had embezzled money as part of 

their involvement with the rebels in the Congo in 1964. The parliament decided to appoint a 

commission to study these charges. With this accusation, the army was openly drawn into the 

Ugandan political fray; a role that its military commanders skilhlly employed in the near hture. 

In 1964 army officers and soldiers rebelled demanding a raise in their pay and 

prestige. These privileges were conceded by Milton Obote's government. By 1965 the army 

became a centre of power outside the government and parliament. Though not yet directly 

involved in politics, all politicians had begun to appreciate and pay heed to army's centrality and 

weight. 

The army personnel was mainly recruited from the population in the northern districts of 

Uganda: West-Nile Sudanese, Acholi, and Langi. Neither Bagandas nor inhabitants of the other 

kingdoms population saw the army as an avenue for social or politicak advancement. Hence the 

army represented an internal, ethnic division of labour within the Ugandan population. 

Furthermore, within the army ranks there was a clear demarcation line and conflict between the 

soldiers (Acholi) and officers (Langi), and among these two groups and the West Nile soldiers. 

The Army Commander was Brigadier Shaban Opolot who was associated with the 

Baganda factions of Ibingira and the Kabaka; The Army Deputy Commander, Colonel Idi Amin 

was a Sudanese fiom the west Nile region, and a Muslim and he was associated with Milton 

Obote, the Prime Minister and his government. 

On February 4, 1966 the Parliament passed a motion to censure Obote and his associates. 

On February 22, when the government met to appoint the Inquiry Commission, Obote arrested 



five of his ministers including Grace Ibingira the leader of the Bugandan UPC faction in the 

Legco. With this arrest, the anti-Obote faction of the UPC was effectively removed. The day 

after, Colonel Idi Amin was promoted to the rank of the Army Chief of Staff and Brigadier 

Shaban Opolot became the Chief of Defence Forces which was a demotion. With these events 

the conflict between Uganda and Buganda, between the central government and provincial 

government of Buganda and their leaders was approaching to an inevitable clash. 

In short, the clash revolved around the question of who is in charge in Uganda. Was it the 

central government in the State House or was it the Buganda king and his government in Mengo? 

Hence the question of Buganda's relations to the federal government and its claim for economic 

and political autonomy coupled with an ardent assertion for cultural distinctiveness were still at 

the centre of Ugandan politics. 

In February 24, 1966 Obote suspended the 1962 constitution "in the interest of national 

unity and public security and tranquillity" (ibid, 39). The Kabaka appealed to the Secretary 

General of the United Nations to be recognized as an independent state and the Lukiko passed a 

resolution demanding that the central government evacuate its offices from Buganda's soil. 

Buganda reverted to secession. As a result the "battle of Mengo" ensued. In it, government 

troops, commanded by Idi Amin, attacked the Kabaka palace. Arnin and his soldiers, acting 

under Obote's orders unleashed a savage and unprecedented slaughter of Bugandans. The death 

total was estimated to be as high as 2,000 people. The Kabaka was able to flee his palace and 

find refuge in England in which, three years later, he died, destitute and abandoned. Buganda's 

autonomy came to an abrupt end by violent means. 

On 15 April 1966 Obote introduced the 1966 constitution proposals in parliament. By 

introducing a "unitary" constitution, Obote abrogated Buganda's "federal" powers, ending its 



financial and political autonomy in one stroke. The new proposals attacked federalism and 

monarchism and hailed centralism. The post of the Prime Minister was abolished; and all 

executive powers were in the hand of the President. With these changes Obote became the most 

powefil man in Uganda. Dictatorship was the new method of rule in Uganda. However, the 

1966 proposals and decrees were only temporary measures. 

By September 1967, a new constitution was declared. "The most notable change 

introduced was the abolition of kingship and the establishment of a republic" (ibid, 59). Obote 

erased the kingdoms of Buganda, Ankole, Bunyoro and Toro from Uganda. The new constitution 

conferred wide-ranging powers on the president and the central government. Obote's powers 

were enhanced at the executive and legislative levels, at the expense of the cabinet, judiciary and 

legislature. Obote was able to mould Uganda into a centralized nation-state mainly at the 

expense of Buganda, but also by sacrificing any attempt of peacefil national federated unity. 

Buganda was reorganized into four districts. Assigning these districts the same status as other 

districts of Uganda resulted in the complete elimination of Buganda as a political notion or 

entity. 

Buganda, the most populated and developed region of the country, was subdued. The 

other kingdoms were erased. Buganda acquiesced, but as Mutibwa says "acquiescence is not 

acceptance" (ibid, 60). Obote's enemies were numerous and the ruling bureaucracy had no 

popular support fkom any quarter of the Ugandan population, except itself 

From now on until the Amin's coup d'etat of 25 January 1971, Obote ruled by decrees and 

with the help of the army, police and the secret services (The General Service Unit). There was 

meagre public support to Obote's regime. However the government needed the army for its 

survival more than the army needed it (ibid, 64). 



In the next five years Obote enacted two more political and social policies. The first was 

establishing a one-party state the other was his declared political and economic moves to the left. 

By 1968 there were no political rivals to contend with. The UPC ruling bureaucracy was 

virtually the only political party in Uganda. Obote could pursue, unhampered his nationalistic 

and pan-Afiicanist ideology. In December 1969, Obote announced his new economic plan 

centred on me Common Man's Charter and National Service Proposals. Soon afterwards the 

parliament banned all opposition parties and societies in the country. The UPC was now the only 

legal party in Uganda. The state of emergency decrees enacted initially in Buganda were now 

extended to include the whole country. Uganda was governed by state decrees, not by laws. 

In his efforts to curtail any opposition, Obote intervened in all social organizations, trying 

to control them through state agencies. Religious establishments as well as trade unions, student 

bodies and even the army were seen as autonomous spheres, and therefore as potential sources of 

resistance. In order to efface the distance between individual citizens and the state Obote had to 

either replace or control such institutions with "loyal" state agents and organizations. To achieve 

the containment of any independent institution, especially if they were located or operating 

within Buganda, proxy state institutions were created. 

Catholic schools as well as Muslim organizations were invaded; Catholic schools were 

accused of producing two cultures in Uganda, thus the state took over denominational schools, 

putting them under its direct supervision. From the early 1950s, the Muslim community of 

Uganda was coordinated by the Uganda Muslim Community (UMC) organization which was 

based in Buganda and under the supervision of one of the Kabaka uncles, Prince Badru 

Kakungulu. In 1965 the state created a new and rival Muslim organization: the National 

Association for the Advancement of the Muslim (NAAM). The new organization was controlled 



by one of Obote's men. The NAAM regulated the Muslim communities outside of Buganda and 

was considered to be loyal to Obote bureaucratic governing elite. In its initial stages, General Idi 

Amin took part in the NAAM activities; however, just before the coup d'etat Amin left NAAM 

and joined the UMC (Mamdani, 1977: 287,292; Mutibwa, 1992: 31,68). 

The militant segment of the organized labour movement in Uganda was developed by 

Kenyan industrial workers who were employed in Uganda and had "organisational experience 

and 'a tradition of militant struggle"' (Mutibwa, 1992:32). This faction to which Mamdani 

attaches the title of the "left" was expelled in 1964 fiom the Uganda Federation of Labour (UFL). 

The Federation of Uganda Trade Union 0 was created after being purged of its "left" 

section. However, many of Buganda workers were organized in the Uganda Trade Union 

Congress (UTUC), which now was the only independent labour organization. In 1966 both 

organizations were banned and a "national" labour movement under the title of Uganda Labour 

Congress @LC) was created. Again it was under the complete surveillance of the government. 

Hence the Uganda labour organizations, minuscule and fragmented as they were, were 

emasculated by the Obote state. The final act in crippling any workers' opposition was the 

expulsion of the Kenyan workers from Uganda in 1969. Along with these organisational 

measures the government also claimed that strikes were now illegal. Since the means of 

production were now nationalized, Obote reasoned "...there was no reason to retain the 'archaic 

principle and practice of strikes" (Marndani, l977:284). 

The economic "socialists" policies of Obote's regime - the so-called Move to the Left - 

though present before, were inaugurated in the party conference of 19 December, 1969 and in the 

Nakivubo Pronouncements of May Day 1970. It consisted of two main objectives. In its initial 

stages (1967) it sought to elbow out the Indian small traders fiom their positions in the economy 



and to facilitate the "Afiicanisation" of commerce, especially in the import and export business. 

However, by 1969 this policy was changed because the Indian minority, though in command of 

essential parts of the economy, did not present a political threat. In fact, part of the Move to the 

Left strategy was designed to curtail the economic power of the Ugandan, especially Bugandan 

farmers and traders by striking state alliances with Indian rich merchants and with foreign 

companies. Indian rich merchants in contrast to Ugandan (Bugandan) fiee farmers and small 

trader, were not politically threatening. By the end of 1969, political threats were the major 

preoccupation of the governing elite. 

Curtailing the fiee farmers and small Ugandan traders' cooperatives was achieved by The 

Trade Licensing Act and by instituting the National Trading Corporation (NTC) and the Produce 

Marketing Board (PMS). The first measure was in fact a tax paid to the government as an annual 

fee; the second was state organizations that controlled the buying and selling of foodstuff 

commodities and raw material (cotton and coffee) fiom the growers. The exorbitant annual fee 

drove many srnall Afi-ican traders out of business whereas the marketing boards paid lower 

prices than the market value of the commodities. The "P]ulk sales," says Mamdani, 

favored the big over the small trader, the large over the small miller, and the big 
over the smali capitalist. They made possible, under the aegis of the state, fkrther 
centralization of capital, thereby reinforcing the monopoly structures in the 
underdeveloped economy. The impact of the PMB's monopolized marketing 
structures was the elimination of the small Afiican miller and the consolidation of 
the large Asian miller (1977:275-6). 

On May Day 1970 the government declared the Wakivubo Pronouncements' which were 

the declared policy of "Nationalisation" of 60 percent of 85 [major] foreign companies. 

"Nationalisation" did not mean state ownership but state partnership with foreign companies. It 

offered salaries to government official but no economic gains for Ugandans. Hence 



neither pronouncements nor decrees were based on mass support. It reflected the interests of the 

governing bureaucracy not of the Ugandan population. Ugandan were quite aware of these 

tendencies because "...those who were preaching socialism were far from being socialists 

themselves"; in Uganda they were referred to as Wmabenzi ('Mercedes Benz owners') 

(Mutibwa, 1 WWO). 

The Trade Licensing Act also stipulated that non-citizens needed to possess a valid 

license fiom the government. Granting such a valid permit was conditioned on establishing a 

high ceiling of trade volume and turnover. As a result, many smaH Asian traders were compelled 

to close their business. However, medium and big size business, mainly Asians flourished. In 

fact both the "Nationalisation" and the Trade licensing Act, as it was applied to foreign 

companies and rich Asian traders, augmented the plight of Uganda's Afiicans and small Asian 

traders. Ugandan Afiicans, workers, small peasants and traders suffered from government 

policies that drove the prices of essential commodities higher while lowering their income. Small 

Uganda Asian traders began to leave Uganda. 

By late 1970, Obote tried to reverse the process. The evacuated places of departing 

Asians were filled by Afiicans, who were a political threat for the ruling bureaucracy whereas 

Asians were not (Mamdani, 1977:280-8 1). By the end of 1970, Obote's regime legitimacy was in 

ruin; and Uganda was in the midst of economic as well as political crisis. Ugandans thought that 

anything would be better than Obote's regime. Idi Amin's military coup d'etat of January 25, 

197 1 provided only a temporary relief. 

In order to explain the army coup of General Idi Amin, Mamdani's argues that the army 

should be seen as part of the state's coercive apparatus. Soldiers according to Mamdani, "do not 

form a social class; they serve social classes." He also argues that "The political crisis of 



underdeveloped capitalism is thefiagmentation of the ruling class" and he adds that whichever 

section of the ruling class that directly controls the state apparatus (and the army) has an 

inordinate strength (ibid, 288 italics in the original). Indeed the Ugandan ruling class was 

fragmented into kulaks, traders and bureaucrats. It was also true that it was a dependent class 

which "could not establish effective control over the nationally generated surplus, which [was] 

primarily appropriated by imperial capital" (ibid, 288). Hence the method of "effective" 

appropriation and control over the distribution of the economic surplus was to usurp it by state 

sanctions backed up by the brute force of the m y .  The Ugandan army and police received 

crucial significance as a result of the fiagmentation and weakness of the governing elite. 

As early as 1964 when Ugandan soldiers mutinied, demanding that the army be 

"Afkicanised", which meant higher status and better pay, most of their demands were met. The 

army was transformed into a politicized armed party. In 1966 the Ibingira faction in its bid to 

oust Obote fiam his post contacted Brigadier Shaban Opolot. Ibingira and his faction failed. Not 

only Opolot was demoted but also "his men" in the army suffered fiom his descendance. Obote 

promoted Idi Amin who collaborated with him. An action that also meant favouring Amin's men 

in the Army. Hence the military commanders involvement in the Ugandan political struggles 

reflected not only Uganda's internal ethnic division of labour and prestige, but also shaped the 

ethnic composition of the army's soldiers and officers. Since the army was almost exclusively 

from the north, the struggles within its ranks reflected the ethnic tension between the groups 

which composed it. Amin had mainly recruited his soldiers fiom the West Nile; whereas the 

Acholi and the Langi considered themselves to be "born soldiers" since the Protectorate northern 

policy of recruitment. The army became a desired turf for political and economic advancement. 



Following the 1967 crisis the importance of the army swelled as the governing 

bureaucracy increasingly relied on repressive methods and state decrees in order to rule 

(Mamdani, 1977:290). The ministry of defence's budget grew accordingly. In 1969 there was an 

assassination attempt on Obote's life which was suspected to have been planned with the 

assistance of army officers. As part of his general effort Obote decided to weaken the m y  

strength by creating alternative Special Forces, by promoting ethnic divisions within the army 

and by assigning the General Service Units (GSU) as a spying agency on both civilians and 

suspected army officers. Hence Acholi and Langi officers were promoted while other 

Northerners, that is, Amin's people were excluded. 

Sending General Amin on November 1970, to participate in the funeral of President 

Nasser enabled Obote to "reorganize" the army. Amin was demoted to the post of the Chief of 

Defence Forces. Brigadier Hussein was appointed as Chief of Staff. General Amin did not need 

more evidence to feel the ominous developments. On January 21, 1971 Obote left to Singapore 

to attend a summit conference of the Commonwealth leaders. He could not go back to Uganda 

since on the January 25, while Obote still in Singapore, General Idi Amin staged a coup d'etat. 

The "Lumpen Militarist" ascended to power (Ma~ui ,  197% 127). 

The people of Uganda, especially the Bagandas, welcomed Amin ascendance to power 

(Mutibwa, 1992:81-86). Their happiness was short-lived. Amin came to power against the 

wishes of many inside and outside of Uganda. His methods of dealing with these threats was to 

radicalize 0 bote's methods by transforming the state hegemony into state authorized killing of 

the opposition. Amin started with killing in the army, his next move was to expel Israeli military 

and political personnel in Uganda and then staged an "economic war" in which the expulsion of 

the Asian was only the initial step. In August 1972, a year and a half after ascending to power 



general Idi Amin Dada, the president of the Second Republic of Uganda, ordered the Ugandan 

Asian minority to leave the country in three months. By October 1972 some 50,000 of Uganda 

Asian minority, citizens and non-citizens alike, left Uganda. 

5. Asian Ugandans: the second victims of state persecution 

To be Asian in Africa means that one is always wrong. Hopes that this state of 
affairs might change after independence in East &ca have not materialized. In 
politics, when Asians collaborated with the European they were blocking Atiican 
aspiration; when they sided with Afiicans, as they frequently did, they were being 
opportunistic in anticipation of independence; when they tried to keep out of the 
conflicts, they were sitting on the fence. After independence in East Africa, those 
Asians who did not opt for local citizenship were accused of disloyalty; those who 
did were suspected of opportunism, and were still discriminated against on racial 
grounds (Berghe van den, 1970: 156). 

The previous chapters endeavoured to show that between 1894 and 1972 the Asians 

ethnic minority became successfiil economically, segregated socially and isolated politically. 

This state of affairs positioned Uganda Asians in a constant vulnerable position. Their economic 

achievements were based on a shaky political ground, since they were completely dependent on 

the political (good) will of the ruling British bureaucracy during the Protectorate years, and on 

the protection of the Ugandan state following independence. With Uganda's independence and 

the transfer of power to the hands of the Afiicans, the conflict between Asians and Africans 

became open, exposed and declared. Moreover, in this conflict state institutions unequivocally 

favoured the Atiican citizens' economic and social interests against the Asian citizens' interests. 

The apparent manifestation of this conflict after independence was represented by two 

central issues that were on the daily agenda of the Asians as well as the Afiican citizens of 



Uganda. The first was the issue of Ugandan citizenship. The second was concerned with the 

economic and political policies of "Ugandization versus Africanisation." 

a. Ugandan citizenship 

The issue of Ugandan citizenship brought to the fore not only the ambivalent stand of 

Uganda Asians concerning their civil status in Uganda, but also the different notion of 

citizenship prevalent among Uganda Africans. With independence Asian Ugandans had three 

choices: they could became British, embrace Ugandan citizenship or return to India. Most of the 

Ugandan Asians opted for British citizenship. 

Of Uganda's total Asian population of 74,308 in 1969 (approximately 0.73 
percent of the total population of 9,548,847), Uganda citizens formed more than a 
third (26,657, of whom more than 11,000 were aged under 15 years) and British 
Asians almost a half (36,593), the only other numerically significant categories 
being Indian citizens (8,890) and Kenyans (1,768) (Read, 1975: 193; for similar 
details see Mamdani, l977:279; Tribe, 1975 : 140). 

However, those Asians who were born in Uganda were Ugandan citizens by birth, they had no 

options; Uganda was their state and home. 

For those Ugandan Asians who accepted Ugandan citizenship it meant tying up their fate 

permanently with the new Ugandan state. That is, it was the relinquishment of their erstwhile 

anomalous status and loyalties. Whatever the decision of Ugandan Asians had been, it had a 

profound economic and political significance upon the relationships with their "host" society - 

the Afkican Ugandans. Twadlle's incisive presentation of Indian ambivalence is in place here. He 

argues that "...in order to understand the paradoxical situation whereby many a Ugandan Asian 

kept his man (heart) in India and his clhrm (wealth) in Britain while still managing to retain his 

tan (body) in East Africa, the whole symposium [on the Expulsion of the Ugandan Asians] 



should be read" (1975: 13). Questions of citizenship and loyalty were problematized with 

Uganda's independence and acquired acute dimensions with the 1967 dictatorial constitution and 

especially so afker Amin ascended to state power. 

For most of Uganda Africans the concept of citizenship was shaped by their pre-colonial 

experience of kingdom states and clan (tribal) societies. To Africans, claims Marmi, the concept 

of citizenship was inseparable form the concept of kinship. The state rested on a principle of 

political consanguinity, a presumed descent from a shared forefather. This pristine conception 

shaped their modem history. Therefore, "[TJhe polity was ethnocratic," concludes Mazrui 

(1975:66). 

Biological intermingling and cultural assimilation were the only effective ways of 

entering such M i c a n  citizenship (ibid, 66). Ugandan Asian did neither. Not only did the Uganda 

Asians keep strict social and sexual exclusiveness, they also llfilled a conspicuous and 

exploitative economic niche. Amin's response to  the Asians was based on their mode of social, 

cultural and economic and social behaviour, on his M i c a n  perceptions of kinship, and on his 

political and economic needs of the moment. Asians indulgence in social exclusiveness and 

economic exploitation practices cost them the goodwill of many East Mean political leaders. 

Asians attitudes and behaviours " . ..created the impression that the Asians [were] 'get-rich- 

immigrants-in-transit: people without the interests of East M c a  at heart (Ocaya-Lakidi, 

1975:93). 

Mavui argues that Amin's kinship perception was akin to  perceptions prevalent in 

European social movements such as Pan-Germanism and Pan-Slavism. Such movements, he 

argues, encompassed theories of nationhood based on shared blood. Similarly, 



[I]n Uganda General Idi Amin has sought to create a nation of black Ugandans, 
partly on the grounds that black peoples are in a sense which is more than just 
metaphorical what the General would call "my brothers and sisters (Mazrui, 
1975:71). 

Asian Ugandans' economics, politics and culture coupled with this kind of African 

perceptions of  citizenship could not find a more extreme manifestation than the one espoused by 

General Idi Arnin ~ a d a ' .  Arnin's charges against the Asian Ugandans were premised on their 

economic exploitation and social exclusiveness. However, these were not the only factors 

shaping his politics. Asians' unwillingness to  "intermingle" with M c a n s  implicitly excluded 

them fiom the f i c a n  kinship system and culture, but such behaviours were reciprocated by a 

specific interpretation of African kinship as a basis for political membership. 

African kinship represented a cluster of mutual obligations, responsibilities toward the 

old and the weak, fellowships, hospitality and solidarities on which M i c a n  societies were 

founded. These characteristics were reflected in the Swahili notion of Ujmnaa. So much so that, 

as Mazmi says, ".. .President Julius Nyerere (Tanzania) virtually equated the English word 

socialism with the Swahili word C&mzaa (ibid, 76). Whereas Nyerere saw in Ujmau the roots 

of socialism, Amin saw in Ujmm the roots of citizenship. Whereas Nyerere was moving fiom 

clan solidarity to socialistic fellowship, Amin "...sought to move fiom the bonds of the clan to 

membership of the nation-state. " 

Arnin could see this easily enough where all the groups were black in color. 
Racial identification permits the psychological leap fiom tribal pride to black 
ethnicity (ibid, 77). 

However, Amin could not see himself the "Dada" of brown Ugandans. Not only had 

Asians explicitly rejected contacts with Africans, it was also African cultural perception that 

deepened the gulf between these communities. Class disparities, social suspicions and economic 



competition augmented and fed cultural hostilities. "The fact of the matter is, " says Ocaya-Lakidi 

"that most black Africans has such a low opinion of Asians that they would not have wanted to 

associate too closely with them (1975:96). 

With the August 1972 expulsion decree, Asian Ugandans were radically excluded fiom 

Uganda's modem identity. As Mutibwa says "...the move [to expel the Asians] received wide 

support among the indigenous population" (1992:94). The only dissenting voice came from 

Makerere University Students' Guild who supported his decision to expel fiom Uganda the 

Asians with British passports but asked him to reconsider his decision to expel Asians who were 

Ugandan citizens (op. cit). 

Idi Amin Dada's interpretation of the Afiican @ ~ I M  could not include Ugandan Asians. 

In other words, Asian Ugandans were expelled by the Ugandan state fiom the Ugandan universe 

of obligation (Fein, 1977:7, 17)". Asians could not belong to Arnin's African Wamaa. Usurping 

state power, Amin as the President of Second Republic Uganda, "legalistically" terminated these 

relations with state sanctioned ethnocentric violence. 

b. Ugandization versus Africanization 

If in the citizenship issue the Asians had several options and therefore some degree of 

fkeedom to practice their own decisions, in the second issue of Ugandization versus 

ficanization, Asians were devoid of any choices (see Manui, 1975 :243-4). Whether 

Ugandization policies or Afkanisation policies will be pursued were almost exclusivety in the 

hands of Ugandan politicians. 

The Ugandization of the economy and polity of Uganda meant the establishment of a 

political system based on civil rights and citizenship status of the citizens of the Ugandan 



territory. Regardless of ethnic or continent origins, all Ugandans were granted equal rights and 

duties. Under the 1962 constitution a territorial citizenship was instituted. However, the various 

economic and political policies enacted by Obote's regime to Afiicanize Uganda's economic and 

political structure, eventually, brought to a head the complex colonial layers of ethnic conflicts 

within the Ugandan Afiican society and between Afiicans and Asians. Africanization was 

therefore a radicalization of ethnic politics. 

Afiicanization of the economy and politics of Uganda meant a deliberate policy of 

discrimination between Afkicans and non-Africans on the basis nativity to the Afiican continent 

and race. With Amin's seizure of power and after he reverted to kinship and dtimately to a racial 

definition of citizenship, institutional discrimination was legalized. Legalizing discrimination 

also routinized violence. With Arnin in power, ethnocracy was established as the only mode of 

operation in the Ugandan polity. According to M m i ,  ethnocracy is "a system of government 

based on either ethnic exclusivity, or ethnic division of labour, or quantified ethnic balance" 

(ibid, 2 15, see also PP. 4, 66). Notwithstanding, ethnocracy went as far as Afiican Ugandans 

were concerned. However, Asian Ugandans had no place in this "citizenship." They had to go. 

It would be a mistake to assume that the dynamics of ethnocracy were any less cruel or 

less bloody toward Afiicans. Amin began his rule with killings in the army. Amin and his West 

Nilers soldiers purged the army of Obote's supporters who came fi-om the Acholi and Langi 

population (Mutibwa, 1992:87-89). Not being able to deliver the economic goods he promised to 

all Ugandan he needed a readily available source of capital. The Asians were an easy target. 

However, neither the killings in the army during 1972, nor the expulsion of the Asians were the 

end of Arnin's method of rule. Expelling the Asians was the beginning of an "economic war" 

during which Amin took possession British concerns in Uganda. The expulsion of the Asian was 



therefore, a symptomatic incident of Amin's lawless rule. The nature of his regime had no civil 

limits; it was based only on his understanding of who was a foe and who was a friend. These 

changed relentlessly according to his caprice and maybe paranoia. 

From this perspective, the Asian's social fate exemplified clearly the anomalous location 

of ethnic minorities in the middle. Their internal structure, in combination with the problematic 

relationships with their social environment positioned them in a constant vulnerable stand. 

Despite their economic success their political weakness created a situation in which a policy of a 

"comprehensive solution" could be implemented against them. A "final solution" that 

disregarded their reaction. Their side, weak and isolated politically, has no power to respond. In 

the last analysis such minority groups had no power to bite, socially or politically. 

E. Vulnerability and state persecution in Uganda 

Theoretically, therefore, the policies of Ugandization and Mcanization (Ghai and Ghai, 

1979), were two complementary and supplementary methods of social and political exclusion 

(Van den Berghe, 1970: 167). Hence, the expulsion of the Asians by Idi Amin was a radicalized 

continuation of government policies that had preceded him. This prolonged process of social 

exclusion rested on Asians' vulnerability in East M c a .  Asians' vulnerability in Uganda did not 

stem only from their "indigenous" situation. Rather, their relations to India and England were of 

utmost importance. 

During the late colonial period in Africa, India's major problem concerning East M c a  

wsls that the East &can Asians were an economically privileged and socially segregated group. 

These features clouded India's ambition to play a leading role in the politics of the so-called 

"third world" countries. During the 1950s and 1960s India aspired to enhance the economic 



advancement of African states and to fight in international bodies for racial equality. India's 

international role was especially awkward in East Afiica. Since it wanted to lead the struggle 

against colonialism and racial dominance, India's could not support or openly defend her 

nationalists in East A-fiica who became privileged through their close association with British 

colonialism and racial conceptions (Gupta, 1975: 125- 139). 

As a way out of this predicament, the Indian government recommended that its Indians 

inhabitants of East Africa "integrate" in their new home countries. However, integration meant 

several things and had legal as well as socio-cultural connotations. In the legal sense 

"integration" meant accepting local citizenship. East African Indians were not enthusiastic about 

relinquishing their British (commonwealth) citizenship. As 'Commonwealth citizens' they were 

granted fiee entry and immigration to the United Kingdom. This was changed by the 

Commonwealth Immigrants Act of 1962 which "...imposed controls on the entry of all 

Commonwealth citizens (and British protected persons) except UK citizens born in the UK or 

holding UK passports issued by the UK government (Read, 1975: 195). Many Asians in East 

Afiica were holding such UK passports. In 1968, apparently as a result of the growing exodus of 

Kenyan Indians to England, the English parliament and government, introduced an additional 

condition to the Immigration Act of 1962. It stipulated that to grant a fiee entry to England a UK 

passport holder, himself or "..at least one of his parents or grandparents, must have been born, 

naturalized, registered or adopted in the UK, otherwise the immigration controls were applicable 

to him (ibid, 196). This, of course, blocked the "English option" for most East Afiican Asians 

who were UK passport holders; with Idi Amins' state decree many of these Commonwealth 

subjects became "stateless" subjects. Their abandonment by both the Indian and the British 



governments did not escape Idi Amin's ominous gaze. Hence Indian vulnerability was 

augmented on the eve of their expulsion from Uganda. 

The immediate considerations on Amin's agenda were the urgent economic and 

legitimacy needs of his military regime. Keeping the army loyal to him meant feeding the 

military personnel's economic and status hunger. It was done by providing Asians property as 

booty. The Asians were the only group in Uganda with considerable capital which was easily 

accessible. When Amin announced the expulsion decree in August 5th 1972, there were no 

protesting voices. There is no way to determine conclusively how much of that silence was due 

to agreement with the policy or an outcome of the fear of state terror. 

The expulsion of the Asians was an act of legalized, public robbery by a state of its 

defenceless subjects. The involvement and full responsibility of the dictatorial regime, the speed 

and the comprehensiveness in which the anti-Asian policies developed to the level of general 

expulsion only highlighted the social and cultural acceptability of these measures. 

The Asians were chosen as the target of a total exclusionary campaign as result of their 

social vulnerability, and the political needs of a dictatorial tyrant with an army at his disposal. 

The fact that neither India nor England were ready to defend their former citizens deepened their 

vulnerability and augmented their helplessness. From Amin's point of view, the expulsion of the 

Asians served several political finctions, including the will to "punish" Britain. The immediate 

booty was enormous; though the economic damage to Uganda could not be even estimated. 

However, after October 1972 Uganda was practically empty of ~sians". The crime Amin 

committed against the Asians was only part of his unrestrained and destructive policies against 

Ugandans Asians and Micans alike, policies that only worsened until he was ousted fram power 

in 1978. 



End Notes 

' "Since the partition of India and Pakistan, the people who were previously referred to as Indians have 
increasingly been called Asians in East Africa" (Ghai and Ghai, 1970: 1). In my work I will use the terms 
"Indians" and "Asians" interchangeably since the importance of their "Ugandan" common experience outweighed 
their separate "Indian" fate since 1947. 

Lewis Henry Morgan was a 19th century American anthropologist. 

'. In his discussion of Ancient Judaism, Weber averred that the best way to understand "the problem of ancient 
Jewry" is by "comparison with the problem of the Indian caste ordern(AJ:3). Theoretically, argues Weber, Jews 
were a "pariah people." That is, the Jews were a "caste." And this was of critical importance to him. In European 
history, the Jews were "the most impressive historical example" of such a caste existence (FMW: 189). In the 
Sociology of Religion Weber defined pariah people, that is, a caste, in this way: 

In our usage pariah people denotes a distinctive hereditary social group lacking 
autonomous political organization and characterized by prohibitions against 
commensalism and intermarriage, originally founded upon magical, tabooistic, and 
ritual injunction. Two additional traits of a pariah people are political and social 
disprivilege and a far-reaching distinctiveness in economic functioning (1963: 108-9). 

J. S. Mangat. A History of the Asians in East Afn'ca: 1886-1945. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1969. 

Pratt cleariy presents this issue. He says: 

Official equivocation over the position of the Asian community was neatly revealed by 
an Orwellian indiscretion by the Chief Secretary in 1928, who, when asked if he 
regarded the Asians as permanent residents in Uganda, replied that 'the Government 
recognizes many Asiatics [sic] as permanedy settled in the country but considers that 
natives are still more permanent (1 965:s 15). 

By 1948, over a quarter of the population of Buganda (about 441,000) came from Ruanda and West Nile. 
Ruandan labourers (Baoyaxuanda) were usually employed by Buganda kulaks. The West Nile "target labourers" 
were employed in the sugar plantations and in Protectorate Government projects. Being "Migrant, short-term, and 
highly mobile, this type of labour was least susceptible to being organized to defend its working interests" 
(Mamdani, 1977: 150, 154). And therefore, they received wages substantially bellow the value of their work. 

The usage of the notion of "tribal politics" by Mamdani is surprising. In the introduction to his book he rightly 
criticizes the tendency among political scientists to identify the traditional with the tribal. According to such 
interpretations, Mamdani says, "Tribal society was traditional and primordial, timeless and unchanging. " 
Mamdaui rejects this interpretation. In a footnote he adds these question: "What is it that makes 2 million 
Norwegians a people and just as many Baganda a tribe? A few hundred thousand Icelanders a people and 14 
million Haste-Manis a tribe? There is only one explanation: racism" (Mamdani, 1977:3). However, when he 
explains the political development within Baganda he refers to it as "tribal politics" and equates the kulaks 
ideology with regional and tribal idedogy (ibid, 175). 

' These two parties, the United Congress Party (UPC) and the Progressive Party (a Protestant rival party to the 
DP) were ad-hoc coalitions who disappeared from the political scene soon after their first appearance in 1958. 

With usurpation of power, Amin called himself 'Idi Amin Dada' meaning "patriarch. " Amin saw himself as a 
"father-figure" of the Ugandans. In addition he saw in intermarriage part of the policy of national integration. The 
four women that he had, one from each major Ugandan "tribe" were direct testimonies for this policy and 
practice. 



'O In her Imperial Crime and Punishment, Helen Fein portrays the universe of obligation as "heightened 
"consciousness of kind." She argues that "mhe common conscience is then limited to one's own kind, members 
of one's own class, excluding the other class from the universe of obligation - the range of persons and groups 
toward whom basic rules or "oughts" are binding" (ibid, 7). Later on she continues to argue that, 

Ideologies of raciaI supremacy or group exclusiveness such as "Aryanism" based on a 
mystique of blood have been exploited to create class systems which enforce obligation 
solely to the master race and systematically generate violence against other races 
defined as interior or less than human in either case the proximate cause of collective 
violence is the exclusion of the other from the universe of obligation (ibid, 17). 

" There are no conclusive assessments of the number of Asians expelled. However, the numbers vary between 
50,000 to 70,000. No other than Obote provided a direct testimony to the motives of the expulsion and the 
number of the expelled. Obote says: 

During 1972 Amin announced and camed out a racialist exercise in which he expelled 
from Uganda, within 90 days, nearly 50,000 persons of Asian origin. Many of those 
expelled are Uganda citizens. However, solely because of the colour of the skin of 
these victims of tyranny statements have been made in some parts of Africa welcoming 
the expulsions. To uproot so many thousands of people within such a short time, and to 
do so because of the colour of the skin of the victim, is an exercise in racialism and is 
delinitely contrary to the provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
("The Human Cost of Amin's Rule" Letter fi.om A. Milton Obote to The Assembly of 
Heads of State and Government, The Organbation of African Unity, Addis Ababa, 
May 1973; in Maznri A. Ali. Soldiers and Kinsmen in Uganda: The Making @a 
Military Ethnocracy . London: Sage Publications, 1975. PP. 307). 



Part VIL The Ottoman-Turkish Genocide of the Ottoman-Armenians 
A. Introduction: Pan-Turkism and the Armenian genocide 

If a man is killed in Paris, it is a murder; the throats of fifty thousands people are 
cut in the East, and it is a question (Victor Hugo, quoted in Dadrian, 1995:xviii) 

Only thus shall we gain the living space [Lebemrmm] which we need. Who, aRer 
all, speaks today of the annihilation of the Armenians? (Adolf Hitler, in a speech 
to his chief commanders before the September 1939 Polish invasion, justieing 
the annihilation of Polish civilians as a war aim (Fein, 1979:4). 

During 1894-6, under the rule of Sultan Abdul Hamit (1876-1908), the Ottoman state 

organized and executed pogroms in which more than one hundred thousand Ottoman-Armenians 

were massacred. The killing began in the Sassun region and spread over the entire Anatolian part 

of the empire. In 1909, during the upheaval of the Young-Turks revolutionary regime, the Adana 

massacre of over twenty thousands Armenians was committed by army units stationed in the 

region and by local Muslims. The Young Turks regime perpetrated genocide against the 

Ottoman-Armenians during the First World War (1915). An estimated one million Armenians 

were murdered. What was it about the Armenians that facilitated their prolonged victimization? 

And what were the social and political conditions that fonned the genocidal policy embraced and 

executed by the Young Turks regime against Ottoman-Armenians? 

The control of the Turkish state by the Ittihad party1 during the First World War, Pan- 

Turkish ideology and practice espoused by leaders of the Ittihad party combined with the long- 

standing social and religious vulnerability of the Christian-Armenian minority created the 

conditions for the Ottoman-Turkish genocide of the Ottoman-Armenians. Contrary to 

expectations, Armenian vulnerability intensified with European intervention on their behalf 

From the early 19th century European Powers used the presence of Oriental Christians 

communities in the Ottoman Empire as a pretext to intervene, economically and politically, in 



the empire. These interventions were codified in several peace treaties as "Humanitarian 

Intervention." These treaties were repeatedly signed by victorious European Powers and the 

defeated Ottoman Empire at the end of several wars. This policy formally went into action after 

the Greek independence war (1821-1830) and the Treaty of London (1827) in which France, 

England and Russia declared their intent to defend Orthodox Christians in the name of 

"Humanitarian Intervention" (Dadrian, 1 995 : 13- 14). 

However, "Humanitarian Intervention" did not necessarily reflect the interests of the 

ethnic minorities of the empire; more often "Humanitarian Interventiontt meant the rea&oCztik 

protection of European Powerst interests. Therefore, these European agreements with the 

Ottoman empire had little impact on improving and protecting the wet1 being of Christian 

minorities in the Ottoman Empire. This was especially evident in the case of the Ottoman- 

Armenians. 

From the mid to the last quarter of the 19th century, the European Powers (England, 

France, Hapsburg Austria, Prussia, and Russia) commonly, though not to the same degree, 

advocated that the Armenians be granted civil and political rights. Various Sultans had to 

promise that their regime was going to grant the Christian minorities, particularly to the 

Armenians, equal civil rights, citizenship, and protection fkom the violence of other ethno- 

religious minorities. The Armenians of east Anatolia were frequently attacked by Kurds nomads 

fiom the Caucasus and circassians2. 

The call for formal equality, security of life, and fair taxation was at the forefiont of the 

reforms demanded by European Powers. As a result, the "Armenian Question" became an 

important issue on the European Powerst agenda in regards to the Ottoman Empire in the last 

quarter of the 1 9th century3. 



While the implementation of this policy in the Balkan regions moved the Greeks, 

Bulgarians, Macedonians, and Serbs and other minorities in the direction of independence and 

autonomy, its effect on the Armenians was to accentuate their vulnerability. The very existence 

of the Ottoman's empire, misrule by the Ottoman-Turks, and violent repression of the Christian 

minorities in the Balkan and Anatolia were defined by European Powers as the "Eastern 

Question." The "Armenian Question" was, therefore, an integral part of the "Eastern Question. " 

However, though the Armenian and the Eastern "questions" converged in their origins, there was 

a divergence in the political fate of the Balkan Christian minorities and the Anatolian Armenian 

minority (Dadrian, 199555-56). Consequently the "Eastern Question," that was, the Ottoman 

Empire integrity, the status of Balkan and other nationalities, and the "Armenian Question" 

became pawns on the European Powers' board of world politics. As such, the genocide of the 

Armenian minority must be placed in the context of the European Powers politics. 

The Ottomans perceived the "Humanitarian Interventiont' as an infiingernent upon the 

Sultan rights and their state's sovereignty. Their reluctant acceptance of the social and political 

reform clauses, in fact, only firrther intensified the Armenians' vulnerability. This forced 

acceptance transformed the "Armenian Question" and Armenians' demand for social and 

political reform into the symbol of Ottoman weakness vis-a-vis European Powers. Therefore the 

European Powers' zealous defence of their "cqital" or "vital" political interests in east Anatolia 

and the Caucasus significantly contributed to the Armenians political and social vulnerability and 

to the eventual genocide perpetrated against them by the Ottomans in 1 9 1 s4. 

However, international (European) interests and politics must be added to factors such as 

demography, territorial locations of the Armenian minority, religious and social differences 

between Muslims and Christians, inter-ethnic economic rivalry, and Armenian internal, class and 



political divisions, all these factors played a crucial role in intensifjhg Armenian vulnerability. 

The interplay of these factors was apparent during Abdul Hamit's rule (1876-1908) and in the 

Ittihadist rule which began in 1908 and lasted till 1918. During the Sultan and the Ittihadist rule, 

the legitimate authorities in Ottoman Turkey organized, initiated and in most cases government's 

troops perpetrated the bloodbaths in which thousands of Armenians were murdered. However, 

there were major differences between the Sassun (1 894-96) and Adana (1 909) massacres and the 

mass killing of 19 15. 

A singular set of circumstances present in the mass killing of Armenians in 1 9 15- 1 6 was 

absent in the previous massacres. In 1915-16, there was the ascendance to state power of a 

political cadre which sought to implement a Pan-Turkish ideology and create a Pan-Turkish 

empire through territorial expansion to  the east. In 1909, the Committee of Union and Progress 

(CUP) did not hold an explicit Pan-Turkish ideology; furthermore, fiom 1908 till 19 13 the CUP 

only indirectly shaped government's policies. By 1915, however, the CUP leadership was the 

absolute ruler of Turkey; and since 19 13 it had a clear Pan-Turkish aspirations. As well, the First 

World War provided the opportunity and arena for the rapid ascendency and implementation of 

radical poIitics. The Turkish mass killing of the Ottoman-Armenians was a direct result of the 

ideological convictions and the political ambitions of the Young Turks leadership of the Ittihad 

party (CUP) during World War I. The intent and practice was to rid Turkey fiom its Armenian 

minority, thus these mass killings were a genocidal policy. 

This genocidal policy highlighted many unresolved and deep rooted problems in the 

relationship between the Ottoman Muslim empire and its ethnic and religious minorities. The 

Ottoman Empire's martial character and Islamic foundations were incompatible with its 



minorities' demand for social and political democratic reforms, reforms which were also 

advocated by European Powers, and promised by various Sultans. 

An acceptance of such reforms would have meant the break-up of the Ottoman Empire 

martial and Islamicist nature. Democratic change in east Anatolia was unacceptable, not just to 

the Sultan, but also to the ruling class. It also contradicted, at various points in time, the interests 

of some European Powers, especially Tsarist Russia and Great Britain. 

Throughout the 19th century, there was growing discord between the Ottoman ruling 

class' desire to retain the empire as a military and theocratic (Islamic) system, and the ethnic 

minorities demand for reform. Ethnic minorities' demands for reforms, whether in the Balkans, 

Greece, Bulgaria, Lebanon or in Anatolia, were consistently and violently repressed by the 

Ottoman authorities. 

The massacres of Armenians in 1894-6 and 1909 were just one more example of how 

Sultan Abdul Hamit dealt with such demands. However, the total annihilation of the Armenian 

domestic minority in 1915 was the result of a new development. When the Ittihadist party 

secured its hold over the state power (1913), its push for a Pan-Turkish empire in Asia 

temporarily supplanted the traditional Ottoman martial and Islamicist privileges with racial 

claims of superiority. Though, both the Abdul Harnit and the Ittihad regimes rejected formal 

equality of Ottoman Armenians, they, nevertheless rejected it for different reasons. 

Robert Melson (1992) who compared the genocides perpetrated against Armenians, Jews 

and Gypsies states that these genocides, 

were instances of revolutionaq violence meant to transform the social structure 
by physically and socially eliminating a communal group or class fiorn society 
(1992:28). 



The genocide of 1915 was, therefore, a violent device of status politics forged by the Ittihadist 

(Pan-Turkish) government to resolve a lingering social and political problem. 

Status order in the Ottoman Empire was based on a rigid hierarchy. In the centre of the 

hierarchy were military and religious (Muslim) men. The ceaseless military defeats of the 19th 

century, eventually challenged the legitimacy and authority of that martial and religious status 

order in the subjects' eyes. The humiliation caused by these defeats contributed, in the long run, 

to the emergence and evolution of a Pan-Turkish resentfbl sentiment among members of the 

Ottoman political elite. 

For many Ottoman Muslims the ethnic minorities demand for formal equality and reform 

represented a powerfid threat to their status and their warrior-Muslim honour. The end result was 

the intensification of Islamicist distinctions, which fbrther firelled the emerging Pan-Turkish 

sentiment. Along with Islam, war, conquest, and the warrior-class mentality, were the social and 

cultural organizing pillars of the Ottoman political and social entity. These pillars were destroyed 

by the constant military defeats. Therefore, Islamicist distinctions, the Pan-Turkish argument and 

the Turkish nationalistic sentiment were, first and foremost, attempts to restore the Turkish 

political, social and military's self and collective derogated identities. The total exclusion of the 

Christian minorities in general and the Armenian minority in particular was not only an attempt 

to rid the Turks fiorn an internal enemy, but also a political project of self-esteem restoration 

through revenge. 

The empire's martial and Islamic hierarchy were encapsulated in two traditional and 

unique Ottoman institutions: the Devshirme and the ~ i l l e f ' .  The social evolution and eventual 

destruction of those institutions sheds light on the internal dynamics of the Ottoman Empire and 



society: dynamics that were the root causes for Ottoman-Turks political resentment and total 

exclusion of the Armenian minority. 

Pan-Turkism was the political desire to create a Turanian empire composed of Turks; an 

empire centred in Anatolia and stretching into central Asia as far as China. Ziya Gokalp, one of 

the leading ideologues of the Turkish nationalist (Pan-Turkish) political movement, declared 

that: 

The country of the Turks is not Turkey, nor yet Turkestan, Their country is a vast 
and everlasting land: Turan (Heyd, 1 950: 1 26). 

Bernard Lewis, a distinguished historian of the Middle East, in 13te Emergence of Modern 

Turkey states that Pan-Turanianism or Pan-Turkisrn was 

indeed a political programme, which in its maximalist form implied the political 
unification of all the Turkish-speaking peoples, in Turkey, Russia, Persia, 
Afghanistan, and China, in a single state. The main obstacle to this, the power of 
Russia, would be overcome with the help of the Western states (Lewis, 
1961:345). 

However, during the half century before the Armenian genocide and despite the 

increasing internal popularity of Pan-Turkism, the Ottomans' were still the weak party in their 

international relations with European rivals. By the end of the 19th century, numerous non- 

Muslim minorities in the European "wing" of the Ottoman empire had revolted several times. 

These minorities were able to gain partial or complete independence. Armenians - who were 

located in the Asian "wing" of the Ottoman Empire and were dispersed all over Asia Minor - 
were neither revolutionary or powerful nor numerous. Many Armenians lived in the heartland of 

east Anatolia and the Caucasus, thus were standing in the way of the envisioned Pan-Turkish 

(Turanian) Asian empire. 



Neither Armenian autonomy nor an Armenian state in the Caucasus were compatible 

with the Pan-Turks' grand plan for a continental Asian empire. The discrepancy between the 

Young-Turks reality of present weakness and the grandeur of past and hture imperial dream 

was, indeed, a fertile breeding ground for radicalism. Therefore, the Turkish genocide of the 

Ottoman-Armenians was the outcome of internal social stresses and processes within the 

Ottoman empire ruling elite combustively combined with an extreme variant of Turk.ish 

nationalism which grasped the opportunity to rid Turkey of its defenceless Armenian ethnic 

minority during World War 1. 



Chapter 15: 
Be The Ottoman Empire: nomadism and Islam 
1, Slave-household, frontier dynamics and "human cattle" 

The Ottoman Empire was founded by Muslim warrior nomads who built their Islamic 

theocratic state on the cultural foundation of nomadism. This nomadic and Islamicist empire was 

based on what Arnold J. Toynbea and Kenneth P.  irkw wood^ in their co-authored book Turkey, 

call "the slave house-hold" (1926: 21). 

Toynbee argues that the central institutions of the old Ottoman Empire 
... were derived substantially, fiom two sources: the civilization of the nomadic 
stock-breeding communities on the central Asian steppes, ... and the civilization of 
Islam, which these nomads, exiled fkom their native environment, imbibed on 
their long passage fiom the basin of the Oxus and Jaxartes, on the north-eastem 
marches of Islam, to their new home at the other extremity of the Islamic world, 
where Islam at that time marched with Byzantine Christendom in the Asiatic 
hinterland of the Sea of Marmara (Toynbee, 1 926: 1 7). 

Bernard Lewis, asserts that the "traditions of the fiontier," shaped the Ottoman Empire. 

"For the Ottoman state," says Lewis, 

the fiontier had provided work and recompense both for its men of the sword and 
its men of religion and, in a deeper sense, the very ruison d'etre of its 
statehood ... The Ottoman systems of military organization, civil administration, 
taxation, and land tenure were a11 geared to the needs of a society expanding by 
conquest and colonization into the lands of the infidel. They ceased to correspond 
to the different stresses of a fkontier that was stationary or in retreat (lewis, 
1965:27). 

The nomadic Ottoman tribes were composed of a "..community of herdsmen, cattle and 

trained animals (dogs, camels and horses), by whose services the herdsmen are assisted in 

keeping the cattle under control" (Toynbee, 1926: 18). When, these nomadic tribes, in a long 

process that lasted over three hundred years, conquered the vast lands stretching to the west, and 

thus were transformed &om Islamic march-warriors into the Islamic rulers of an empire, they 



ordered and ran their empire according to the organizing principles governing the nomadic 

division of labour. However, there were two differences. Instead of animal cattle, these nomadic 

rulers had now "human (sedentary) cattle" and secondly, their "watch dogs" were now trained 

human beings who assisted the rulers in controlling the herds of the "protected ones" (Walker, 

1980: 87)'. 

The Ottoman slave-household was predicated on the premise that wealth and power was 

derived and invested exclusively in the Sultan's hands. The erection of a despotic system was the 

result of this concentration of power. "The individual" in such despotic systems, says Max 

Weber in The Agrarian Sociology of Ancient Civilizations, '"as above all a servant of the state" 

(Weber, 1976:59; Zeitlin, 1997:218-221). The extreme servitude of the state's subjects also 

characterized political systems based on the need to construct complex, artificial irrigation 

systems, like those found in Mesopotamia, Egypt, China and India. The common political 

similarities of these systems were noted by many, and have been defined as Oriental despotism 

(Ahmad, 1993:20-21; Zeitlin, 1997: 13,169- 172,218-221). 

"Oriental despotism" was based on the political economy of a huge household (Oikos). 

There was only one master and owner of land in these huge households. In the Ottoman Empire 

it was the Sultan. Everything and everybody belonged to him as his private property. The Sultan 

was the exclusive shepherd and the only owner of land. The power of the landed aristocracy, the 

usual social and political rival to central authorities, was effectively wiped out in the Ottoman 

Empire. 

The sultan's monopoly of landed property virtually guaranteed that such a class 
[landed nobility] would not emerge in the future. The Ottomans had succeeded in 
creating a strong state which may be described as patrimonial, and oriental 
despotism, or a tributary state. Power was centralised in the hands of the sultan 



and a small clique totally loyal to him and the state intervened in order to exploit 
all sectors of society without favouring anyone of them. Consequently, the social 
and economic structure tended to remain essentially stable and stagnant since no 
sector of the economy - agrarian, commercial, or industrial - was permitted to 
become dominant and upset the balance (Ahmad, 1993:21). 

To run such a huge private empire, a highly centralized bureaucracy of administrators and 

soldiers had to be developed. And to  sustain it, power, wealth and prestige had to come fiom 

only one source: the Sultanate. The Sultan, his administrative system, and the army became the 

centres of power in the Ottoman system. To perpetuate this structure war was a necessary 

condition. 

The Ottoman's "fiontier" mentality was directly derived from the Islamic conception of a 

world divided into two houses: the house of Islam - Dar al-Islam (salam is peace in Arabic) and 

the house of war - dar al-Harb (Harb is war in Arabic) (Lewis, 1965:322). According to the 

religious logic of this argument, the "houses" are emersed in an eternal war between the believers 

and the infidels. Since there were always infidels on the boundaries of the believers' empire, a 

constant readiness to wage wars, implicitly if not in actual belligerent acts, was one of the 

prominent features of the frontier mentality. Therefore the survival of this fkontier state was 

dependent on a vigilant readiness for war (Lewis, 1965:27). 

Toynbee's "slave-household" and Lewis's "fiontier tradition," are complementary 

interpretations. The concentration of all sources of power in the Sultan's hands was possible only 

by a sustained state of war for land and taxes acquisition. This, in its turn required an army on 

the move, always advancing to  new frontiers. 

The Islamic division of the world into believers and infidels provided the religious basis 

for war and for warriors' domination. The beliefs and structure of Islam theocracy, combined 

with the culture of warring-nomadic-tribes, created the Ottoman empire and a distinct society 



centred around the person and institution of the Sultan. The Sultan was, first and foremost, a 

warrior-king of an army on the move. Indeed, the Sultan's army was a nomadic army in search of 

war. It had to be so. 

However, the attempt to transplant the steppes' peculiar mentality, though reformulated 

through centuries of intensive and long contact with settled way of life, carried within itself the 

seeds of its decay. The decay of the Ottoman empire occurred for two main reasons: military 

defeats and the break-up of the Sultanate authority system. 

A standing professional arrny, a constant demand for new land acquisition through 

territorial expansion, were necessities because the spoils of war were the main rewards and 

benefits distributed to the warrior class. The profession of war-making was the exclusive 

occupation of members of the ruling wamor class. This warrior class was made up of a unique 

combination of the old Turkish and Muslim aristocracy which were cavalrymen and Muslim 

infantry force (the Yeniceri-'New Troops' anglicized as 'Janissary' corps) (Shaw,(vol. I), 

1 977: 1 70; G. L. Lewis, 1 960:25-28). 

After a long tenitorial and social process of expansion, the Ottoman empire reached its 

limits at the early 16th century. The slave-household was not able to expand anymore; the 

relentless conquering movement of the arrny came to a standstill. In the west, the frontier 

mentality reached its physical stalemate in fiont of Vienna's gates. 

There were two unsuccessfil attempts to conquer Vienna; the first was on 27 September 

1529 and the second on 1683, which "..was decisive and final" (Lewis, 1965:25, 36). These 

attempts were not only the turning points in the political relations between European Powers and 

the Ottoman empire but also between Muslims and Christians within it. 



The peace treaty of Carlowitz, signed on 26 January 1699, marks the end of an 
epoch and the beginning of another. This was the first time that the Ottoman 
Empire signed a peace as the defeated power in a clearly decided war, and was 
compelled to cede extensive temtories, long under Ottoman rule and regarded as 
part of the House of Islam, to the infidel enemy. It was a fateful opening to the 
eighteenth century (Lewis, l965:36). 

The breakdown of the Sultanate authority system, which constituted the second major 

reason for the Ottomans' decay, was related to its harsh treatment of human subjects as "human 

cattle." The social division between rulers and subjects, was intensified by the religious division 

between believers and infidels. The House of Islam (dar al-salem) and the House of sword (Dar 

al-Harb) designations were applied to the external world of the empire; they could not hold, to 

the same degree to infidels within the empire. These infidels were the Sultan's valuable "human 

cattle" property. As valuable possessions, they had to be guarded, preserved and protected - not 

annihilated. 

Non-Believers were derogated to a status of second class subjects. It was a status order 

rooted in theocratic reasoning. This religious attitude and the Ottoman Muslim's claims of 

cultural superiority led, in the long run, to revolt and discontentment in the Balkans, as well as in 

Armenia (Dadrian, 19953-6). 

Non-Muslims (Christians and Jews) were regarded as Zirnmis &om Arabic Dhimmi) or 

"people of the book." Christians, Jews and others who adhered to monotheistic religions had the 

right of protection of life, had security of their properties, and the fieedom to practice their 

religion. All these "rights" were conditional upon their unquestioned acceptance of Muslims' 

political rule, cultural superiority, and upon paying a special head tax (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977: 19). 

No overt attempt was made to Islamicise or later on to Turkise the Zimmis. Therefore, Christians 

or Jews, for example, were both members of a Zimmis community and part of the Sultan's 

household possessions as a Rayas. 



These organizing principles of the Ottoman empire, its "slave-household" and the special 

relations between the Ottoman rulers and their subjects, represented the beliefs and interests of 

the traditional forces in the empire. First and foremost among them were the Sultanate, the 

military elite, the learned people of Islam (the ulema), and the aristocratic and administrative 

elites of the empire. However, this political class dissociated itself fkom the society it controlled. 

The warrior ruling elite had scant interest in the society that supported it; rulers had to rule and 

the ruled had to obey and serve the needs of the rulers. Hence, a social gap developed between 

the political system and the social and economic base on which the empire was constituted. The 

origins of this gap were rooted in the stagnant and stable nature of the ruling class. 

The disengagement of the empire's political elite fiom the social dynamics within its 

society were particularly apparent in Ottomans' relations to the non-Muslim subjects. The social 

standing of the non-Muslims, primarily of the Oriental Christians, were in state of constant flux, 

but the political perception and attitudes toward them remained static. Their fluctuating social 

status was rooted in economic as well as political divisions. 

There were three primary groups of occupation within the subject class: cultivators of 

land, craftsmen and Merchants. The peasants were considered the basic element of the Ottoman 

social and economic systems and thus were kept under constant regulation. This was done 

mainly to secure their dependence and to secure continuous cultivation of the lands (czjilik) and 

payment of the land tax (akces) and to produce food products (S haw,(vol. I), 1977: 1 5 5-9). 

The Craftsmen usually lived in towns and were organized into guild or ems$ The guild's 

primary "...purpose was to maintain the standards of each craft and to limit the entry of new 

members, to maintain prices and profits, prevent cut-price competition, and handle members' 
I .  

relations with other guilds as well as with the govenunent" (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977: 157). As well 



the guilds acted as mediators between the Ruling Class and their members; they were responsible 

for tax collection and for providing the government and the army with the goods and products 

their artisans manufactured. 

In contrast to the peasants and the craftsmen, the merchants were relatively fiee fiom 

many of the limitations that regulated the social and economic existence of the peasants and the 

craftsmen. Bursa, Smyrna (Izarnir), Istanbul, Cairo, Edirne and Salonica were the centres of trade 

between East and West. Although the Islamic law allowed the practice of commerce, and 

economic and social necessity dictated it, nonetheless, trade was regarded as a degrading 

occupation (ibid, 158). 

Most people who held key positions in commerce and trade were non-Muslims; that was, 

they were Christian or  Jews who had trade relations with Europe. Thus their political and social 

separation by religion was intensified by their occupation. Not all Christians were merchants, but 

most of the merchants were neither Muslims nor Turks. Merchants and artisans, the majority of 

which were non Muslims, were concentrated in the towns. The "Turks - traditionally soldiers, 

administrators, or farmers - were not usually engaged in commerce, but left this to Arabs, to the 

non-Muslim minorities or to Westerners (Davison, 1988:46). Most peasants were Muslims; and 

many Turks were peasants. As a result, political segregation was accentuated by occupational 

and residential segregation. 

Town dwellers were privileged; they were exempt fiom military service, forced labour 

requirements and many taxes. Most Christians were either city dwellers or peasants. Jews were a 

completely urbanized minority (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977: 150-52). In comparison, there were severe 

restriction on the mobility of the peasant class, since paasants mobility meant lower revenues and 

production food supplies. addition, it meant crowded cities and potentially social 



conflict. Therefore, Muslim peasants were forced to stay on their land; their movements were 

curtailed and their opportunity for social advancement frustrated. Whereas the Muslim subjects 

were socially stagnant and limited, non-believers were relatively free to change their social 

status, and improve their economic position. 

There was one more social category which had political importance; these were the 

nomads tribes. Nomads lived in steppes (Turks), deserts (Arabs) and mountains, Montenegrins in 

the Balkan and Kurds in eastern Anatolia and southern Caucasus: they were thus outside the 

structure of urban and rural society. Their degrees of "fieedorn" was dependent on two factors: 

their ability to evade the sultan's military bureaucracy and their social and geographic 

remoteness. 

The economic and social fluidity of the non-believers was augmented by political factors. 

Due to military defeats at the end of the 18th century a shift in the power balance between 

European Powers and the Ottoman Empire was apparent. These political events had social 

repercussions. The Ottoman's weakened political position vis-a-vis the European Powers coupled 

with internal concentration of economic power in the hands of non-Muslims led, eventually, to 

the deterioration of the Ottomans' authority. Such a breakdown in the authority of the central 

government gave rise to a continuous struggle between traditional forces trying to preserve the 

war and Islarnicist oriented empire and reformist (Ottoman) forces trying to change, regulate or 

dismantle it. The Tmimaf (regulation) was the name given to the program of reform and to the 

period 183% 1876 (G. L. Lewis, 1960:35-6). 

When the warrior's and slave household empire could not expand any firrther because of 

logistics problems, political barriers, or military powerfkl rivals, the empire began to deteriorate 

. 
" .  b 

internally. This process began in the second half of the sixteen century during the Iast years of 



Suleyman the Magnificent. The process was exacerbated under the rule of Selim 11 (1 566-1 574). 

The 18th and 19th centuries witnessed the culmination of theses processes through the 

destruction of the Devshrime and the Millet Ottoman institutions. 

2. The Devshdme system: the emergence and decay of the "watchdogs class" 
and its effects 

Oriental despots, therefore, have tried to prevent the formation of aristocracies - 
as, for instance, the Turkish Sultan, who thus preserved his radical, entirely un- 
mediated eminence over the totality of his subjects. Every power in the state, of 
whatever description, derived fiom him and returned to him with the death of its 
owner; and thus there never developed an aristocracy of any significance. The 
absolute sublimity of the sovereign and the levelling of the subjects were realized 
as correlated phenomena 
(Simmel, 1950: 198). 

The Devshrime was a collection of fifkh of the value of all booty after a war expedition by 

the Sultan. Traditionaly the Devshrime was levied in the form of money or other valuables, but at 

the end of the Fourteenth centurf it was transformed into a "levy of boys" recruited into the 

Sultan's household service, either as his soldiers or as his administrators: They became the 

Sultan'sslaves who supplied the regime's bureaucratic and military personnel. The raison d'etre 

of the Devshrime based Ottoman slave-household was to ensure the continuation of the Sultan's 

heirs rule. To achieve that end, the Sultan created a political system which kept power 

acquisition and power retention separate. 

The Ottoman empire recognized two kinds of people: those who were part of the ruling 

class and those who were subjects (Rayas). The Devshime was part of the ruling class. The 

Raym or subjects were the "protected flock of the Sultan," Muslims and non-Muslims alike. 



Accordingly, society was divided into two groups: the large mass of subjects, 
whose primaiy purpose in life was to produce wealth by engaging in industry, 
trade, and agriculture and to pay taxes to the ruler; and a small group of rulers, 
themselves neither producing wealth nor paying taxes, but rather acting as 
instruments of the sovereign in collecting his revenues and using them to support 
him and his family as well as themselves (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977 : 1 12). 

The sultans recruited the boys for the Devshime fkom the non-Muslims, principally 

Orthodox Christians of the Balkan. Non-Muslim children, prisoners of war or victims of slave 

raids were taken by force into special training institutions and became, for life, the property of 

the sultan as skilled slaves. They joined the staff of the Sultan's household or became soldiers in 

his Janissary corps - which was the uniformed and trained infantry of the Ottoman Empire. 

The Sultan's slaves were converted to Islam and were supposed to remain bachelors 

(Davison, 1988:39). In the early stages of the Devshrime system many of those who had 

powerfil positions had neither families nor fieedom; they were now Muslim slaves. Yet fiee 

Muslims subjects, including the sons of some Devshrime oficials, had neither power nor access 

to privileged positions. In this way political power was dissociated from the only social class and 

families that could become political rivals to the Sultan's rule: Muslim aristocracy and officials. 

Social embeddedness, that is, membership in the privileged Muslim religious category blocked 

access to political power. It was a separation that ensured the longevity of the Sultan rule. The 

end result was that non-Muslims were recruited to the Sultan household service, forced to 

become Muslims, trained as administrators or soldiers which granted them, based on merit, 

access to powerfir1 positions that they were not able to bequeath to their progeny. 

The Janissaries were, as Toynbee says, ''like the pack of "watch-dogs" in Plato's 

imaginary Republic"(1921:24). The Devshirme were slaves, but poiitically powerfbl slaves, 

nonetheless. Their power was restricted only by the span of their lives or by the Sultan's will. 

Though they were supposed to remain bachelors, this regulation was not strongly supervised. 



Under no condition could these powerful slaves bequeath power to their biological heirs. Their 

children, if they had any, were free Muslims; thus had no access to state power (Toynbee, 

1926:25-6). 

The Sultans intended the Devshirme to act as a barrier against the power of the Turkish 

Muslim nobility. Its origins can be traced to the fifteen century when the Ottoman Empire was in 

its apogeeg. The development of Turkish Muslim nobility was blocked, therefore, by the Sultan's 

formal ownership of the land and by the establishment of the Devshirme as an effective politica1 

exclusionary mechanism of fiee born Muslims. 

Shaw, in the History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, argues that the decline 

of the Ottoman empire was largely due to the ascendency to power of the Sultan's slave-class, at 

the expense of the Turkish Muslim aristocracy (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977: 170)1°. Toynbee, on the other 

hand, argues that the Sultan's slaves were the backbone of the system all along. On this point 

Davison H. Roderic's analysis converges with Shawls. Davison, a historian of the reform 

movement in the Ottoman Empire, says: 

Until the conquest of Istanbul [I453 M.A], however, the highest positions, 
including that of grand vezir, were usually held by born Muslims, often of leading 
families. Thereafter the new elite of the Devshinne began to eclipse the older 
elite, and for two centuries or more grand vezirs almost without exception, as well 
as provincial governors and top military commanders, came fiom the Devshirme 
ranks (Davison, 1988:4O). 

After the conquest of Constantinople (Istanbul), the Ottoman empire began to lose its 

supremacy. Its decay, then, was historically associated with Devshime's control. Whether the 

Ottoman empire's history might have been different with the Turkish aristocracy at the helm, is 

I n  
an intriguing theoretical question. However, the historical evidence strongly indicates that the 



empire was a considerable political and military power for over two centuries after its second 

and decisive military failure in fiont of Vienna gates (1699). 

The Sultan's absolute political control could not last forever because it was dependent on 

continuous military victory. Furthermore, despite its initial intentions, the slave-household was a 

decentralizing and inflationary method of government. The Sultan had to delegate power to 

administrators and the price of keeping the army loyal to the crown kept growing. Since military 

victories could not be guaranteed, the Sultans could neither retain the loyalty of the standing 

mercenary army nor of his provincial governors. Nor could he sustain a sufficient regular flow of 

revenues fiom the extended territories which were under Devshinne administrators supervision. 

In short, the system's distributions of power and reproductions of loyalty were unsuccessfbl. 

Both, converted individuals who held public positions and gained power by merit, and 

Turkish fkee Muslim subjects, many of them staffing the lower ranks of the empire's 

bureaucracy, had a genuine interest in circumventing the Sultan's system. Furthermore, not all 

fiee Muslim-subjects were powerless. 

The Turkish Muslim aristocracy and the educated people of Islam had considerable 

powers. These groups aspired to hold positions of public influence and political power. The 

powefil administrators and the army's Janissary leaders, despite the fact that they were the 

"sultan's slaves", wished to hand positions of power to their natural heirs. Therefore both groups 

had strong incentives for opposing the Sultan's absolute method of rule. 

The abandonment of the strict boy levy was directly connected to a growing rot in the 

Janissary corps - the most telling military sign of Ottoman decline. The rule of Janissary celibacy 
. . 
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followed that other fiee Muslims managed also to enroll, even though the Janissaries tried to 

preserve a monopoly for their own sons. The size of the corps may have reached 200,000 by mid 

17th century. As the numbers grew, military efficiency declined and the cost of sustaining such a 

big idle army was exorbitantly high. 

Some Janissaries were not on active duty, did not go on campaign, deserted if they had to 

march, and simply drew pay on the basis of their pay certificate. These certificates became 

objects of commerce, which were bought up by outsiders who presented them to the Sultan's 

treasury like bond coupons. Many of the corps members were, in reality, artisans holding pay 

certificates. This double identity was breaking down the Ottoman social order. Corps-soldiers 

and artisans were supposed to be distinct categories. The loosening of the social order, in turn, 

finthered the rot in the Janissary corps during this period (Davison, 1988:57). 

The efforts of the different sultans to curb the power of various social groups were tied up 

with the delegation or withdrawal of power and status among the different factions of the ruling 

elite. This divide and rule method was effective as long as the Sultan was able to dispense land 

and roles produced by military victories. However, when military defeats became the rule not the 

exception, the Sultans' manoeuvring ability significantly decreased. Notwithstanding, despite 

conuption and inefficiency, the Ottoman system survived for over two centuries after the second 

defeat at Vienna (1699-1908 - fiom the treaty of Carlowitz to the dethronement of Abdul Hamit) 

(ibid, 53-67). The decline of the empire was also related to the role of the Sultan himself. 

During the build up of the empire, the centrality of the Sultan was the system's chief 

advantage; however, the Sultan's centrality became the chief liability during the empire's decline. 

Since so much was dependent on the sultanate as a ruling institution and on the sultan as an 

individual, a weak sultan did extensive damage to the system as a whole. This damage was 



evident by the end of the sixteen century. After the reign of Syleman the Magnificent, the empire 

reached its limits in terms of expansion. As a result, the next generation of sultans were no 

longer shaped by the process of government through war, but instead by the palace intrigues and 

the harem pleasures. Shaw argues that combination of the intrigues of the palace fkom within, 

and the factions of Devsirme groups fiom without resulted in the establishment of a defective 

process for selecting the Sultans, and this became a major factor in Ottoman decline (Shaw,(vol. 

I), 1977: 170). 

In addition to the failure of the Ottoman Janissary army to face the challenges presented 

fiom the empire's adversaries, the decentralizing forces threatening to break up the empire due to 

its independent governors, weak and ineffective Sultans, it appears that factors responsible for 

Ottoman decline were also linked to the waning centrality of war and military professions. The 

repression and massacre of the Janissaries on June 15, 1826 in Istanbul and the rebellion by 

Meharnmed Ali, the governor of Egypt, signalled the ultimate decline of the Devshrime system. 

The Janissaries had performed poorly in the Russian wars of 1768-74 and in 1787 against 

Russia and Austria. Additionally, the Janissaries objected to all the efforts made by the Sultans to 

establish a better trained and newly equipped military forces. Sultan Selim m's  (1789- 1808) 

attempt to rejuvenate the military was resisted by both the Janissaries and conservative 

traditional allies within the ulema. The Janissaries and the conservative ulema, though not the 

Chief Mufti and the chief ulema, resisted military reforms badly needed in the war against the 

Greeks who were fighting for their independence (1 821-1 830). In the eyes of Islamicist 

conservatives these new military methods involved educational reforms and adaptations of 

"infidel" warfare technique and equipment. Western educational reform was a good reason to 

resist the adaptation of such techniques and equipment. In early June 1826, the Janissaries 



rebelled in Istanbul, burning houses and government offices. They also demanded bonus pay to 

march against the Greeks. Sultan Mahmud 11 (1 808- 1839) retaliated by dissolving the corps. On 

June 15, 1826 a counterattack by Sultan loyal troops and volunteers resulted in the massacre of 

several thousands Janissaries (Davison, 1988 :74; Shaw, lW7,(vol.2):2O-2 1; Lewis, 1 96 1 : 77-9). 

After this "Auspicious Event" the Janissary as an organized armed force opposing the 

westernization efforts of Sultan Mahmud II, and the threat to the Sultanate regime, was 

eliminated. The "watchdogs class" who had turned against its master was vanquished. Sultan 

Mahmud II, abolished the corps completely on the very same day of the massacre. A new army 

was created with the help of western advisers, especially those from Prussia. 

In the war against the Greeks, Sultan Mahmud II called for help the governor of Egypt: 

Muhammed Ali. Muhammed Ali was the "self-made strong man of Egypt." He was able to built 

a centralized regime in which he was the ruler, the reformer and the chief merchant (Davison, 

l988:73). Muhammed Ali was also able to create an organized, well-equipped and trained 

western-style army. After taking part in the Greek war on the side of his Sultan, the governor of 

Egypt wanted to be compensated for his expenditures. He demanded to receive Syria. When the 

Sultan objected, Egyptian troops in a combined land-sea expeditionary force marched into Syria. 

They captured Palestine, Lebanon, and Syria and threatened to take over Anatolia. 

The Sultan called on the Russian Tsar, who was willing to help the Ottoman Sultan 

because he feared that the new well organized military force emerging in Egypt would resist 

Russian penetration far better than the Ottomans had been able to do. By aiding the Sultan, the 

Russian Tsar was able to solidify Russian interests in the Straits and as the exclusive protectors 

of Orthodox Christians within the Ottoman Empire. 



The advancement of Russian troops alarmed both France and England who pressed 

Muharnmed Ali and his son Ibrahim to reach an agreement (March 29, 1833) with the Sultan. 

The Egyptian ruler received, in an agreement with the Sultan, the governorships of Damascus, 

Aleppo and Adana. In 1839, there was one more confiontation between Ottoman and Egyptian 

troops in Syria, in which again, the Egyptian forces prevailed. Sultan Mahmud II, the initiator of 

the military reforms in the Ottoman Empire, died (June 30, 1839) six days after his troop were 

defeated by the forces of one of his imperial governors (Shaw, 1977 (v01.2): 3 Z-34,49-5 1). 

Both the "Auspicious Event" and the Muhammed Ali rebel lion in Syria were clear 

indications of the internal decay of the Devshrime system. The analysis of the decay of the 

Devshrime system elucidates several key social-political factors which contributed to the 

Ottoman Empire's decline and points to the new directions into which Ottoman politics 

developed. To summarize this analysis, Firstly, the Devshrime was a peculiar social institution 

of the Ottoman empire which employed non-Muslims as soldiers and top state-bureaucrats. The 

Devshrime was a mechanism of political control devised by the Sultanate to circumvent any rival 

powers, especially the Muslim aristocracy of the sword and of the pen (ulema). However, the 

socia1 and cultural dynamic of a war society (standing army, distribution of land, and warrior 

(bureaucratic) aristocracy and culture) meant that the Devshrime class, could fi l f i l  its assigned 

role only under two conditions, namely: constant and successful wars. When both conditions 

were absent - the brilliant idea of preserving the prominence of the Sultanate by bypassing the 

Turkish aristocracy and blocking inheritance of powerfbi bureaucratic positions - the Devshrime 

system deteriorated into conuption and indiflerence. 

Secondly, military defeats created the drive for reforms to which the Devshrime and 

ulemu objected. The inability of the Devshrime class to perform its major task - military victories 



- highlighted the urgent necessity of reforms. From the end of 18th century and throughout the 

19th century, military defeats served as the catalyst for the reform movement (Tanzimat). The 

T-mat (regulation) of 1839-1876 was a crucial factor in politicizing the social distance 

between Ottoman-Muslims and Ottoman- Christian minorities, particularly with the Armenians 

because the Tanzimat was a drive to democratize the Ottoman political and social systems. 

The Tanzimat was a programme of reform inaugurated as the Act of Gulhane (Rose 

' Chamber) in November 1839 by the Grand Vazir, Mustafa Resid Pasha. It was a declaration of 

the intention to establish a constitutional monarchy based on the transfer of powers fiom the 

Sultan to a council of Judicial Ordinances and based on formal equaIity before the law of 

Muslims and non-Muslims subjects of the empire. The reform wished to combat inefficiency and 

corruption by enforcing the laws of the state and by creating a loyal bureaucracy and army. "Yet 

the Tanzimat was still-born; it 'stopped at the doorstep of the Sublime Porte" (G. L. Lewis, 

1960:35). Turkish public opinion was hostile, the Devshrime resented it, and the ulema resisted 

any change in the social status quo. Political and social reforms remained decIared intentions 

which were never transformed into actual policies; the Tanzimat reforms failed because there 

was no social group committed to struggle for their realization. 

Thirdly, the Devshrime system was a de facto merit based system (Davison, 1988:41). 

This point is especially pertinent in assessing the evolution of the Pan-Turkish sentiment. The 

Devshrime's merit system conclusively indicates that the racist rationale at the base of the early 

20th century Pan-Turkish political movement, could not have long roots in Ottoman soil. After 

all, the progeny of the top bureaucrats completely integrated into the Turkish Muslim society. In 

short, racism was neither culturally imbibed nor politically manipulated in Ottoman, Turkish and 

Muslim society. The Pan-Turkish racial sentiment was a new development of late 19th and early 



20th century Ottoman Turkey. In the Ottoman Empire ethnic designations were pronounced. 

However, they were not based on racial arguments, but on religious differences. 

The management of ethnic relations between Muslims and non-Muslim subjects of the 

empire had a centuries old institution: the Millet. However, the Millet's traditions were 

incompatible with formal equality which was the envisioned bureaucratic measure for the 

resolution of religious and social differences in the late Ottoman empire. Many Ottoman Turks 

perceived formal equality as status derogation. Thus the destruction of the Millet exacerbated 

ethnic conflicts, radicalized the social exclusion of the Armenian minority, and contributed to the 

emergence of the PawTurkish sentiment and ideology among the Ottoman political elite. 

3. The Millet - autonomous unit within the Ottoman plural state 

The Millet has no literal Western or English equivalent. As Toynbee remarks ". . . it 

expresses an incommensurable order of political ideas" (Toynbee, 1926:27). The Millet can 

neither be translated to "nationality" nor to "church." Members of one "Millet" could live in 

different places and even speak different languages, thus the notion of "nationality", in which 

people are supposedly related to a territory and speak the same language, must be modified when 

applied to the Millet. 

In terms of a "church" the "Millet" finctioned in more areas than just religious matters, 

... the millets were essential, though subordinate, parts of the Ottoman body 
politics. In addition to the ecclesiastical finctions which they performed for their 
respective members, they registered births, deaths, marriages and wills; 
maintained law-courts to decide cases of "personal statute" as between their own 
members and even to deal with ordinary civil litigation in which both parties were 
members of the same millet; and raise taxes to pay their way; and these fbnctions, 
which in the West would be jealously monopolized by the state, were expressly 
delegated to the miZZets by the Ottoman government, which, in the fields which it 



thus assigned to the millets, upheld their authority by the sanction of its own 
political and military force (Toynbee, 1 926: 28). 

The Millet mode of governance, as a social institution and as a political practice, 

stemmed &om two main sources. The first was the Islamic religious law. The second was the 

practical and political interests of the sultanate. 

According to Islam, Muhammad was the last of a series of prophets who were 

messengers of God, Muhammad's coming completed and confirmed, not invalidated the work of 

his predecessors. Hence, non-Muslims monotheists "...are not to be molested, so long as they 

behave themselves and pay their poll-tax" (G. L. Lewis, 1960:23). The Koran legitimized the 

Sultan's rule over Muslims and non-Muslims alike on condition of subordination. Since the 

Sultan was both a religious and temporal authority he could rule over non-believers, tax them 

and assign the role of policing them to their group leaders. Non-Muslims Ottomans were 

grouped into three Millet: the Greek Orthodox, Gregorian Armenian and Jewish. 

The Islamic code stipulates an unbridgeable gap between believers and non-believers; 

Islamic Iaws cannot be applied to the same extent to infidels. Since Islam was the privileged 

religion and Muslims were the privileged subjects, non-Muslims could not be judged by Muslim 

judges or according to Muslim religious law the Seriat. Infidels and Muslims had different 

standings infiont of the Seirat. Thus the Millet system was an expedient and efficient way to 

secure the social superiority of the Muslims, peace and loyalty within the empire, as well as taxes 

and revenues fiom non-believers to the Sultan. 

In the early stages of the Ottoman empire the division of minorities by religion was not 

new and did not raise questions of identity for the ruled inhabiting the empire. Communities 

organized along religious divisions were the rule, not the exception, in most empires, including 

the Ottoman. The distinguishing feature of the Ottoman Empire was that it institutionalized and 



regulated these religious divisions, making them part of the structure of the state as well as 

society (Shaw,(vol. I), 1977: 151). Roderic Davison says that the Millet system was if fact "...an 

instrument of government (Davison, 1988:45). 

The sultanate as a method of rule was bent on breaking down potential rivals. It 

accentuated social divisions by its political policies. This was done by breaking potential sources 

of concerted power into their smallest possible ingredients. The Millet was such an institution; it 

epitomized this method (Shaw (vol. I), 197758-9). 

The power over religious minorities subject to the sultan, was delegated to leaders within 

the religious group. In this way, sources of general rebellion or widespread objection were 

reduced and fragmented. As well, the cost of controlling these groups and managing their 

everyday life was not the responsibility of the central government's, but of the group itself 

Therefore, the Millet cannot be filly grasped solely on the basis of its religious or even 

ethnic characteristics. The Millet was a manifestation of the way in which the empire dealt with 

religious, ethnic, and economic differences. The Ottoman Empire encouraged ethnic and 

religious pluralism while suppressing the emergence of common ties among its subjects. Loyalty 

in the Ottoman Empire was reserved for the Sultan, not for the community, nation or the country. 

The sultan granted the head of the religious communities political power over their flocks. And 

In return the Maet leaders found their self-interest cemented to that of the sultan, 
since it was by his order that they were given more extensive power over their 
foflowers than had been the case in the Christian states that had previously 
dominated the area (Shaw (vol. I), 197759). 

The Sultans, as a matter of course, intervened in minorities' religious or power struggles 

through the nomination of their leaders (Shaw (vol. I), 1977: 151-153). But this, on the other 

hand transformed the minorities' leaders into part of the power structure of the empire. In times, 



when the interests of the Ottoman Empire represented by the sultan were not coterminous with 

the interests of these millet leaders, the leaders tried to have their way, bypassing or disregarding 

the sultan's interests. The Millet leaders' loyalty to the Sultan was conditional and rooted in fear. 

When the Sultans became less fearsome, Millet leaders' forged political alliances outside of the 

Ottoman sphere. This process was particularly pronounced in the Balkans during the 19th 

century where the ethnic minorities sought alliances with European Powers such as Russia, 

Austria-Hungary, Prussia, Great Britain and France. 

The Millets were, therefore, autonomous bodies in a plural society, which gathered power 

over the years. Such power was occasionally abused by Millet leaders who "...did not refrain 

fiom plotting and stirring up dissensions, fermenting political agitations against other sects or 

against the Turkish government, and otherwise abusing the privileges and powers which they 

enjoyed" (Toynbee, 1926: 144). When the military power of the central government waned, 

Millets leaders were able to exercise their own interest and ambitions against the Sublime Porte 

and the Sultan. Throughout the 18th and 19th centuries, the method was to seek some kind of 

guardianship from European Powers who were more than ready to "protect and save" their 

Christian brothers under the Islamic rule. 

The subordinate status of non-Muslims was clearly defined by the religious Law; their 

lives were secured by the authority of the Sultan and his state. The Zimmis were, therefore, 

second class subjects whose status was lower then any Muslim subject. The generosity of the 

Sultan and the benevolent acceptance of the religious Islamic law of "tolerated minorities" were 

the basis of their subordinate participation. It was a conditional contract in which non-believers 

payed deference and received security. However, it was an unequivocal status order of 

superordinate and subordinate communities; Muslims were the politically organized community 



of believers (the umma) which were the ruling nation (milleti hakime). Whereas "non-Muslims 

were relegated to the status of tolerated iddels." Being a ruling nation was seen as a ".. . sacred 

national right" won with blood. "By declaring themselves as the "ruling nation" (milleti hakime) 

[Turkish nationalists and the Young Turks] supplanted the notion of equality with that of a 

nation of overlords" (Dadrian, 1995: 5,19,379). 

The Millet was an integral part of the theocratic and military nature of the Ottoman 

Empire. Hence the eradication of the Millet system in the 19th century, ushered in the destruction 

of one of the pillars on which the Ottoman Empire status order was constituted. 

Altogether, Islam is not only a martial religion exalting conquest through war, if 
not holy war, but it is also a religion based on exclusivity in relations to 
"disbelievers." When assessed in terms of the core element of European public 
law, namely, the principle of universal equality, Islam, as portrayed in the Koran, 
and legally spelled out in the Seriat, recognizes only "the equality of all Muslim," 
thereby asserting its exclusivity and its right of debarring non-Muslims fiom the 
set of rights incorporated in Western public law, especially political rights, and in 
a certain sense, civil rights as well (Dadrian, 1995:22-23). 

The Christian minorities were crucial components in the emergence and consolidation of 

the Ottoman empire throughout the 14th to the 16th centuries. Ironically, they also played a 

critical role in the destruction of the Ottoman empire. Arnold Toynbee argues that the 

estrangement of the Oriental Christians from the West during and afker the crusades - a process 

that developed throughout the 12th to the 15th centuries - as well as their subsequent 

"Westernization" during the 17th to the 19th centuries, played a profound role, first in the 

development, and second, in the destruction of the Ottoman empire (Toynbee, 1926:32). 

The decisive importance of the Oriental Christians only became apparent in the 19th 

century, after the Sultan and his regime were labelled as the "Sick Man of Europe" in the east. 

From that point on, the European Powers defined their relations with the Ottoman empire as the 



"Eastern Question." When the self-confidence and the social privilege of the Muslim Turks were 

shaken as a result of military defeats and economic dependency, their attitudes towards the non- 

Muslim fellow-subjects were transformed into hostility. Only then did the Ottomans' internal 

relations capture the attention of world (European) politics. The ethnic antagonism in Ottoman 

Turkey concerned the political and civil rights of religious minorities. In March 30, 1856 the 

Paris Treaty was signed between European Powers and the Ottoman empire at the conclusion of 

the Crimean war (1853-56"). As one of the preconditions for peace, European Powers demanded 

that the Ottoman empire issue a sequel to the Act of Gulhane (promulgated o n  November, 183 9) 

that promised equal treatment and full equality to Ottoman subjects irrespective of their religion, 

abolishing tax-farming and other abuses. The Ottomans did announce such a sequel. 

On 18 February 1856 a new reform charter, the Imperial Rescript (Hatt-i 
Humayun), was promulgated by the Sultan, as part of the preliminaries of the 
treaty of Paris and the acceptance of Turkey as a participant in that concatenation 
of discords known as the Concert of Europe (Lewis, 1965: 1 14). 

In the 1839 declaration, Sultan Mahmud 11 promised fundamental changes in the conduct 

of courts, an equitable assessment of the collection of taxes, and changes in the terms of military 

service that would include all Ottoman subjects. On 18 February 1856 Sultan Abdul Majid 

reaffirmed the traditional rights of his non-Muslim subjects and promised complete religious 

liberty and civil equality (Hurewitz, 1972: 1 13-16,149-153; Dadrian, 1995: 19). The 1856 

declaration was the Reform Edict; it was an event that represented a turning point in Ottoman 

modern history12. 

As a consequence of granting equal civil rights to Ottoman subjects, the Reform Edict of 

1856 cancelled the Millet as the "old" method of organizing the ethno-religious (non-Muslims) 

minorities' relations with Ottoman authorities. Up until the Reform Edict, non-Muslims had the 



status of second class subjects. However, during the 19th century Ottoman-Muslims became 

weaker, and other more promising alternatives were feasible to the Oriental Christians in the 

Balkans, Middle East, and Anatolia. In a word, Oriental Christians were "westernized" before 

their Muslim masters. Westernization meant a growing resistance to Ottoman-Muslim formal 

superiority, rejection of the second class subjects status, and demands for equal treatment and 

that political life would be governed by a constitution. 

The Midhat Pasa Constitution of 1876 was the culmination of the Young Ottoman liberal 

movement's drive. The aims of the constitution as pronounced by its major protagonist were, 

... securing a control over the Sovereign by making the Ministers, and especially as 
regarded the finances, responsible to a national popular Assembly; secondly in 
making this Assembly truly national by doing away with all distinctions of classes 
and religions.. .thirdly, by decentralisation and by the establishment of provincial 
control over the governors (Midhat Pasa's explanation of the constitution's content 
to Sir Henry Elliot the British Ambassador in Istanbul, 1875, Lewis, 1965: 160). 

The constitution was announced on 23 December 1876. However, the constitution was a 

short lived experience. By February 1878 the parliament deputies, who met for the first time on 

19 March 1877, were sent back to their constituencies by Sultan Abdul Harnit. Using the Russo- 

Ottoman war as his pretext he disbanded the newly created parliament. Subsequently, the 

constitution and the parliament were shelved for thirty years (Lewis, 1965 : 16 1- 165). 

Non-Muslims' demand for reforms, the destruction of the Millet system and the 

promulgation of the constitution on 1876 were revolutionary social and political events. These 

events signified a substantial shift in power and status distribution between Muslims and non- 

Muslims subjects of the Ottoman Empire. Not surprisingly, the Muslim religious and political 

authorities opposed these changes, since these changes represented a diminution in the powers of 

the Ottoman-Muslim ruling class and they threatened to displace Islam and Muslims fiom their 



privileged position. Islam could no longer be declared as the uncontested state religion; Muslims 

could no longer be considered as first class subjects of a powefil Islamic (theocratic) empire. 

The question of whether the constitution and the other measures represented window- 

dressing designed to deceive the West or were real efforts at democratization cannot be filly 

addressed here. However, this question is inconsequential to my purposes since the social 

impacts of these measures were indisputable. The various Sultans were forced by European 

Powers to enact these civil and political democratic reforms. Neither the Sultans' good will nor a 

democratic sentiment among Muslim administrators or subjects of the empire were the  main 

forces behind these social or political reforms. These reforms were declared by the Ottoman 

authorities as a result of their military weakness and as an effort of strengthen the Ottoman 

Empire's powers. As such, these reforms served as testimony to the Ottoman's system 

deficiencies. 

The policy of fermenting anti-Turkish sentiment was prevalent in the European part of 

the empire, especially in the Balkan and the Greek provinces. Armenian religious and 

nationalistic sentiment emerged only after the development of Balkan and Greek national 

sentiments were established political forces. Armenian leaders sought the protection of outside 

forces in the last quarter of the 19th century. They explicitly requested such protection in 1878 

with the conclusion of the Russo-Turkish war in that year. An explicit "Armenian Article," 

outlining Armenian demands and requests for security was articulated in the San Stefano Peace 

settlement between Tsarist Russia and Ottoman Turkey of March 1878. 

In the case of the Greeks and the Bulgarians, their nationalist sentiment led to the 

granting of an independent state to them. Many Armenian leaders took the Greek and especially 

the Bulgarian cases to be their model for things to come. However, while Ottoman military 



defeats encouraged both Balkans and the Armenian Christian minorities to espouse national 

independent goals, the outcomes in the European and Asian wings of the Ottoman Empire were 

very different. 

C. The Emergence of the "Eastern Question" 
I. Military defeats, social and political reforms 

The transformation of the Ottoman Empire into the "Sick Man of Europe" in the east, - a 

label coined by the Russian Tsar, Nicholas I" - was the result of the incompatibility between its 

internal structure and the external challenges it had to face. As the Devshirme and Muhammed 

Ali's rebellions demonstrated, the Ottomans internal problems were severe. There was an ever 

increasing queue of obstacles threatening the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Alongside the 

Ottoman's ongoing problem with its inadequate military forces and its provinces' governors 

aspirations for independence was now the rising nationalistic sentiments in the Balkans. 

The conflict between Ottoman-Turks and their non-Muslims subjects in the Balkan was 

coloured in religious as well as nationalistic shades. For centuries Orthodox clergymen had 

fermented anti-Turkish rebelliousness among Greeks, Macedonians, Bulgarians, and Serbs in the 

Balkan provinces. The politically unrestricted rule and the repressive methods of Ottoman's 

military governors, in conjunction with religious and ethnic agitation of the Christians, 

significantly contributed to the Balkan minorities insurrections during the 19th century. The 

hostility between Muslims and Christians was also apparent in Lebanon and Syria, when, 

following the Treaty of Paris declarations (1856), a massacre of Christian Maronites by Druse 

and Turks occurred (1860). In reaction to the massacre, France sent an expeditionary force which 

transformed Lebanon from an Ottoman territory into an autonomous region; the French also 

appointed a Christian as a Governor-General (Dadrian, 1995: 10-14,23-29). However, Ottoman 



political engagement with its internal religious and ethno-nationalist struggles were only part of 

the empire's political problems. 

The Ottoman Empire's external political rivals were the European Powers especially 

Tsarist Russia. Tsarist Russia's actions were motivated by its quest for a fiee access to the 

Mediterranean Sea. However, the straits leading out of the Black Sea - the Bosporus and 

Dardanelles - were in Ottoman control. Its imperialistic aim was to control the Caucasus, and its 

ethnic and religious affinities with Slavs (Pan-Slavism) in the Balkan peninsula also motivated 

its ongoing social, religious and military confi.ontation with the Ottoman Empire. Between 1768 

to 1918, there were five such major military encounted4. These wars set the stage both for the 

emergence of the "Eastern Question" and for the eventual annihilation of the Armenians in Asia 

Minor. 

Of course Russia was only one of the European Powers with a stake in the region. 

Hapsburg Austria had special interests in the Balkans and had been surreptitiously aiding 

nationalistic developments in that region. France, had also vast economic investments in the 

Ottoman Empire as well as colonial interests in Egypt and North M c a ,  which they desired to 

protect, just as they sought to protect the Catholic faith in the Middle East. England's world-wide 

colonial and economic interests in Iraq, India, and the Middle East, made her policies of major 

significance. Added to these, Great Britain had a rivalry with Russia on the Chinese fiont. 

Combined together, these English interests played a major role in shaping the European Concert 

balance of power. England was, therefore, the pivotal force counteracting the Russian 

expansionist drive at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. The conflict between Russia and 

England, therefore, was the major factor which shaped the Ottoman Empire's 19th century 

history as the "sick man of Europe." 



The roots of the transformation of the Ottoman Empire into the "Eastern Question," can 

be traced back to the Carlowitz (1699) and Passarowitz (1718) treaties which confirmed western 

military (mainly Austrian, Venetian and Russian) superiority (Davison, 1 988: 68; S haw,(vol. 1 ), 

1977:223-225,23 1-233). After the Ottoman Empire was forced by Russia, England and France to 

grant independence to Greece in 1830, it became labelled "the Eastern Question." Throughout 

the 19th century, the Ottoman Empire was not able to competently defend its political or 

economic standing nor vigilantly guard its borders. Without European Powers' economic and 

military intervention on its side, the empire could have been destroyed by either internal or 

external challenges. Without the assistance of others, the Ottoman Empire could have not 

survived. 

European Powers also intervened in the Ottoman empire internal affairs through the 

establishment of commercial treaties known as the "capitulation". France was granted such 

privileges already in 1535; other western countries, such as Austria and England for example, 

followed suite and received their economic privileges in 1567 and 1592 respectively (G. L. 

Lewis, 1 960:28). The capitulation were privileges granted mainly to western citizens of 

European Powers who lived for a time or even created colonies in the Ottoman empire and were 

not subject to Turkish law (Toynbee, 1926:137; Davison, 1988:46-7; G. L. Lewis, 1960: 28-9). 

However, eventually members of the different millets enjoyed them also, transforming the 

capitulation into a hated symbol by Turks and the clearest indication of the depths to which the 

Empire had sunk. 

... these foreign colonies of merchants (which were confined, till the close of the 
eighteenth Christian century, to half-a-dozen Levantine ports) were granted 
communal autonomy, on the millet principle, under the presidency of their several 
ambassadors and consuls. These privileges of extra-territoriality were mostly 



embodied in "capitulations" or uniliteral charters &om the sultan which were 
revocable at will (Toynbee, l926:3O). 

In time, the ability of the Sultan to revoke such special privileges of "capitulations," was 

seriously restricted or almost negligible. The Empire's economic dependency was further 

amplified during the 19th century, in which expensive wars and big armies served only to drain 

the meagre resources of Sultans' shrinking coffers. 

Between 1854 and 1875, the Ottomans borrowed increasing amounts of money fiom the 

European market. By 1874, Ottoman Turkey owed 19 1 million sterling. Most of this money was 

squandered by the corrupted Sultans. The Ottoman empire did not have the money to cover the 

high interest rates and was not able to establish an effective tax collection system to obtain finds 

fiom its subjects. An effective tax system would have required democratic social and political 
4 

reform so that the empire control over its domains and people could be strengthened. Both the 

Ottoman Sultanate and the European powers were not interested in such a democratic reform or 

development. Since the empire was not able to liquidate its debt, it had to cede control of some 

of its essential industries to European interests represented by the 'Public Debt Administration' 

P W .  
Six out of the seven board members of this body were representatives of European 

bondholders backed by the military force of their governments. As a result, Ottoman Turkey was 

reduced to a state of economic vassalage. Political and social reforms ran counter to the 

economic interests of European business circles and to the survival interests of the Sultanate. 

Consequently, European powers as well as the Sultan agreed that "...words about reform were 

necessary, " but not red (democratic) reforms (Walker, 1980: 9 1-94). 



In the 19th century the empire survived, not because it had power, but because it lacked 

it. The European Powers, not being able to agree on the division of the empire into zones of 

influence, settled on solution of a weak and precarious Ottoman Empire. The destruction of the 

Ottoman empire would have caused a general conflagration which 19th century European 

Powers were not ready to risk. The "Sick Man of Europe" in the East was, then, a compromise 

solution: the less evil solution from the standpoint of the European balance of power. Involved in 

this power struggle were Great Britain, France, Tsarist Russia, the Hapsburg empire, Prussia 

(toward the end of the century and the First World War, Second Reich Germany) and to some 

extent Italy (Walker, 1980: 90). 

Nevertheless, "the antagonism between England and Russia," (Dadrian, l995:37,6 1- 

68;80-85) set the tone throughout this period. The English-Russian antagonism was the 

fkndamental factor shaping the political outcomes of the (a) Greek War of Independence 

(1821-1830), (b) the Crimean war (1853-1856) and (c) the Russo-Turkish war of 1876-1877 

that led to the Treaty of Berlin. 

2. Ottoman and Russian Wars 

The relations between Russia (under the rule of Catherine the Great) and the Ottoman 

Empire attained their modem features in the treaty of 1774". The treaty was the outcome of the 

Ottomans' defeats on the Dniester in 1769, on the Mediterranean sea and in the Crimea, 

Moldavia and Wallachia (Romania) (Dadrian, 1 995 : 9). 

This treaty was of great importance in the history of the Near East; it set the tone 
of relations between Russia and Turkey until 1914; it established the principle of 
foreign interference in Ottoman Turkey; and, with the capture by Russian of some 
of the coastline of the Black Sea (for until then the Black Sea had been an 



Ottoman Turkish lake) it led to Russia's concern with the problem of the straits, 
which lasted to the present day. A new era began after 1774 (Walker, 1980:41). 

Moreover, the Russian Ottoman wars involved the nationalistic demands of several south 

European peoples and countries especially in the Greek peninsula and in the Balkans. 

The Greek insurrection was the first independence movement under Ottoman's rule that 

was successfbl. The Greek nationalist movement (Hetairia Philike) hoped to create a Greek 

Empire with the help of the Russian Tsarist regime. The Greco-Russian scheme, forged in 1780, 

was based on a plan to drive Turks out of European land, in order to create an independent Greek 

empire ruled by a Russian prince (Catherine 11's grandson Constantine) (Dadrian, 19% : 1 1 - 12). 

The Greek violent struggle for independence against the Ottoman rule and Muslims 

began in 1821. It was met by Turkish violence that unsettled the whole Balkan peninsula. The 

Turkish massacres of Greeks in Thessaly, Macedonia and Anatolia led the Greek to retaliate by 

murdering Muslims in several towns and villages in Greece. These mutual atrocities pushed the 

Russians, the guardian of the Orthodox Church, deeper into the fiay. 

In 1822 the Greeks declared their independence. However the war was not over yet. The 

Ottoman called on Muhammed Ali the governor of Egypt, for help. The massacres perpetrated 

by the forces of "the exterminator of infidels" (Muhammed Ali) were widespread. In response to 

them, Great Britain aligned itself with the Russians and the Greeks. The European Powers' 

military intervention on behalf of the oppressed nationalities in the Ottoman Empire set the 

pattern for the so-called "Humanitarian Intervention." In the 1827 Treaty of London, France 

joined England and Russia in their efforts to reestablish peace in Europe and to grant autonomy 

to Greece under the Ottoman suzerainty. The Turks refbsed to comply with the European 

suggestions and the war continued with the defeat of the Ottomans. "The war ended in 1830 with 



complete independence to Greece" (Dadrian, 19%: 11-14). A similar, though not an identical 

pattern governed the Crimean war. 

The Crimean war of 1853-1856 occurred for two main reasons. Latin and Greek monks 

were squabbling over the guardianship of the holy places in Jerusalem and Bethlehem. Russia, 

being the sponsor of the Orthodox Church, proclaimed itself as the exclusive guardian of the 

holy places. France, the guardian of the Catholic Church, did likewise. However, this was only 

the facade masking the hidden agendas of the various European Powers. 

In 1774 Kucuk Kaynarca Treaty, Tsarist Russia was accorded the right to protect the 

Christian Religion and its churches in the Ottoman Empire. According to the Russian 

interpretation, that meant that Tsarist Russia was the sole protector of the Christians and the 

Christian holy places. Neither France and England nor the Sultan were willing to accept that. 

Based on previous agreements with the Ottomans, the French had their own interpretation. 

England, faithful to its policy of no exclusive control over the Ottoman Empire, was adamant in 

its rejection of the Russian claim. The Ottomans regarded all these demands as an infringement 

of the Sultan rights and the sovereignty of the Empire, Therefor, war between the Ottomans and 

the Russian broke out in October 1853. A year later England and France joined the Ottoman side. 

The war ended in 1856 won by the Turkish side, which had been aided by the English, French 

and Sardinian forces. As a result of this victorious war Ottoman Turkey was recognized in the 

Paris congress (1856), as an equal partner among the European Powers. 

However, preceding the Paris Peace Treaty's negotiations, the Ottoman Empire was 

forced by the European Powers to declare its commitment to grant non-Muslims civil and 

political rights. Following Sultan Mahmud II Act of Gulhane of 183916, Sultan Abdul Aziz 



promulgated the second Ottoman Reform Act of February 18, 1856 reaffirming the provisions of 

the Gulhane act and forbidding discrimination against non-Muslims. 

The declaration of formal equality for Ottomans regardless of their religious affiliations, 

in the 1856 Reform Act, had devastating effects not only on the relations between Muslims and 

Christians in Anatolia, but also in the Balkans. The Bosnian Muslim (Slavic) elite rejected the 

formal equality clause of the 1856 Refonn Act. These indigenous, converted (Slavic) Muslims 

harshly dominated the province and were, therefore, hated even more than the Turkis h-Muslims 

overlords. Rebelliousness among the ruled Orthodox Christian Slavs, fermented by religious and 

Pan-Slavic agitation was bitter and explosive. There was even religious rivalry within the 

Orthodox Church itself 

According to the traditional Millet arrangement, the Greek Patriarch was the religious 

leader of the Eastern Orthodox Church. This, however, was not to the liking of Tsarist Russia 

and its Slavic constituency in the Balkan. The Sublime Porte (Bab-Ali, the palace of the Sultan's 

government) gave in to the Bulgars' demand for religious autonomy in order to keep them fiom 

joining the Bosnian rebels, issuing a decree recognizing a separate Bulgarian Exarchate (1 864) 

(Shaw, (vo1.2), 1972: 16 1). The new religious authority was headed by Bulgarian priesthood and 

geared only to the interests of the Slavic oriented Orthodox Christians. It was a new Patriarch 

which was separate and independent fiom the Greek Patriarch in Constantinople. This widened 

the breach among Bulgarians, Serbs, Greeks, and Macedonians ethno-religious minorities in the 

Balkans. 

Not only were traditional religious and political animosities between Muslims and 

Christians heightened by the enactment of formal equality, but also were ethnic, territorial and 

class distinctions between and among the Christian minorities (Slavs and Greeks) of the Balkan 



provinces increased; formal equality especially underscored cleavages based on religious 

practices and political differences. 

The formal equality declaration also played an important role in the Armenian Gregorian 

Church. It sharpened the division between the traditional elite and other Armenian 

constituencies. The traditional elite, mainly composed of rich merchants living in 

Constantinople, could no longer serve as the spiritual or the political leadership of the whole 

Armenian minority. Since the social predicaments and political goals of the Armenians in east 

Anatolia radically diverged &om those of the Armenian urban artisans and merchants. The 

economic differentiation and geographical dispersion of the Annenian Ottoman community 

began to appear as an important political factor in the internal organization of the Armenian 

Millet. 

The Armenian peasantry in east Anatolia suffered from the hands of Turks, Kurds and 

~ircassiansl'. In addition to the regular tax burden levied by the Ottoman-Turkish authorities, the 

Armenian peasantry had to pay taxes to local Kurdish chieftains, had to offer their houses as 

lodging during the winter to these nomads who coveted their land and villages. 

The Kurds and Circassians were, to a large extent, uncontrollable. They lived in the 

Caucasus mountains, organized in tribal and bandit associations. The Armenians were their usual 

target for plunder, harassment and killing. These were, then, challenges radically different from 

the troubles facing urban Armenians in the major cities of the empire. Moreover, during the 19th 

century the Armenian Gregorian church lost much of its exclusive dominance. Catholic and 

Protestant minorities, a consequent of mid 19th century vigorous campaign of French, American 

and English missionaries, appeared in the Armenian community and demanded equal 

representation in the internal religious structure of the community. 



There was a substantial Armenian minority in Tsarist Russia. These Armenians were not 

religiously oppressed. Yet, their political demands for autonomy were frustrated to a large 

degree. In mid-19th century, Tsarist Russia's imperial interests emphasized the differences 

between Russian and Ottoman Armenians by inciting religious and nationalistic sentiment in 

order to encourage the Ottoman Armenians to rebel against Ottoman Turkey. Tsarist Russian 

ethnic politics in the Caucasus were similar to their politics in the Balkans, lacking only the Pan- 

Slavic component. Russia endeavoured to achieve the same results in both regions: the 

dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire using ethnic groups' resentment to materiahe its 

imperial interests. However, this policy drastically changed during the last two decades of the 

19th century. 

Encouraged by Russia's Pan-slavic ideology and interests, in July 1875, the Serbs of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina rebelled against the Ottoman rule. A year later, Montenegro and Serbia 

joined the war against Turkey. Russian led the rebels' armies, inflicting a series of defeats upon 

the Turks. The revolts spread, leading to a massacre of Muslims. The Ottoman Governor had to 

resort to the use of a volunteer militia (Busibonrk) who joining the regular troops, retaliated with 

a massacre of Christians. The Bulgarian insurrection (May 1876) was crushed down by Turkish 

forces. An estimated 15 to 20 thousands Bulgarians - were slaughtered in "the Bulgarian horrors" 

(Dadrian, 1995:30). 

The American historians Stanford J. and Kural Ezel Shaw argue that no more than 4,000 

Bulgarian Christians were killed, and considerably more Muslims were murdered 

(1972,(vo1.2): 160-162). This inter-ethnic and religious violence was now the rule in the Balkan. 

Consequently, the European Powers (England and France) tried to reach a peacefir1 agreement in 

which minorities' rights would be guaranteed and reforms would be implemented by the Ottoman 



Empire. These efforts were of no avail; Turkey rejected the London Protocol of March 3 1, 1 877. 

Subsequently, the Tsar ordered his armies to cross the border in the Caucasus. The Russo- 

Turkish war acquired its fill swing. The Ottoman Empire was defeated on both the Balkan and 

the Caucasus fionts. "...Turkey sued for peace and had to submit to the humiliating and 

debilitating terms of the March 3, 1878 San Stefano Treaty dictated by Russia" (Dadrian, 

1995:3 1). 

The Armenian Patriarch in Istanbul, requested the Tsar not to give back the lands 

conquered in east Anatolia to the Ottomans. Later the Armenian Patriarch went to the Russian 

headquarters in San Stefano to ask the Russians to annex the eastern provinces of Anatolia to 

Russia. In case such an annexation was not possible, the Patriarch asked for autonomy for the 

region or at least the assurance that reforms would be implemented under Russian troops 

supervision. The Russians accepted that request and it appeared as article number 16 of the San 

Stefano Peace settlement (Walker, 1980: 1 10-1 1 1; Oke, 1988:89-90). 

The provisions of Article 16 of the San Stefano Treaty, concerning the Armenians, 

stipulated that Russia had acquired the right to continue to occupy the eastern provinces of 

Anatolia. It also stated that Russian troops would remain in these provinces until the Ottoman 

authorities would carry out the reforms they had promised in the Treaty of paris'' and in the 

1876 Midhat Constitution (Dadrian, l!WS:6 1-62), Article I6 reads: 

As the evacuation by the Russian troops of the temtory which they occupy in 
Armenia, and which is to be restored to Turkey, might give rise to conflicts and 
complications detrimental to the maintenance of good relation between the two 
countries, the Sublime Porte engages to carry into effect, without further delay, 
the improvements and reforms demanded by local requirements in the provinces 
inhabited by Armenians, and to guarantee their security &om Kurds and 
Circassians (Walker, 1980: 1 1 1). 



The San Stefano Treaty had a short life; it was altered in the Treaty of Berlin of June 

1878. In the Treaty of Berlin, article number 16 of the San Stefano Russian and Turkish 

agreement was transformed into article 6 1. This transformation encapsulated the English Russian 

antagonism as well as the predicament of the Armenians. 

England objected to the Russians' exclusivity in the protection of the Armenians and to 

its substantial political gains. In the Treaty of Berlin (June 1878), a clear demand for the 

immediate implementation of measures securing the lives and guaranteeing equality for the 

Armenians in the eastern provinces was declared. The Ottoman authorities were to 

"...periodically make known the steps taken to the Powers who will superintend their 

application" (Hurewitz, 1972: 1 90)19. 

However, the Treaty of Berlin offered no real force which could supervise the execution 

of the reforms and secure the lives of Armenians. Great Britain would not concede or condone 

Russian political and territorial gains. 

The defective implementation by the Ottomans of equal rights and protection represented 

in article 61 of the Treaty of Berlin and the inability of European Powers "to watch carefully" 

and not to be "once more disillusioned" by the Ottomans, led to the intensification of Armenian 

vulnerability, driving the Armenians to profound hopelessness. Armenian vulnerability was 

related to demographic and social factors. Not only were the Armenian minority located in Asia 

Minor but also Armenians were dispersed in the eastern provinces, in Cilicia and in the major 

urban centres of the Ottoman Empire. 

Furthermore, the Armenian people were an orphan nation. No European Power espoused 

the Armenian cause for the Armenians sake. A fiee or autonomous Armenian state in the 

Caucasus ran counter to all of the Great Powers interests. Russia worried about a potential union 



between Russian Armenians and Ottoman h n e ~ a n s ;  England was afraid of Russian influence 

in a newly created Armenian state, and for the Ottoman Turks, an independent Armenia in east 

AnatoIia meant not onIy the dismemberment of the empire but also major territorial losses in a 

strategic area. By the last quarter of the 19th century the Ottoman Armenian minority was on the 

eve of its complete isolation. And complete isolation meant extreme vulnerability. 



Chapter 16: 
D. 19th Century Armenians: the basis of social vulnerability 
1. Demography 
a. Armenians and Turks: the symmetry argument 

The problems associated with establishing the number of Armenian in the Ottoman 

Empire have direct bearing not only to paucity of accurate historical evidence, but also on the 

alleged claim that a genocide was not perpetrated against the Ottoman-Armenians. The Turkish 

government and some scholars deny the designation of the demise of the Armenian people in 

Anatolia as a genocide. According to them, the Armenians were "relocated" due to wartime 

military necessity (Shaw (vo1.2), 1 W2:3 15; on this point see also Dadrian, l995:240-243; The 

Official Proclamation Ordering the Deportation of the Armenians, in June 191 5 is published in 

Leslie A Davis' book The Slaughterhouse Province 1987, pp. 187- 190). 

Recently, other classifications have emerged. For example, the American-Armenian 

historian Richard G. Hovannisian (1994) reports on a designation that appeared in an open letter 

sent to the House of Representatives in 1985 by sixty-nine scholars of Turkic studies in the 

United States who are affiliated with the Turkish Embassy. These scholars maintain that 

"...rather than a genocide it seemed that the Armenians had been the victims of "communal 

warfare" (Hovannisian, 1994: 13 1-132). These scholars assert that what occurred in 1915 to the 

Ottoman-Armenians, though tragic, was a "normal" appendage, a concomitant of many wars in 

pluralistic societies, where people die because of war actions, war related circumstances like 

epidemics and starvation, and while others flee and become refugees. This argument seems to 

claim that the number of dead Armenians should be compared to the number of dead Muslims, 

since on both sides there were casualties. If the number of casualties is proportional, then the 

war, rather than a genocide, was the cause of the demise of the Turkish-Armenians in Anatolia. 



The kernel of this argument claims that there was a symmetry between the Turkish- 

Armenians and the Turkish Muslims, between Armenians' political leadership and the Turkish 

government, between Armenian revolutionaries and the Turkish army. The symmetry argument 

is advanced in order to substantiate the larger theory of provocation. Simply stated the 

provocation theory argues that the Ottomans' actions in regard to the Armenians were in fact 

reactions provoked by the reIentless demands of the Armenian; demands which were carried out 

in cooperation and with the support of European Powers. The target of the Armenian political 

acts and terror attacks was to bring about the secession of the Armenians and the break-up of the 

Ottoman Empire also in Asia. In other words, the war calamities were brought upon the 

Armenians by their own doing and political machinations. Were the Armenian loyal to the 

Ottoman rule, nothing of the sort of deportation and the mass massacres that followed would 

have happened to them. The Ottoman Turks were reacting against an internal enemy threatening 

to destroy the empire from within with external assistance. 

However, the symmetry argument is untenable. There is no way of conclusively verifying 

the accurate number of Armenians in that period, nor is there a way to know the exact number of 

victims on any side. In any case, the amount of people that died is a secondary issue in relation to 

the reasons for and the manner in which they died. Turkish-Armenians were an ethnic and 

religious minority in a society populated with a significant majority of Turkish-Muslims. The 

Armenian political leadership lacked the power and organization, and the authority that the 

Ottoman government had; firthennore to equate the Armenian revolutionary parties' military 

power with the military power of an empire, even a declining empire, is absurd. 

The most important fact confkonting a researcher of the political events concerning the 

Armenian minority in late Ottoman Empire and in the Young Turks' Turkey is whether there was 



a concerted intent and policy to annihilate the Ottoman-Armenians. The uncontestable historical 

facts are that Armenians lived in the Ottoman Empire before the war and that the Armenian 

community practically vanished fiom Turkey after the First World War. This is the single most 

crucial fact. During the period fiom 1876 to 191 5, the relations between Ottoman-Armenians and 

Ottoman-Turks deteriorated into massacre (1 894-96, 1909) and genocide (1 9 1 5- 19 16). 

However, there were important differences between the killing of Armenians in the 

Abdul Hamit's era and the killing of Armenians during the Young-Turks Ittihad regime. 

Genocidal policy and practice were apparent only in the Ittihadist era. A historical and 

sociological comparison between these two violent occurrences sheds light on the reiations 

between Ottoman-Armenians and Ottoman-Turks, and on the differences between large scale 

massacres and a genocidal policy. 

b. Where and How Many Ottoman-Armenians Were There? 

Walker J. Christopher in his book Armenia: 7he Survival of a Nation (1980) quotes 

several contemporary historical sources documenting the size of the Armenian population in the 

period before the war; none of them can be fblly reliable since there is no way to verifL their 

slightly different estimates. In a book published in 1856, M. A. Ubicini, a reporter and traveller, 

estimates that there were 2.4 million Armenians in Ottoman Turkey (Ubicini, 1856:19). Ubicini's 

estimates seems "almost certainly somewhat on the high side" (Walker, 1980:95). Walker also 

contends that Ubicini arwed that the Armenians "...constitute a majority in the Erzerum province 

(which included Kars, Bayazid and Childer), and in Kurdistan (which included Van, Moush, 

Haklciari and Diyarbekir) (Ubicini, 1856: 19; Walker, 1980:95). 



In 1882, the Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople reported that there were 1,630,000 

Armenians in the eastern provinces of Anatolia (the six vilayets (provinces) of Turkish Armenia: 

Sivas, Mamuret el-Aziz (Kharput), Diyarbekir, Bitlis, Van and Enerum) and about 2,660,000 in 

all Turkish Armenia. According to Walker, thirty years later, in 1912, the Patriarchate's reported 

the that there were 2,100,000 Armenians in Ottoman Turkey. The reduction was probably due to 

massacre (1894-6, 1909) and "...the drift of the Armenians to Russian Armenia" (ibid, 96). 

Similar estimates are given by two Armenian scholars, based on Armenian, American, French, 

and Russian sources (Sarkisian and Sahakian, 196524-25). 

According to Stanford J. and Kural Ezel Shaw (1977), who base their report exclusively 

on Ottoman-Turkish sources, there were 1,294,83 1 Armenians in the Ottoman Empire in 1924 

(1 977,(~01.2):ZOS,268). Therefore, there is, a 800,000 difference between the Armenian and the 

Ottoman report. William L. Langer, in The Diplomacy of Imperialism says: 

There may have been as many as a million and a half [Armenians], but in any 
event Armenians were not, like the Greeks and Bulgarians, fairly concentrated in 
a certain area. In no vilayet (province) of Turkey were they in a majority in 1890, 
not even in the six provinces usually spoken of as Armenia (1956: 147). 

Notwithstanding the demographic and historical uncertainties, several points should be 

emphasized. Firstly, Armenians lived both in the rural areas of the Armenian plateau and in the 

urban centres in western Anatolia (Constantinople, Smyrna). Armenians also lived in many other 

cities in central Anatolia (Trebizond, Sivas, Harput). There was a fairly large minority of 

Armenians living in the region of Cilicia (Zeitun, Adana, Aleppo, Urfa). Armenians lived in 

Cilicia as far back as the 10th and the 1 lth centuries as a result of a Byzantine policy of creating 

a population buffenone between Muslims and Christian Greeks of the empire (McGeer, 1995). 



Though Armenian peasants in the Armenian Plateau (east Anatolia) lived in close 

proximity to Turkish and Kurdish peasants, often in the same village, each group lived in their 

own distinct quarters. However, in several regions, and in several small towns and villages, 

Armenians did constitute a majority. The issue of determining the demographic majority or 

minority of a group in a delimited location, is subjected to the way administrative divisions of 

the various areas were made. In any case, Armenians were a vital and obvious component of the 

demographic, social and economic life throughout Asia Minor, whether in urban centres or in 

small agriculturaf clusters. Nobody contests these facts. 

The geographical dispersion of the Armenians had internal implications as well. Neither 

social organization nor occupational pursuits were the same in all Armenian communities. These 

social and economic factors had, therefore, political and cultural implications that amplified 

divisions within the Armenian minority. Until the last quarter of the 19th century, it seems as if 

geographic dispersion, to a large extent, determined the economy, culture, internal and external 

politics of the Ottoman-Armenian minority. Scattered Armenian communities did not have a 

strong sense of their mutual interests as a whole. Outside of the Patriarchate, there was no 

sustained or habitual communication or generai "national" organizations among Armenians 

communities. However, the Armenian presence was noticeable in all ranks of the Ottoman 

society and in almost all regions of Asia Minor. 

Only fiom mid 19th century and especially from the l86Os, when the Armenian National 

Constitution was promulgated, did a sense of mutual identity and a vague common political fate 

emerge among Ottoman-Armenians. However, even this important development testifies to the 

inward-looking and quite restricted nature of the political perspective of the Armenian 

community of Constantinople, and to the political indifference of most Armenians in Anatolia. 



For example, the Constitution determined that the General Assembly, the supreme legislature of 

the whole Ottoman-Armenian community, would consist of 20 members elected by the clergy of 

Constantinople, 80 lay members fkom the Capital and, 40 members fiom the provinces. Out of 

140 members of the legislature, 100 were fiom Constantinople (Walker, 1980:94-104). However, 

Constantinople's Armenian community constituted only a small portion of the Ottoman- 

Armenian community. In 1844, the Armenian population of Constantinople was 205,000. That 

was approximately somewhere between 10 to 20 per cent of the whole Armenian population 

(Ubicini, 1856:24). Yet there was no strong reaction fiom provincial Armenians against that 

political arrangement. Either the provinces were politically indifferent or did not understand the 

implications of Constantinoyle's community politics. 

Thirdly, as part of the administrative reforms of the Tanzimat (reform) period (1839- 

1876), a major effort was conducted by the Ottoman state to reorganize state, provincial and 

municipal administration. That effort contributed, especially during the subsequent reign of 

Abdul Hamit (1 876-1 9O9), to the creation of a centralized state administration, which was 

findamentally different, in terms of its eficiency, fiom the decentralized nature of the Uttoman 

state of the previous centuries. Both Bernard Lewis and the Shaws emphasize this point. As part 

of this administrative process, the Armenian area in east Anatolia was reorganized (1864) by the 

government into six vilayet (Hovannisian, 1967:34; Walker, 1980:95; Lewis, l965:38 1-385). It 

was an administrative change that transformed Armenian majority that existed in some areas into 

a minority in all vilayets, whether in the Armenian Plateau, in central Anatolia, or in Cilicia. 

As late as the 1 8 7 0 ~ ~  Armenians were an almost apolitical community ('Walker, 

1980: 110). The Armenian minority was, in fact, praised and glorified by the Ottoman authorities 

as a loyal community (Millet-i Sadika - the loyal community; see Lewis, 1965:350). If there 



were incidents of rebellion among Armenians prior to that period (Van and Zeitun rebelled in the 

early part of 1862) these events were due to misrule by local authorities or to  complains about 

the heavy burden of taxes (Nalbandian, 1975: 78-79). 

In many cases, especially in east Anatolia, the Armenians were forced to  pay double 

taxes: a regular tax to  state authorities and a special tax to local Sheiks of Kurdish origins. This 

was true of the Sassun as well as Erzerum and Zeitun areas. Thus the charge of "Armenian 

rebelliousness" - the theoretical basis of the provocation theory - could be levelled against the 

Armenians only after the 1880s; anything prior to that period was confined to restricted areas and 

was not different from any other tax revolts of other groups in the Ottoman Empire. Armenians' 

political resistance appeared late in the 19th century; it was in response to misrule and took the 

form of concrete demands to alleviate the conditions of misrule. Most importantiy, the Armenian 

rank and file were almost with no exception politically unmotivated to rebel against their 

Ottoman or Turkish government. What they demanded was the government's protection against 

the Kurdish terror, but not independence. 

These factors should be born in mind since they contradict the imputations raised against 

Ottoman-Armenians: their alleged rebelliousness and secessionism. The Ottoman-Armenians 

were not a rebellious minority, although most Armenians resented the Ottoman misrule, the 

majority never desired politicaI autonomy or an independent state. Rather, they desired social 

reforms, state protection, and that their civil and human rights would be guaranteed. These 

demands should not be equated with secession. William L. Langer reports on a letter to the Times 

sent by Viscount James ~ r ~ c e ~ '  (British Ambassador to the United States and a Professor of 

Civil Law at Oxford) on March 20, 1878 in which Bryce says: 



There was no idea of leaving the Ottoman Empire or of setting up as a 
"Switzerland in Asia Minor," but in the writing of that time the same argument 
comes out over and over again: why should all the sympathy of  Europe be 
lavished upon the Bulgarians? Why are not the Armenians just as much entitled to 
self-government or at least to far-reaching reforins? The Armenians, so they 
claimed, did not love the Russians and would rather stay with the Ottoman 
Empire, but something would have to  be done for them. Even Russian rule would 
be better than what they had at the time [I8771 (1 956: 153) 

Since the Armenians were a small minority; and not a cohesive and well organized one, 

who were dispersed a11 over Asia Minor, the argument that the Armenians presented a military 

threat to  the Ottoman state has no basis. This is not to say, that there were no Armenians calling 

for an independent Armenia. Nonetheless, the Armenian revolutionaries, consistently failed to 

garner the support of rank and file Ottoman-Armenians. 

2. Social cleavages 
a. Religious divisions 

The religious difierences within the Armenian minority were so profound that one 

Turkish scholar, Oke Mim kemal(1988), argues that these religious differences were the main 

reasons for the development of Armenian nationalism and revolutionary activity (1988:8 1-86). 

Oke argues that the Armenian Gregorian Church, in order to save itself fiom complete 

dissolution, incited national sentiment among Ottoman Armenians. The disturbance within the 

Armenian Church must be attributed, he argues "...to the competition among the various 

Armenian sects" (1988:8 1). 

In the 19th century religious competition in the Armenian minority led to  the emergence 

of a Catholic (Armenian) Church, sponsored by France acquiring the status of a separate millet in 

1 83 0. The Protestant (Armenian) church attained Millet status through the influence of British 

and American missionaries supported by the imperial and colonial interests of their countries. 



The Armenian Millet, like all other millets, was controlled by the aristocratic and 

wealthiest families of the group. For centuries the Armenian aristocracy had controlled the millet 

from Constantinople, mainly through their exclusive ability to appoint the Patriarch. The 

Patriarchate was an important political institution; and as Walker says, "...whoever controlled the 

patriarch controlled the whole community" (1980:99). However, this aristocratic dominance was 

contested in mid 19th century as a result of three developments: missionary activities, the 

appearance of an assertive Armenian middle class, and the incipient processes of 

democratization in Ottoman Empire emanating from the Tmimat efforts of reform. 

As early as the 1820s American Protestant missionaries had established a network of 

congregations and schools in Turkish Armenia. Since Jews and Muslims were not easily 

converted, the American missionaries focused on the 'reform' of the Armenian Church (Bliss, 

l896:302-3 lo). By the end of the century there were some 127 Protestant congregations and 

some 400 schools with 23,000 pupils. The vast majority of the population in these bodies was of 

Armenian origins. Colleges also had been established. The Armenians enthusiastically 

assimilated new ideas and in a very short time a new system of thought developed among the 

Armenians. Their ancient old fatalism was superseded by an energetic down-to-earth pragmatic 

realism in what many have called the Armenian Renaissance (Walker, 1980:125-126). 

Certainly the educational institutions in the Armenian community underwent a 

Renaissance. According to the 1901 -2 reports of the Armenian Patriarchate at Constantinople, 

which Arnold Toynbee reproduces in me Treatment of the Armenians in the Ottoman- 

~m~ire : l9 l5- l9 l6~ ' ,  there were 803 Arrnenian schools empire wide, populated by 593  13 boys 

and 21,713 girls pupils, who were taught by 2,088 teachers. In the six vilayets alone, there were 



483 Armenian schools, staffed by 897 teachers, who educated over 36,000 boys and girls pupils 

@ y e ,  19 16:662-3; Melson, 1992:62,298-9). 

These new religious and educational currents contributed to the development of a secular 

tendency among the rising urban middle class Armenians. Many Armenian middle class 

members were able to send their youngsters for education in European countries. The young 

generation espoused the ideas of the French revolution and European ideas of liberty and 

nationalism. The forty year Tmimat period also exerted a considerable influence in krther 

developing the Armenian Renaissance. From the mid-1 9th century onwards, the educated layers 

of the Armenian community, both in the capital and in the eastern regions, became more 

politically aware and culturally assertive. This process was the result of internal (religious and 

social processes) and external (European intervention and the struggle for independence in the 

Balkan Peninsula) influences. 

b. Merchants, artisans and peasants - class and geographic divisions 

In the last quarter of the 19th century, the Armenian population was composed of four 

distinct social groups. There was the aristocratic merchant class concentrated in the urban centres 

of the Ottoman Empire. In Anatolia, they lived mainly in Constantinople and Smyma; they were 

known as the arnirus. The amiras were part of the political elite of the Ottoman empire. These 

rich families, not only had close ties with the Sublime Porte, but also their economic and political 

well-being was tied up with Sultanate and Ottoman Empire existence. The members of this 

group held significant positions in the economy, administration and culture of the Ottoman 

empire. 



They were the superintendents of the Ottoman mint; and several large factories in the 

Ottoman Empire (the gunpowder factory, paper mill, and the shipyard in Constantinople to 

mention a few) were either owned or controlled by Armenian amira families. Armenians ftom 

the amira class were also prominent in various cultural enterprises. They particularly shone in 

two fields: architecture and theatre. The man who was accorded the title 'architect of the empire' 

- Kirkor Balian - was an amira Armenian. Major mosques and several of the Sultan's palaces 

were built by him or by his sons. The Turkish theatre was founded by an Armenian, Hagop 

Vartovian, who was also known in Turkey as 'Gullu Agop.' His theatre lasted fiom 1868 to 1882. 

Political ideas of the Ottoman elite during that period were influenced, if not fashioned, by the 

plays peflormed in this Armenian led theatre which were imbued with Ottoman patriotism 

(Walker, l980:97-98). 

The trader and artisan class lived in Constantinople and other towns in the interior of the 

empire. Many members of this group held positions in the empire's bureaucracy. 

Typical posts held by them were those of inspector of forestry, municipal 
engineer, provincial translator, and assistant to the deputy governor ... They were 
present in almost any venture which brought progress and improvement (ibid, 97). 

The emergence of an artisan class prompted a demand for more democratic 

representation within the internal bodies of the Armenian community. The field of education was 

the most contested area. AAer a long process of squabbling fkom 1838 till 1863, the Armenian 

artisan class of Istanbul (esnafs) was able to force the aristocratic families (the amiras) to accept 

a, new regulation for the election of the Patriarch. It was the Armenian constitution. 

The Armenian National Constitution was a liberal document consisting of 99 articles and 

based on the promulgation of rights and duties of members of the Armenian community. The 



Armenian constitution almost exclusively reflected the interests and power struggles of the 

Urban Armenian minority in Istanbul. Armenians living in other provinces of the empire were 

hardly represented in the constitutive bodies of the community, and their interests rarely 

considered. This was a major obstacle to a formation of  any coherent political basis for the 

Armenian minority. 

The trader and artisan class was the group that most travellers in the Ottoman Empire 

encountered, thus trade became synonymous with Armenians. Social stereotypes of the 

Armenian as the archetypical traders were proverbial. As the American missionary to Ottoman 

Turkey, Rev. Edwin M. Bliss wrote in 1896 (after the first wave of massacres), 

They [the Armenians] were in many respects the most useful, and in some 
respects almost the best hated of all. Their shrewdness and ability made them 
indispensable. Thus they were everywhere the tradesmen and small bankers, but 
at the same time had very little interest in general commerce .... when Sultan 
Mahmud ][I [18O6- 1839 M. A,] organized the government on a semi European 
plan, he drew very largely upon the Armenians for his administration officials in 
the various departments, finding their versatility, ability and adaptability of the 
greatest value (1 896: 1 1 5). 

The third group was the largest in the Armenian community: the villagers. The Armenian 

peasantry cultivated the soil and had flocks of goats and sheep in the interior land of Anatolia. 

On the plains of Erzerum and Moush, there were many entirely Armenian villages. As a British 

consul comments (1 June 1 SW), "in the whole plain of Moush there are not any Mohammedan 

peasantry intermingled with the Armenians, a fact which would clearly point out this country as 

belonging to Armenia rather than to Kurdistan" (Walker, l980:94-95). 

However, this was not the case of most Armenian villages dispersed all over the 

Armenian plateau (recast after the genocide of 1915 as "eastern Anatoliq" see on this point 

Hovannisian, 1994: 1 19, 127). In most of these areas Armenians lived in a close proximity to  



both Turks and Kurds. The Kurds were organized in tribal warrior-communities led by Sheiks to 

whom the Armenian minority had to pay taxes. In addition to the heavy tax burden, the 

Armenians (Christians) were placed in an inferior position vis-a-vis both Turks and Kurds 

(Muslims). As a whole, Armenians were outnumbered by the combined population of Kurds and 

Turks. Nevertheless, the Kurds, and the Turks' outlooks and aspirations were often different, and 

occasionally contradicted each other (ibid, 95). 

Relations among the Armenians, Turks and Kurds differed in each locality; there was no 

general pattern beyond the second class status assigned to Armenians. Though living together in 

close neighbourhoods, each group lived in its distinct quarter of the village or the town. Such 

social and political divisions were encouraged by the Ottoman authorities as part of their long 

tradition of divide and rule policies. 

Finally there were the Armenians who lived in the mountain areas of Erzerum and Sassun 

in east Anatolia and in Zeitun in Cilicia. The Armenians mountaineers were fiee and independent 

to a large degree, and usually were armed with weapons manufactured by themselves. 

Secular forces, such as economic pursuits, tax burdens, internal Ottoman politics, 

external cultural influences, and European and Russian interests stirred the Armenian community 

of Constantinople and east Anatolia, and therefore, had repercussions in all other Armenian 

communities of the empire. Thus, to give prominence to the impact of religious differences as 

Oke does, is unwarranted. 



3. The internationalization of the Armenian question 

Added to these complexities was the fact that there was a substantial Armenians 

population on the Russian side of the border. From the early years to the last quarter of the 19th 

century, the Russian Tsarist regime was quick to defend the cause and demands of the Ottoman- 

Armenians for reforms and self-determination because they were an orthodox Christian minority 

in a Moslem empire. The Tsarist regime's adoption of the Armenian cause was motivated by its 

own imperial interests in the Caucasus, its rivalry with the Ottomans in regards to the Straits and 

the Middle East, and its world wide imperialist competition with Great Britain and other 

European Powers. 

However, this Russian policy drastically changed toward the end of the 19th century. In 

the last two decades of the 19th century, the Tsarist regime was neither interested in an 

autonomous Armenian province in eastern Anatolia or in an independent Armenia on its 

sensitive Caucasian border. Nor was Tsarist Russia interested in "Humanitarian Intewention" on 

behalf of the oppressed minorities of the Ottoman Empire. Disillusioned by its involvement in 

the Balkan region and the subsequent "ingratitude" of the Serbs, Greeks, and especially the 

Bulgarians, Tsarist Russia adopted an anti-intewentionist stance. It aIso adopted a policy that 

preferred a weak Ottoman Empire over a troublesome "reformed" or worse, a democratic 

Armenian province. Such a "reformed" province, the Russians feared, could become an 

independent Armenia in the Caucasus. This possibility was anything but desirable. Nikolaus 

Giers, the Russian foreign Minister in the 1882- 1895 period, outlined in succinct terms, Russia's 

Armenian policy: 

Russia has no reason at all to desire the formation of a second Bulgaria. The 
emergence of an autonomous Armenian principality would then entail the danger 



for Russia that the Russian Armenians will aspire to become part of it (the 
statement was made on September 15, 1890, Dadrian, 1995:72,99). 

Toward the end of the 19th century a complex situation had crystallized within the 

Armenian minority. The Armenian minority was almost evenly divided between the rural and the 

urban populations Ganger, 1956: 148; Hovannisian, 1967:24-25). Many members of the urban 

Armenian population were economically successful, and thus the target of much resentment and 

envy. The rural segment of the Armenian minority, located on the frontier with Russia and in 

Cilicia, was demanding reform and the implementation of formal equality and the rule of law 

promised in the Treaty of Paris, in the Midhat constitution of 1876 and in the Treaty of Berlin of 

1878. 

The combination of these internal and external factors not only transformed the 

"Armenian Question" into an international issue, such a combination also made it an 

untesolvable problem from the point of view of the Ottoman (Muslim) and later Turkish 

(nationalist) authorities. The equal citizenship status made the economic advantage of the urban 

Armenian minority, in comparison to the Muslim majority, a glaring source of resentment. If the 

rural minority were granted autonomous rule in its own territory, the Ottoman and Turkish 

authorities argued, the "Balkanization of eastern Anatolia" would have been complete. 

The memory of the Greeks, Serbs, Bulgarians, and Macedonians struggles for 

independence were still fiesh in the memory of the Ottoman political and military elite. They 

could not let the eastern provinces of Anatolia slip fiom their hands as the Balkan people had. 

Armenian autonomy in the eastern provinces would have meant the complete disintegration not 

only of the Ottoman Empire, but of the Turkish homeland itself Consequently, equality and 

citizenship were beginning to acquire the sinister connotation of being a "plot" against the 



Ottoman Empire and Muslim Ottoman Turks. Muslims, so some claimed, were becoming second 

class citizens in their "own" country. 

Economic differentiation and the political humilation of recurring military defeats 

widened the gap between the Muslim believers and the non-Muslim infidels. The Muslims found 

themselves losing on all fronts. From first class subjects, they were transformed into second 

class, poor inhabitants of a declining empire. In contrast, these infidels were becoming 

prosperous, were in control of many of the essential resources, and had prominent positions in 

the world of commerce, trade and the govemment bureaucracy. So, for the majority of Muslim 

subjects of the empire, their pauperization was also accompanied by the derogation of their 

status. Status politics underpinned the ethnic and religious hostility between Muslim-Turks and 

Christian- Armenians. 

The first exponent of these sentiments was no other than Sultan Abdul Hamit (1876- 

1909). On November 16, 1894 Abdul Harnit "solemnly swore that under no circumstances would 

he yield to unjust Armenian pressure, and that he would rather die than introduce far-reaching 

reforms in Armenia" (Dadrian, 1995: 163; for a report on simiIar pronouncements made by the 

sultan see Walker, 1980: 145-146). 

The convergence, in the last two decades of the 19th century, of Tsarist Russia's 

Armenian policy with the Ottoman policy of rejecting civil rights and reforms had a devastating 

effect on the Armenians, in general, and on the emerging politicized Ottoman-Armenians, in 

particular (Dadrian, 1995:70-76). Not only did Russia reverse its policy on the Armenian 

question, it also rejected the English intervention on the Armenians' behalf. Thus, in the last 

quarter of the century, Russia and England switched places. Russia became the pivotal defender 

of Ottoman integrity, whereas England tried to protect the Armenians. Again the "antagonism 



between Russia and England" stymied the European Powers efforts to pressure the Ottoman 

Empire to reform its social and political policies. The European Powers' inaction in regard to 

article 61 of the Treaty of Berlin drove the Armenian to hopelessness and amplified their 

vulnerability vis-a-vis the Ottoman authorities and the Muslim society. 

The Armenian political awakening occurred in a period where there was a strong sense of 

peril in Ottoman circles and especially in the Sultanate. If the Tanzimat era was a period of 

relative openness and willingness to adopt western technologies and culture, now an era of 

suspicions and seclusion was emerging. After the 1877- 1878 war Abdul Hamit abrogated the 

Midhat constitution and disbanded the Parliament; the separation between Muslims and non- 

believers was intensified, and Pan-Islamism was gaining power. As well, the administrative 

efforts made in the last forty years had established a better organized state machinery which 

amounted to an autocratic state. Abdul Hamit's aim was to restore the Ottoman system based on 

its Islamic theocratic foundations. Under no circumstances could formal equality and civil rights 

for Ottoman-Armenians be part of such a restored system. 

Historically, then, Armenian political awakening was related to the internationalization of 

the Armenian Question, to the solidification of Ottoman Islamic resentment, and to the 

appearance of Armenian revolutionary parties. It was also related to the reign of terror of Abdul 

Harnit and the massacres of 1894 to 1896. 

a. Armenian nationalism: hopelessness and vulnerability 

The Armenians, who considered themselves the Christian element of Western civilization 

in the Levant (Orient), developed their national claims, following in the steps of various 

nationalistic movements in the Balkans. The Armenian movement for independence led to the 



establishment of at least two revolutionary political associations, urging the Armenian people to 

struggle for equality, to tiee themselves ftom Ottoman rule and create an independent Armenian 

state in the Armenian "homeland" (Walker, 1980: 126-13 1; Shaw, 1977m:203-5; Langer, 

1956: 155-161; Hovannisian, 1967:25-28). Armenian revolutionaries argued, that the way to 

achieve these aims was to secure European Powers military intervention against the Ottoman 

Empire. Since the European Powers already had intervened in the Balkan Peninsula and in 

Greece, they might do the same in the Caucasus and in the Armenian Plateau. 

Many Armenians, including the revolutionary activists, were convinced that the European 

Powers viewed the Armenian movement as part of an overall struggle against the despotic 

Ottoman-Muslim Sultan -- a humanitarian struggle to fiee the small nations and achieve 

democracy. The reality was different. The Western European Powers, notably Britain, France 

and Tsarist Russia, were not interested in an independent Armenia on the borders between 

Russia and Turkey. They were interested in "Armenia without Armenians" as the Armenians 

would discover later on (Shaw, 1977 [II]:330-3 1; Langer, 1956: 152,163). 

Seeds of hope among Armenians were sowed by the articles in the Treaties of Paris and 

Berlin, and their subsequent desperation resulted from the failure to implement these articles. 

The realization that no nation was interested in the Armenian cause for its humanitarian sake, 

struck the Armenian intellectuals. The abandonment of the humanitarian goal however, also 

placed the Ottoman Armenians in an extremely vulnerable position. When the Armenian 

question became "nobody's business," Armenians were left to the mercy of the Ottoman 

authorities (Hovannisian, l967:26). 

The Ottoman Empire leaders developed their own sort of manipulation, thwarting most 

efforts of "humanitarian intervention." The plain truth was that in any real hour of peril the 



Powers abandoned their ethnic allies. Whether in the Balkans or in Armenia, the Ottoman 

Christian ethnic groups, paid with their possessions and lives for any hopes they had of support 

and aid fiom the European Powers. As a result of European world politics, Ottoman-Turkey 

survived as the "sick man" in the east while ethnic and religious minorities were victimized. To a 

large degree, then, ethnic groups' vulnerability was a direct finction of European political 

manoeuvres. This was particularly true in the case of the Ottoman-Armenians. 

A state of hopelessness drove many Armenians intellectuals to espouse extreme actions 

against Ottoman authorities. From this hopeless abyss, the Armenian revolutionaries emerged. 

Their desperado actions had little impact on political events, but were used by Ottoman Turks as 

a pretext to accuse Armenians of rebelliousness and to perpetrate the massacres of 1894- 1896 

(Dadrian, 1995:34-37; see also the discussion on 61-68 and 70-76). 

The Armenian movement for self-determination was unacceptable to the political leaders 

of Ottoman Turkey, first and foremost to Sultan Abdul Hamit. The internationalization of the 

Armenian question meant the Balkanization of the Caucasus for the Ottoman Turks. Misrule, 

exploitation, humilation, second class status and murder of Ottoman-Armenians, which were the 

everyday experiences of many Armenians, were not considered real factors in the realpolitik 

calculations of the Sultan and the European Powers. However, they profoundly shaped the lives, 

understanding, and feelings of most Armenians. This flagrant political negligence of Armenian 

suffering and their social devastation, continues today in some social and historical explanations 

of the Armenian ordeal. Oke Mim Kemal, a Turkish social scientist is a prime example of such 

negligence. 

Atrocities perpetrated against Armenians did not play any role in Oke's understanding of 

the political events that occurred in the late Ottoman Turkey. Any claims of misrule, corruption, 



cruelty, plunder and devastations, are labelled by him as mere propaganda. Oke's emphasis on 

the internal religious dynamics of the Armenian minority avoids the major issues that shaped 

Armenians as well as Muslims' lives in the last quarter of the 19th century: that the Ottoman 

empire was an autocratic state that regularly abused the rights of its own citizens, especially 

those of its non-Muslims citizens. Abdul Hamit's reactionary aim of reestablishing the Ottoman 

empire on the basis of Muslim and Islamic superiority created a findamental breach between 

Ottoman-Muslims and Ottoman-Christians. In Anatolia, it created an abyss between Turks and 

Armenians. 

Oke argued that the threats to the existence of the Gregorian Church - the drift of its 

constituency towards other religions, the machinations of the Great Powers, and the 

secularization process within a democratizing Ottoman empire - alarmed the Gregorian Church, 

leading it to chose a nationalist avenue to secure its standing and hold over the Armenian 

community. Oke cites a Turkish historian who asserts that: 

Essentially, one should not talk about the Armenian nation, the Armenian state or 
Armenian history, but about the Armenian Church, the Armenian Church State. 
The Armenian Church, in order to preserve its existence, needed a power, a state. 
It was not the Armenian nation that gave rise to the idea of an Armenian state, but 
the Armenian Church (cited in Oke, 1988:83) 

Oke attempts to substantiate the argument that "... Armenian nationalism was not based 

upon strong concrete factors which constitute a nation" (ibid, 8 1). He tries to bolster the 

argument that the demands expounded by Armenian revolutionaries for self-determination were 

baseless. Armenians' national movement, he argues, not only lacked a clearly defined temtory, 

common language, distinct religion and culture, it also lacked the most rudimentary element 

distinguishing a nation: the common feeling that they are a nation (ibid, 77, 8 1). The basis of 



Armenian nationalism was doubtful, he contends, even if one employs the widest definition of 

nationhood such as "...a group of people which feel they are a nation" (ibid, 8 1). The Armenians' 

claim for self-determination, therefore, neither corresponded to "concrete factors" which 

constitute a nation nor did the Armenian national claim have any valid justifications rooted in the 

political circumstances of the Ottoman Empire. That is, there were no atrocities committed 

against obedient Armenians; the Ottoman state reacted against its internal attackers. He 

concludes therefore that Armenians' claims were pure and simple fabrications. 

From mid-1 9th century to the Treaty of Berlin, most Armenians, indeed, were not 

nationalists - that much can be conceded to Oke's argument. However, the Armenians were 

demanding formal equality and security. These demands were constantly being raised because 

the Armenians' possession and lives were in constant danger. Their lives were not defended or 

secured by the Ottoman government. Both demands, however, were unequivocally rejected by 

the Ottoman authorities. The prolonged rejection of Armenians' civil and human rights, and their 

recurrent victimization made them into "...a group of people which feel they are a nation." In this 

sense the "Armenian Question" as a national question was no less created by Abdul Hamit's 

policies than by Armenian intellectuals. As Langer says: 

As soon as it became clear that nothing much could be hoped for from English or 
international action the younger intellectuals began to talk of revolt. In June and 
July 1879 the English ambassador [layard] reported home that the Sultan, unless 
he took care, would some day have on his hands an Armenian question similar to 
the Bulgarian question (1956: 153). 

Though the British Ambassador (Layard) meant his assessment to be a cautionary remark to the 

Sultan, it nevertheless substantiates the fact that the Armenian revolutionary activities were 

reactions to hopelessness and the desperate cry of the vulnerable. 



In addition, Oke argues that the Armenians' demand for self-determination was especially 

unnecessary in the period of the Young Turks regime fiom 1908 to 1914. In the second 

constitution period, he claims, the Armenians were granted equal civil and political rights. He 

concludes that the Armenians' nationalistic struggle was motivated by the self seeking interests 

of the Armenian church's leaders and by the external agendas of Russia, Great Britain, France 

and to some extent the United States. He claims that the Armenians revolutionaries conducted a 

war against the Ottoman Empire as the proxies of the Great Powers (Oke, 1988: 1 17). 

Russia desired the "Balkanization of east Anatolia," in order to channel internal ethnic 

conflicts to an outside source and in order to colonize the Caucasus (ibid, 83-84). The western 

European Powers curtailed the burgeoning democratic process fiom taking roots in the Ottoman 

Empire. Such a democratic process would have meant a rebellion of the oppressed nations of 

Iraq, the Middle East, North &ca, India, and Afiica against their colonial masters (ibid, 68). 

Therefore, the Armenians who supported nationalism, were wrong and played to the 

hands of the Great Powers of Europe. All Great Powers, but particularly Russia were actually 

interested in "an Armenia without Armenians" (ibid, 97-99,114). Had the Armenians remained 

loyal and not became revolutionaries no harm would have happened to them. In order to validate 

his arguments Oke attempts to historically establish that the Turkish-Armenian peopie stance for 

national self-determination was uncompromising. However this was not the case. 

The Ottoman-Armenians demanded equal rights and state protection; only the 

revolutionary parties espoused radical plans for Armenia, the region, and the world. As 

mentioned earlier, the most salient fact about the Armenian revolutionary parties was their 

failure to persuade the Turkish-Armenians of the urgent necessity of local or world-wide 

(socialist) revolution. Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kurd Shaw, both who have been described by 



Vahakn N. Dadrian, as "...contemporary Ottomanists, identified with "the Turkish point of view" 

(1995:240) and thus cannot be accused of adopting the Armenian point of view have emphasized 

what little support there was for the nationalist sentiment among the Ottoman-Armenians. 

The few who advocated independence for the Armenians under the sultan's 
dominion were opposed by the Gregorian M e t  establishment and by the wealthy 
Armenian merchants and officials who prospered under Ottoman rule; hence the 
former's influence was limited to intellectuals (Shaw, 1977:202). 

It is the exact opposite to Oke's argument concerning the Gregorian Church. A few sentences 

later, on the same page they state: 

The mass of Ottoman Armenians remained loyal subjects, but the deeds of the 
few who did not left a feeling of mistrust (ibid, 202). 

And they emphasize, 

But on the whole their [Armenian nationalists] numbers were too small, the mass 
of Armenians too disinterested, and Abdulhamit's [sic] provincial police too 
efficient for them [Armenian revolutionaries] to make much headway (ibid, 203). 

Another scholar, Louise Nalbandian who wrote a history of the Armenian Revolutionary 

Movement states that the Hunchakian Revolutionary Party had also its opponents. The 

Hunchaks' ultimate objective - independent (socialist) Armenian - to which they were ready to 

shed their "last drop of blood" was simply not accepted by many Armenians. NaIbandian says: 

These party declarations were bold statements, which, when analyzed, bring up 
the following questions. How much blood was to be sacrificed for the revolution 
and who were to die for the cause - only a few Hunchak revolutionaries or 
numerous Armenian inhabitants of the interior provinces? What would be the 
value of an independent country whose people had been nearly wiped out in the 
revolutionary process? The opponents of the Hunchaks were not willing to see a 
large part of their nation destroyed in order that the Hunchaks might attain a 
dubious political goal (1963 : 1 19). 



Oke is bent on demonstrating that what happened to the 

Armenians was the outcome of their own revolutionary activity and cooperation with European 

Powers. Bluntly put, the Armenians were responsible for causing their own demise. According to 

Oke, the Armenian revolutionaries claimed that they were fighting against the Ottoman Empire 

in the name of democracy, but in fact they were in the service of colonial imperialist oppression 

and capitalist exploitation. The internationalization of the Armenian question was no less than a 

plot of the Great Powers; in their folly, revolutionary Armenians swallowed that conspiracy lock, 

stock and barrel. 

In fact, he fbrther argues, the Armenians revolutionaries were planning to annihilate the 

Turkish people in east Anatolia. "From the outset, the efforts of the Armenian revolutionaries 

within the Ottoman borders took the form of terrorist and destructive actions aimed at mass 

murder, cruelty and genocide, so that no other interpretation of them is possible" (ibid, 118). 

Armenians were not only the provocateurs, claims Oke, but they were also planning a genocide 

against the Turks. Therefore, Turkey's actions against the Turkish-Armenians were measures of 

self defense; measures taken by an attacked nation against its attackers. 

Just how much rebelliousness was there among Armenians during the fateful years of 

1894-96 when the large scale massacres occunred? Who were the Armenian revolutionaries? 

What were their goals? What did they achieve and what were the Ottoman Turkish reactions? A 

study of the massacres during Abdul Hamit's reign provide indispensable understanding of the 

genocide that was perpetrated during the Young Turks regime in 1915-1916. Though the targets 

were Armenians and the method of killing was more or less the same, the intentions during the 

1894-96 period, and the 19 IS- 16 period were radically different. 



b. Armenian revolutionaries - Ottoman massacres 
1. The Armenakan political party 

When oppression passes a certain limit and men become desperate, such 
revolutionary organization always appears. They are the fruit and not the cause of 
the existing state of things in Turkey ... ("The Constantinople Massacre" 
Contemporary Review 70 (October 1896). The author's name withheld by the 
editor, quoted fiom Dadrian, l995:36). 

Two revolutionary organisations were created by the Armenians in the late 19th century: 

the Hunchaks (the Bell) in 1887, and the Dashnaktsutiun (Armenian Revolutionary Federation) 

in 1892 (Walker, 1980: 126-13 1; Shaw, 1977[DJ:203-5; Langer, 1956: 155-16 1; Hovannisian, 

1967:25-28). The ideological origins of these two revolutionary organization were rooted in the 

Armenakan Party and its founder Mekertich Portugalian (1 848- 192 1). 

Portugalian came fiom a middle class background; his father was a banker in 

Constantinople. After successfblly completing his studies he became, in 1867, a teacher in Tokat 

(Yevdokia - in central Anatolia); in 1878 he opened a school in Van (near Lake Van in eastern 

Anatolia). The school was called the Normal School and Portugalian invited Nestorian 

Christians, and Muslim Kurds and Turks to enroll at the institution (Nalbandian, 1975:93). 

However, the school was closed when some in the Armenian community objected to his open 

methods of teaching and to his educational program. By 188 1, he was able to open a new school; 

it was closed by the authorities in 1885. After that Portugalian left Van and settled in Marseilles. 

In that same year in Marseilles, he published Armenia, the first paper which dealt with 

the Armenian question in political terms. The paper began as a liberal newspaper, but over time 

Portugalian came to believe that fieedom could not be won without bloodshed (ibid, 94; see also 

Langer, 1956: 154). Portugalian's educational enterprises and the paper had a tremendous impact 

on a whole generation of young Ottoman Armenians as well as Russian Armenians. Portugalian 



and Armenia were cultural and political landmarks in the development of  Armenian national 

feelings. 

The political party, the Armenakans, political aims took careful account of the 

Armenians' abilities and the limits of their power; it argued that Armenians abroad should help 

those in their native land, financially and by publicizing their oppressed condition in the world's 

communities. They were successful in establishing several Armenian societies in European 

countries, especially in England. In December 1885, the Armenian Patriotic Society of Europe 

was founded; the Anglo-Armenian Committee was organized in 1888. 

The purpose of  the Armenakan Party according to its program was to" ... win for the 

Armenians the right to  rule over themselves through revolution ..." Their method consisted of 

uniting Armenians who believed in the same ideal. They sought to organize the Armenian people 

by disseminating revolutionary information and propaganda; by inculcating a spirit of self- 

defense and advocated the use of arms for that purpose. As well, they insisted on avoiding 

demonstrations or the use of terror as means to achieve these goals. In all, the party emphasized 

that preparation for a future revolution was essential, and that cultural and political education 

were crucial components for preparing the Armenian people for that revolution (Nalbandian, 

1975 198-99). 

However, in the early 1890s the Annenakan party members did not refiain completely 

fiom aggressive and terroristic attacks. They engaged in three such incidents, killing both Kurds 

tribesmen and Turkish officials (ibid, 10 1). The Ottoman authorities reacted by expanding their 

surveillance of the Amenarkan, and the Armenian community, increasing the numbers of arrests 

and harshly treating the revolutionaries. As part of the Ottoman government's protective policy, 

even the religious and cultural activities of Armenians were defined as "revolutionary" activities. 



The Ottoman acute sense of peril was to a large extent fabricated. It was part of the 

Porte's scheme to intens@ Islamic feeling. By placing Armenians in the category of enemies of 

the Ottoman system, the religious divisions between the Muslims-Turks and Kurds on the one 

hand and the Armenians on the other could be deepened. Therefore the Porte declared the 

Armenians as the deadliest of all enemies, and a threat to the very existence of the empire and 

Islam. Pan-Islamism, in the centre of which stood the Sultan (as a secular authority) and as a 

Caliph (religious authority) of all believers, was employed as the main mechanism of ironing out 

the differences between Turks and Kurds in the Caucasus, Turks and Albanians in the Balkan 

(Walker, 1980: 134) and Turks and Arabs in the Middle East. The massacres of 1894-1 896 were 

incited and justified by the Porte by these apprehensions at the base of their Pan-Islamism policy. 

A crucial tool used to achieve Kurdish loyalty and cooperation with the Porte and the 

Sultan was to arm and organize them in cavalry regiments. These regiments were called 

Himidiye after Abdul Hamid. They were modeled on the Russian cossacks. In the capital, they 

served as the Sultan bodyguards; in the provinces, they allegedly were fkontier corps, but, in fact, 

were a brutal force whose purpose was to decimate the Armenians (Nalbandian, 1975: 161). By 

December 1892, the British military attache reported that some 33 regiments of 5OO each were in 

existence and 13 more such regiments were in the process of being formed. Walker argues that 

"The creation of the Hamidiye cavalry was one of the cleverest and most effective pieces of 

divide-and-rule legislation ever devised by an imperial powerU(1980: 133- 134). 



2. The Hunchakian Revolutionary Party: 1887 to 1896 

In contrast to the Annenukun Party, the revolutionary associations formed at the end of 

the 1 880s were radical; these associations were either Marxist (the Hunchaks) or nationalist (the 

Dashnaktstiurn) oriented. 

The Hunchakian Revolutionary Party was founded in August 1887 in Geneva, 

Switzerland. Its leaders were Avetis Nazarbekian (Nazarbek) and his fiancee, Mariam Vardanian 

(Maro). Both were dynamic, in their twenties, and fiom Russian Transcaucasia. Five other 

Russian-Armenians students joined them, all coming fiom well-to-do bourgeois families who 

supported their education in Europe. "None of them ever lived under the Turkish flag, yet they 

were personally concerned with the living conditions of their ethnic brothers in Turkish 

Armenia" (Nalbandian, 1975: 104). Though in touch and well immersed in the writing of 

Portugalian's Armenia journal, this group of young Russian-Armenian espoused a socialist 

revolution to achieve fieedom for Turkish Armenia. 

The influence of the Russian revolutionary atmosphere of late 19th century was apparent 

in their ideology, method of party organization, and programs for action. They called their party 

organ Hunchak (the Bell) after Alexander Herzen's Kolokul; they advocated a socialist revolution 

as a method to achieve full and real fieedorn for the large exploited majority of humankind; their 

immediate objective, however, was the political and national independence of Turkish-Armenia. 

Armenians, so they argued, were exploited and oppressed by the Ottoman (Turkish) government, 

by its aristocracy, and its indigenous and external capitalists. They adopted the methods of 

propaganda and agitation among Armenians, Kurdish, and Turkish masses of Anatolia. They 

regarded terror as a tool to install fear and disorder in the Turkish Armenian community which 

would than in turn provoke retaliatory measures by the Ottoman government. Such government's 



actions would aggravate the situation to such an extent that the European Powers would have to 

intervene, as they did in the Balkan, and fiee Turkish Armenia. Violence against the Ottoman- 

Turkish government was, therefore, the chief vehicle to achieve the fieedom of Turkish Armenia. 

Their immediate aim was the independence of Turkish Armenia; their h r e  goal was socialism. 

In the eyes of the Hunchaks "These two objectives were complementary (Nalbandain, 1975: 1 12). 

Constantinople was the centre of their organization and activity in Asia Minor, fiom 

which they enlisted new members to their party and sent delegates to other cities inhabited by 

Armenians in Turkey, Russia and Persia. Young Armenians joined the Hunchak; most of the new 

members were fiom the educated class. The first political event in which the Hunchaks 

revolutionaries participated took place in July 15, 1890. They organized a demonstration at Kum 

Kapu - the Armenian Cathedral in the Armenian quarter of Istanbul. They wanted to present a 

protest to Sultan Abdul Hamit proclaiming the miseries of the Armenians. They also hoped to 

awaken the Armenians to a new kind of Armenian assertiveness. The demonstration failed to 

achieve any of its aims. It caused, however, the death of several Armenians and Turkish 

gendarme who blocked the protesters from moving in the direction of the Sultan's palace. 

Still, the Hunchak considered this first demonstration as a success since it made the 

European Powers notice the Armenian plight. They continued with their revolutionary activities 

throughout the next four years; posting placards on public buildings, especially in central 

Anatolia, encouraging Muslims as well as Armenians to rebel against their oppressive 

government. In 1893 the Ottoman government arrested and hung many revolutionaries as well as 

other prominent Armenians accused of being members of Hunchak. 

In August 1894 an actual rebellion broke out in the Sassun (eastern Anatolia) area. The 

reason for this rebellion was the "...system of double taxation" which the Armenians in the 



Sassun area suffered under (Dadrian, 1995: 1 14; Walker, 1980: 13 6- 139). The Armenians were 

paying taxes not only to the central Ottoman government but also to local Kurdish chieftains. 

"There is no doubt" says Dadrian, 

that the Hunchakists, one of the Armenian revolutionary parties, exacerbated the 
situation by their intervention in the conflict when two of their leaders, through 
agitation, tried to organize an armed insurrection (1995: 1 14). 

However, the insurrection was not so much an expression of revolutionary fervour as it was an 

attack on the "system of injustice," as one of the Hunchak revolutionary, Hamparsum Boyadjian, 

termed it (Walker, 1980: 139). All the European delegates of the Turkish Commission of Inquiry 

established following the massacre in the Sassun area unanimously declared that the reason for 

the insurrection was the simple fact that Armenians were serving Turkish and Kurdish masters 

at the same time. The Sassun area Armenians rebelled against that ruinous burden, prompting a 

harsh reaction from the Ottoman authorities. Contemporary European diplomats concluded that 

the tax issue was utilised by the Ottoman authorities as a pretext for decimating the Armenians 

oadrian, 1995: 1 14- 15). There was no doubt that the order for the massacre came fkom the 

Sultan's palace and perpetrated by regular troops in addition to Kurdish units (ibid, 1 15-1 16). 

"Estimates of  those killed vary between a very conservative 900 and 3000" (Walker, 1980: 142). 

The next event in which the Hunchak and the Arrnenakan parties were involved was the 

Bab Ali (the Great Door, i.e. the Sublime Porte) demonstration in the Capital - Istanbul - on 

September 30, 18%. Armenians planned to deliver to the Sublime Porte, the seat of the Ottoman 

government, a protest-petition regarding the Sassun massacre that had occurred a year earlier. 

They also wanted to emphasize the harsh treatment they were receiving fiom government agents 

as well as fiom Kurdish tribesmen whose harrassment had not abetted. The purpose of the 

demonstration was, therefore, to present to the Sublime Porte a 'Protest-lDemand'. Copies of the 



document and a letter concerning the demonstration were delivered to the foreign embassies and 

to the Sublime Porte beforehand. The Armenians demanded state intervention on their behalf, 

protection of their civil rights, equitable taxation, guarantees for life, property and honour and to 

be kept secure fiom the Kurds. They aIso argued that if the Kurds could not be disarmed, they 

should have the permission to bear arms for the purposes of self-defense. The police blocked the 

procession's way and exchange of shots took place. The massacre of Armenians in the Ottoman 

capital, under the gaze of all European Ambassadors and with the active participation of 

Ottoman police and military forces began after these events. 

Again according to all diplomatic reports, whether English, French, Austrian, or German 

the massacre was premeditated and had an organized character. Ottoman authorities could have 

prevented the whole event if they had so wanted. Actually the Ottoman authorities "...welcomed 

the opportunity of a confrontation to effect a sanguinary repression" (Dadrian, 1995: 120). The 

mob was equipped with cudgels, probably supplied by the authorities, and had permission to kill 

Armenians irrespective of age and gender. The German Ambassador informed his Chancellor 

(October 4, 1895) in these words: 

the Turkish authorities are responsible for the bloody excesses of Istanbul's 
Muslim population. Instead of simply preventing through troops the intended 
Armenian demonstration, about which they were apprised, these authorities 
[deliberately] allowed it to take place while the police equipped the mob with 
secret weapons, especially thick cudgels (ibid, 120). 

On November 10, 1985 the same Ambassador informed his Foreign 

Minister in Berlin 

there is a consensus among the most diverse sources that the Armenian massacres 
are largely attributable to the secret orders emanating fiom the Palace (ibid, 120). 



Dadrian sees a direct relations between the Sassun area massacre and its sequel in 

Istanbul. He argues that the organization and the perpetration methods of killings depicts a 

pattern of behaviour to which he attaches the designation: "a culture of massacre" (ibid, 121). 

The massacres went beyond the capital and beyond revolutionary events. On October 8th 

in Trebizond (southeastern shore of the Black Sea), an estimated 920 Armenians were murdered. 

During October 1895, in the cities of Akhisar, Erzindjan, Bitlis, Gumush-Khana, Baiburt, Urfa 

and Erzerum and many more villages, unprovoked massacres of Armenians took place (Walker, 

1 980: 156- 159). The Erzerurn (eastern Anatolia) massacre led to a protest fiom the European 

Powers' Ambassadors to the Porte, sent on November 5 1985. The Powers expressed anxiety 

about the state of the provinces "where complete anarchy reigns" (Walker, 1980: 160). They 

urged the Sultan to act, and threatened to act if he failed to do so. However, the massacre 

continued, and the Powers did not intervene. In November, in Diyarbekir, Arabkir, Matatia, 

Kharput, Sivas, Amasia, Aintab, Marsovan, Gurun and Kayseri, thousands of Armenians were 

massacred, their homes burned and plundered (Walker, 1980: 159- 163; Dadrian, 1995 : 153). 

However, the Hunchank revolutionaries continued in their desperate attempts to solicit European 

Powers attention and the support of the Armenian community in Ottoman Turkey. 

From October 24, 1895 to February 2, 1986, the Hunchank revolutionaries organized the 

Zeitun rebellion. This time their effort was a relative success. Zeitun is located in a mountainous 

area of Cilicia, like Sassun in eastern Anatolia it offered, therefore the possibility of armed 

resistance. The Zeitounlis, being mountain people, isolated and relatively free from Ottoman 

rule, fought back against the government troops sent to the region to suppress the Armenian 

villagers. The Armenians' retaliation was declared as an open rebellion and a full armed 

confiontation with government forces ensued. The Ottoman forces, though superior in numbers 



and equipment, were not able to subdue the 1,500 Armenian insurgents. Four months of fighting 

ended only after the six Powers mediated the conflict. An accord was reached and was put into 

effect on February 12, 1896. Reforms were promised by the Sultan in exchange to surrender of 

weapons by the Zeitounlis and the expulsion of  the four Hunchank leaders. The last incident in 

which the Hunchank revolutionaries were involved took place in June 1896 in the city of Van on 

the shore of Lake Van in eastern Anatolia. 

The conflagration of Van in June 15-23, 1896, is noteworthy for several reasons. First, in 

Van, all three Armenian politicat parties, the Hunchaks, the Dashnaks and the Armenakans 

joined hands in the protection of the town. Second, the "Great Event of Van" happened aRer 

Abdul Hamit promulgated an Imperial Rescript in October 17, 1895 in which he promised the 

European Powers tc Implement reforms guaranteeing Armenians' lives and rights. This Imperial 

Rescript was announced after the European Powers pressed the Porte during the October 18% 

inferno which engulfed many Armenian communities in Asia Minor but not the Van area. Hence, 

the massacre in Van occurred after two years of recumng massacres all over Asia Minor. 

Third, the city of Van was located at the heart land of traditional Armenia. The city and 

its neighbouring villages contained one of the largest concentrations of Armenians of the 

Ottoman Empire, It was considered by Armenians as "...a landmark of Armenian culture and 

civilization" (Dadrian, 1995: 13 1). In addition, its proximity to Russian Armenia conferred to the 

city and the region political importance in the eyes of the Ottoman government, European 

Powers' envoys and the Armenian communities inside and outside the Ottoman empire. These 

conditions, against which the conflagration of Van took place, shed light not only on the 

Ottoman political schemes concerning the Armenian minority, but also at the Iow level of 



political cooperation and achievements of  the Armenian revolutionary parties. The Dashnaks, the 

third Armenian political party, was a latecomer to the political scene of the Armenian struggle. 



3. The Dashaaks 

The Dashnaks (the Federation of Armenian Revolutionaries or Dmhnaktmthiun) was 

the result of a merger of various Armenian groups, primarily in Russia, into a single political 

party. It was founded in the summer of 1890 in Tiflis in the Russian Transcaucasia at a time 

when the need for joint action by Armenian revolutionaries was strongly felt. Though, there were 

differences of perspectives among the Armenian political associations, the personal disagreement 

were vociferous. The Hunchaks, who joined the Dashnaks in 1890, left the Federation a year 

later. Then the name was changed to the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (NaIbandian, 

1975:151-178; Walker, 1980: 131). 

While the Hunchaks' priority was their socialist agenda, the Dashnaks, in general, 

pursued a nationalist agenda. There were also differences in terms of the internal organization. 

Both, nevertheless, believed that an armed struggle was essential, that terror must be used, and 

both hopelessly believed that the European Powers could be trusted to intervene to solve the 

Armenian Question. As well, both groups were led by "imported" leaders. This could be said to 

be their greatest handicap. As Dadrian states, "some of them were products of European 

education, others of Russian culture. As such, they lacked familiarity with regional and local 

conditions" (Dadrian, 1995 : 13 3). 

The methods employed by Abdul Hamit to decimate and subdue the Armenians in the 

conflagration of Van is emblematic of the disparity in power between the Turkish and the 

Armenian revolutionary groups. Abdul Hamit's envoy, general Saadeddin, was sent to Van 

ostensibly to superintend the implementation of the reform. In fact, General Saadeddin was sent 

to deepen the gap between Kurds and Armenians and to get rid of Governor-General of the 

province, Nazim Pasa, who opposed massacres as government policy. This method of organizing 



massacre, while pretending to carry out the reforms, was the cunning strategy of the Sultan to 

conceal his real aims: the subjugation and decimation of the Armenian minority. 

The eruption of violence, to which Armenians referred as the "Great Event of Van" (ibid, 

135), began after a skirmish occurred between a Turkish patrol and unknown group of assailants, 

suspected to be Armenian revolutionaries. The first victims of the Turkish troops were 

Armenians who lived in mixed neighbourhoods in Van. After nine days of armed confrontation, 

in which the Turkish units were not able to subdue the Armenian defenders whose total number 

amounted to 600 or 700, mediation by the European Powers was sought by Sultan AbduI Hamid. 

Initially the Armenians rejected General Saadeddin conditions. After being bombarded with 

cannons, they accepted a new proposal negotiated by the British Vice consul to Van Major W. H. 

Williams (ibid, 136). 

The Armenians revolutionaries were to leave the country under the supervision of the 

international consuls through the Persian border. They split into three groups according to their 

political affiliations; the Armenakan group was comprised of 200 armed and 700 unarmed men; 

the Dashnak group of 58 armed men and the Hunchaks of 25. On their route to the Persian 

border, the groups were surrounded and all were annihilated except 35. Though the population of 

Van was saved, the Armenian villages in the vicinity were ransacked and thousands were killed. 

The losses are estimated to be 20,000 people (ibid, 137). 

The cunning strategy of the Ottoman authority in regards to the Armenian revolutionaries 

is also apparent in the Ottoman bank incident which occurred on Wednesday, 26 August 1896 at 

1 .15 in the afternoon. Twenty-tive Dashnak revolutionaries planned a surprise attack on the bank 

to seize control of it. The Ottoman Bank in Istanbul, located in the banking quarter of Istanbul, 



was the bastion of European finance where British, but especially French investments 

predominated. 

The Dashnak revolutionaries stormed the bank, a battle ensued between them and troops 

positioned in the streets around the bank. The bank employees were held as hostages. M e r  

several hours of fighting, the Turkish authorities became convinced that only settlement could 

end the siege without major casualties to the foreign workers. The European Powers 

ambassadors gave orders to navy soldiers stationed on European ships in the Bosporus to come 

on shore in case other Europeans in the Ottoman capital might be in danger. 

The Dashnaks declared that the reasons for the assault had been to force the attention of 

the Powers on the Armenians and to compel them to initiate the necessary political changes in 

east Anatolia. They also threatened that "The bank would be held for 48 hours: if the demands 

were not met by then, the bank, its employees and the group who had seized it would all be 

blown up" (Walker, 1980: 165). 

The Dashnaks revolutionaries wrote three letters; the first addressed to the foreign 

powers, the second to the Sublime Porte, and the third to the Turkish people. The letters were 

delivered by the palace interpreter, who by sheer coincidence had been in the bank at the time it 

was seized. In these letters, they spelled out their demands to the European Powers and the 

Sublime Porte. In the letter directed to the Powers, they asserted that "The Powers, by their 

attitude, make themselves the accomplices of the Porte ... But the patience of the down-trodden 

nation has its limits" (Dadrian, 19%: 139). 

In the second letter, they focused on the murderous policy of the Sultan and the 100,000 

dead Armenians of the last two years, than presented their twelve political demands. They 

wanted the nomination of a European high commissioner for the six vilayets; local officials and 



police personnel. They also demanded a judicial. reform according to the European system; 

absolute fieedom of worship, education and press. They also demanded a tax reform and a 

general amnesty to  Armenian political prisoners. But there was no demand for an independent or 

autonomous Armenia (Nalbandian, 1975 : 176-1 78; Walker, 1980: 165- 167). 

In the letter directed to the Turkish people, they first alluded to the centuries of peacefbf 

and harmonious existence between Armenians and Turks, then they declared that their fight "..is 

not against you [the Turkish people], but your government, against which your own best sons are 

fighting also" (Dadrian, 1995: 139). Hence nowhere in the revolutionaries demands an 

independent Armenia was mentioned let alone being the centre of their revolutionary and violent 

activity. 

With the mediation of the Russian interpreter M. Maximoff and M. Auboyneau, the 

deputy of Sir Edgar Vincent, the Director General of the bank, an agreement was reached. The 

Armenians would leave the bank to Sir Edgar's yacht and fiom there to France. In regard to their 

political demands, the Dashnaks were ready now to accept assurances that "talks" would take 

place in the fbture, and not immediately as they had initially insisted. Four Armenian 

revolutionaries were killed and six wounded in the siege. The remaining revolutionaries departed 

to a French ship anchored in the Straits. 

Those, however, were the lucky Armenians. Almost as soon as the bank was seized, a 

massacre in Istanbul began. For two days an organized massacre ravaged the Armenian 

community of Istanbul. Again, under the gaze of European Powers' ambassadors and with the 

active participation of government forces who aided the Muslim mob to loot, rub, club to death 

and butcher any Armenian that they could lay their hands on. Between 5,000 to 6,000 Armenian 



subjects of the empire and residents of its capital, were murdered. Walker conclusion is 

unequivocal, 

There is no doubt that the murders were organised and directed by the authorities; 
this as the conclusion of all the powers, set forth in their collective notes on 27 
August, 3 1 August and 15 September. The evidence they cite is overwhelming 
and damning (Walker, 1980: 168; see also Dadrian, 1995: 145). 

F. Responsibility and massacres 

The Armenian national sentiment expressed by the revolutionary movements of the 

Hunchaks and the Dashnaks during the 1890s are claimed to be the major precipitating reasons 

for the reaction of the Ottoman government. The massacres of 1894- 1896, under Abdul Hamit's 

rule, are claimed to be a reaction to the provocation and threat presented to the Ottoman system 

by the Armenian revolutionaries. This is argued by several eminent scholars, first and foremost 

among them, are Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw and Bernard Lewis. The Shaws say that 

the Armenian revolutionaries' programs, 

involved the creation of action groups to enter Ottoman territory, terrorize 
government officials and Armenians alike, and stimulate massacres. This would 
bring about foreign intervention and help the nationalists secure an independent, 
socialist Armenian republic, presumably in the six east Anatolian provinces &om 
which all Muslims would be driven out or simply killed (Shaw, l977:203). 

The Ottoman government, according to the Shaws, though acting "sternly, albeit 

sometimes harshly" (ibid, 203), attempted to maintain peace and order. However, the Hunchaks, 

having been denied the harsh reprisals from the Ottoman authorities that they required to make 

their case in Europe, "...organized a major coup at Sassun [sic] ... where there were many 

marauding tribesmen who had caused trouble to the cultivators in the past" (ibid, 203). The 



government's efforts to collect taxes, were met by an armed rebellion of Armenian 

revolutionaries. When an army troops arrived, the Armenian revolutionaries escaped to the 

mountains ravaging the Muslims villages in the area. The revolutionaries had perpetrated these 

murders 

... knowing that the remaining Armenian peasants would suffer the consequences. 
And suffer they did, as the regular troops and Hamidiye regiments ravaged Sasun 
[sic] after having seen the tragedies left in the nearby Muslim villages, where the 
entire population had been wiped out (ibid, 204). 

Thus, the massacre of the Armenian villagers "had been undertaken entirely on the initiative of 

the Ottoman troops and local commanders and without any order to this effect from the central 

government" (ibid, 204). Once, the deed was done, the revolutionaries skilfully propagandized it 

throughout their revolutionary network in Europe. "Again the circumstances were ignored and 

the provocation forgotten" conclude the Shaws (ibid, 204). European public opinion, ready to 

believe "the worst of Muslims" the Shaws continued, accepted the claim that 20,000 villagers 

had been annihilated, where in fact, a foreign committee appointed to investigate the whole 

affair, had reached the conclusion that the figure was an exaggeration. This is the Shaws' 

explanation of the Sassun area massacre. 

The Shaws do not mention the "double taxation" problem, and only allude to the 

plundering of the Armenian communities by the Kurds preceding the whole event. However, 

these two facts are mentioned by all foreign delegates (French w. Vilbert], Russian w. 
Przhevalsky], British [H.S. Shipley]) appointed to the Turkish Commission of Inquiry. In a 

report separate &om the Ottoman one, they declared that the revolutionary agitation did not 

have much effect on the villagers and the refbsal to pay double taxes "...affords no proof of 

revolutionary spirit among the inhabitants." These delegates, also asserted that such reksal and 



resistance to the troops did not constitute "an open revolt" (Dadrian, 1995: 115, 163, quoting 

from pages 170, 171, 173 of the Joint Report written on July 20 and submitted on August 15, 

The European diplomates uniformly attested to the complicity of Sultan Abdul Hamit in 

launching the massacres. The tax issue was used, they argued, as a pretext, and the Kurdish 

tribesmen acted on the order of the palace to decimate the Armenian villagers. Not one single 

perpetrator was charged or sentenced after the massacre. On the contrary, the Turkish 

commander of the troops who perpetrated the massacre, Zeki Pasa, was decorated "for loyalty 

and valor" for the services he rendered the Sultan (Dadrian, 1995: 1 15; Melson, 1992:45). 

In his reports of the event H.S. Shipley, the British delegate to the Inquiry Commission 

said that for a period of three weeks, 

the Armenians [in Sassun areaJ were absolutely hunted like wild beasts, being 
killed wherever they were met, and if the slaughter was not greater, it was I 
believe solely owing to the vastness of the mountain ranges of that district, which 
enabled the people to scatter, and so facilitated their escape. In fact, and speaking 
with a full sense of responsibility, I am compelled to say that the conviction has 
forced itself on me that it was not so much the capture of the agitator Murad, or 
the suppression of the pseudo-revolt, which was desired by the Turkish 
authorities, as the extermination, pure and simple, of the Gelieguzan and Talori 
districts [villages in the Sassun area] (Walker, 1980: 14 1-2). 

The Shaws also propose another factor to account for the massacre: the Muslims refigees 

of the Balkan areas and the Crimean Peninsula. Hence the Shaws say that: 

It should be recalled that the new wave of Armenian terrorism came just when 
millions of Muslim refbgees were flowing into the empire from Russia, Bulgaria, 
and Bosnia, bringing tales of how their loved ones had been murdered and their 
homes and properties stolen; therefore it did not take too much to stir up the 
Muslims, with the refigees in fact taking the lead (Shaw, 1977:203). 



The Muslim refbgee problem was created by the joint processes of Balkan independence 

movements and the Russian population policies in the Crimean and the Caucasus areas. 

The Shaws squarely put the responsibility for the massacres on the Armenian 

revolutionaries, absolving Abdul Hamit and his Sublime Porte f?om any knowledge of the two 

years long empire-wide massacres, let alone responsibility for them. 

The most eloquent refitation of the Shaws' "Provocation theory" and "the Sultan's 

unawareness theory1' is offered by Robert Melson in his Revolution and Genocide (1992). 

Melson's rebuttal to the Shaws' "unawareness" argument is noteworthy. 

Leaving the sultan and the government out of the explanation is possible but not 
credible. It assumes that the Ottoman regime played no role in the massive 
violence that lasted for two years, occurred in forty one locations (some of them 
hundreds of miles apart), and in which tens of thousands of Ottomans participated 
either as perpetrators or victims. Had the Ottoman regime been extraordinarily 
weak and incompetent, one might yet want to argue that the process of massacre 
spread by a kind of diffision, but that is not at all the picture of the regime that 
the Shaws themselves paint. To the contrary, they argue forcefirlly that the 
administration of Abdul Hamid [sic] was competent and extremely well informed 
(Melson, 1992:49). 

Melson's conclusion is that the sultan "unawareness theory" is untenable. Therefore, he 

argues, we are left with the provocation theory. Acceptance of the provocation theory, though, 

leaves many nagging unanswered questions which Melson has posed (199253). Why the 

Armenian people were perceived as a deadly threat by Sultan Abdul Harnit, his government and 

by many Turkish Ottomans? Furthermore, why was the reaction incommensurate to the supposed 

provocations? W h y  were there no distinctions made among the Armenians? After all, there were 

Armenians who adamantly, consistently and publicly opposed the revolutionaries and supported 

the Ottoman regime? Finally, why was a policy of mass massacre, out of all other options, 

chosen? Abdul Hamit could have fought the Armenian revolutionaries or could conversely adopt 



Armenians requests for formal equality and state protection. What then, were the reasons for the 

large scale massacres on 1894- l896? 

The massacres were not caused by religious conflict, though they did take the form of a 

religious persecution. The Ottoman Orthodox Greeks, residing in Anatolia, were not persecuted 

or massacred. Neither were the massacres based on a racial conflict. As Lepsius, the German 

clergyman who was well acquainted with the situation in Ottoman Turkey, said in 1897 "..for 

during the centuries Turks have managed to get on more or less well with their Armenian 

subjects" (quoted in Melson, 199252). Nor was it a national conflict since the majority of 

Armenians were basically an apolitical community, according to Lepsius. 

Lepsius argues that the origins of the massacres were "without any question," purely 

political; "...they were an administrative measure." According to Melson, Lepsius suggests that 

the Armenian massacres were provoked by the demands for reforms made by the Great Powers, 

thus he too, Lepsius, accepts the provocation theory. Lepsius neither developed the provocation 

argument nor drew any conclusions fiom it, as the Shaws did. They simply stated that "...the 

Ottoman regime was not to blame for the violence" (Melson, 199252). Melson's own account of 

the massacres is a reaction and a repudiation of the Shaws and Lepsius. 

Instead of focusing on one factor or theory, Melson asserts that the provocation theory 

entails contextualizing Sultan Abdul Hamit's perceptions of the Armenians within the fiamework 

of the Ottoman struggle with the European Powers. Sultan Abdul Hamit could have adopted 

either the reform policy or alternatively he could have policed the Armenian revolutionaries. But 

he did not; Abdul Hamit decided to massacre thousands of Armenians. Melson argues that Sultan 

Abdul Hamit chose this course of action since he could not grant the Armenians formal equality 

while retaining Muslim superiority and the Islamic character of his empire. The massacres were 



the method by which the Sultan sought to teach the recalcitrant Armenians their proper "place" 

within the Ottoman Empire. It was, in my opinion, a harsh and for many a deadly lesson in status 

politics. 

Since I accept Melson's argument to the effect that "our goal is not to blame the Ottoman 

regime and the Sultan, but it is clearly not possible to examine or explain the massacres without 

taking them into consideration, (ibid, 53)" I leave the question of blame out of consideration. 

However, I offer a conclusion by a contemporary, the American George H. Hepworth, who 

extensively travelled throughout Anatolia during these turbulent years. In his conclusion to his 

book Through Armenia on Horseback, Hepworth, states: 

Now to summarize. When I say that the Armenian massacres were caused by 
Armenian revolutionists, I tell a truth, and a very important truth, but it is not the 
whole truth. It would be more correct to say that the presence of the revolutionists 
gave occasion and excuse for the massacres. That the Turks were looking for an 
occasion and an excuse, no one can doubt who has traversed that country. W a y  
down in the bottom of his heart, the Turk hates the Armenian. He will swear to 
the contrary, but I am convinced that the statement is true nevertheless. The 
reasons for this are abundant, as I have tried to show in other chapter of this book. 
The Turks is extremely jealous of the Armenian, jealous of his mental superiority, 
of his thrift, and business enterprise. He has, therefore, resorted to oppression, and 
his steady purpose has been and is now, to keep his victims poor. Equal 
opportunities for all are a delusion anda mare. They do not exist, and it is not 
intended that they shall exist ... . The Turk will do all he can to drive Armenians 
out of the country, and though there is at the present moment, a lull in the stonn, 
the storm is not over by any means .... I do not believe that the end of the trouble 
has been reached (italics added, 1898:339-340). 



Chapter 17: 
G. The Young Turks Revolution, Pan-Turkism and Genocide: 1908-1916 
1. The Young Turks Revolution 

In July 1908, a group of Ottoman officers took over the Ottoman state. The Young Turks, 

a patriotic Ottoman movement of mostly Muslim and Turkish officers were able to successfilly 

stage and execute a military coup d'etat without firing a single shot. This was a political 

revolution fblly supported by the Ottoman army, but especially so by army officers who came 

fiom a lower middle class background and were members of the secret Committee of Union and 

Progress (CUP) founded in 1889 (Ahamad, 1993:33-4). In addition, the Young Turks revolution 

was supported by intellectuals fiom the whole range o f  the ethnic groups composing the Ottoman 

Empire's population. Ottoman Liberalism' was the revolution's declared goal. 

Ottoman Liberalism had also been the aim of the I876 Midhat constitution which had 

been shelved for 30 years by Abdul Hamit. That constitution was now implemented by Abdul 

Hamit since it was the first demand of the Young Turks revolutionaries. 

The 1908 revolution brought to a head the precarious relations among ethnic groups and 

the dominant Muslim Turks of the Ottoman Empire. As J. Marriott in The Eastern Question: An 

Historical Shrdy in European Diplomacy stated, 

The Young Turk revolution ... was in fact a last effort of the Moslem minority to 
retain its ascendancy in the face of growing resistance on the part of subject races 
and impending European intervention. The revival of the constitution was little 
more than an ingenious device for appeasing Liberal sentiment abroad while 
firnishing a pretext for the abrogation of the historic rights of the Christian 
nationalities at home (quoted in Dadrian, 1995 : 179). 

Initially the Young Turks revolution was greeted by many as a hopeful event. The 

enthusiasm that engulfed most inhabitants of the Ottoman Empire, was overwhelming. "The 

accursed night" as the Turkish poet Tevfik Firet had written gave way to  "a radiant morning" 
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(Lewis, 1965:206). Or as so many people hoped. However, their joy was premature and the 

"achievement of the immediate goal ended the loose coalition of divergent interests, and the old 

differences and hostilities were revived" (Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):274). 

The long-standing internal conflicts among the ruling elite and the various ethnic groups 

were heightened by political external pressures. All too soon it was apparent that the Turks and 

the non-Turks cooperated only as far as the downfall of Abdul Hamit's tyranny was concerned. 

Neither were the European nations greeting the new development without apprehensions; Austria 

annexed Bosnia and Herzegovina; the Bulgars proclaimed independence; revol ts broke out in 

Yemen and Albania; in 191 1 Italy invaded Tripolitania and Greece annexed Crete (G. L. Lewis, 

1960:42). Furthermore, the Young Turks movement was itself divided into two principal groups: 

Liberals and Unionists. The liberal members of the Young Turks movement and the higher 

echelon of the officers corps belonged to the upper classes of the Ottoman society; many of them 

were westernized and cosmopolitan in outlook. The Unionists, in contrast, came from the lower 

middle class and were less inclined to associate themselves with European powers dominance 

and ideas (Ahamd, 1993 :34). 

Therefore, on several crucial issues the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), the 

political (still secret) party which led the revolution, was not of one mind. The liberal faction 

wanted to overthrow the Sultan and institute a constitutional democracy; they were also in favour 

of decentralization and autonomous rights for the religious and national minorities and in close 

cooperation with western laissez-faire economic policies. The other faction, the Nationalists - the 

Unionists - advocated the maintenance of a strong central authority and Turkish domination of 

the Empire. The majority of the officers who were associated with the CUP felt the empire was 

still in peril from internal and external forces. The CUP centralist agenda was objected by 



liberals fiom the left and by the Sultan, the SublimePorte, and the conservative Islamic forces 

&om the right. 

At the earlier stages of the "second constitutional era," as it was called, it seemed as if 

liberal ideas were to prevail. Advocates of freedom and equality for all Ottomans. Once in 

power, the Young Turks restored the parliament, political parties were organized, and in the new 

liberal climate there was fiee discussion of political ideas in many newspapers all over the 

empire. Nonetheless, Abdul Hamit remained the Sultan for the time being, though his powers 

were substantially diminished. The government itself remained in the hands of "old regime" 

politicians since the CUP preferred not to openly exercise real power, remaining on the 

background in Salonica. 

The Party, however, sent its representatives, a committee of seven delegates among them 

Cemal Bey (later the Minister of war) and Talat Bey (later the Minister of the Interior) to 

Istanbul. Much of the power was held by the CUP secret committees and no longer with the 

government or the parliament. 

In 13 April 1909 a counter-revolution took place. It was carried out by the Muhammadan 

Union, an extremist religious organization, just recently founded. These orthodox Muslims, 

aided by mutinous Albanian Muslim soldiers belonging to the First Army Corps stationed in 

Istanbul, staged a counter revolution in the name of "revolutionary Islamic internationalism" 

(Lewis, 196521 1). Following the counter revolution known in Turkish history as the "3 1st of 

March Incident," conservative and Islamisit forces took over the government. They had two main 

demands. The first was to restore the Seriat as the only law of the empire and the second was to 

curtail the CUP influence in the army. The so-called revofutionary government resigned, and the 

Sultan's powers were restored to Abdul Hamit, but only for two weeks. 



The reaction of the Third army stationed in Macedonia was swift. Soldiers fiom the Third 

army, led by General M h u d  Sevket Pasha, "though not a Unionist, was a reform-minded 

officer who supported the constitution and wanted to see the empire rescued fiom the inept hand 

of the old regime" (Ahamd, 1993:36), moved to Istanbul. On 24 April, the Army, which included 

several Unionist officers such as Enver and Mustafa KemaI (later to be calIed Ataturk: 'Father 

Turk'), took control of the capital and crushed the religious insurrection. The Sultan was 

deposed, sent into exile and his compIiant brother, Mehmet V Resat, was appointed as the new 

Sultan. The CUP "became the junior partner of Sevket Pasha" for the next three years (ibid, 37). 

The CUP was back in the government, but not yet the absolute ruler of Turkey. Only after the 

Unionist coup d'efat of 23 January 19 13, in the wake of the first Balkan war and the 

contemplated surrender of Edirne (Adrianople) to the Bulgarian forces which were supported by 

the Great Powers, the CUP ascended to power not to leave it until the end of the First World War 

(ibid, 38). 

During this time 25,000 Armenians were killed by the double tiered massacre that took 

place during the month of April 1909. The Armenians of Adana, a town located near the Gulf of 

Alexandretta on the shores of the Mediterranean Sea had not been victims of the 1894-96 

massacrers. 

The Armenians in Adana supported the Ittihadist principles of constitutional liberties, the 

CUP revolution was ill-received by large sections of the local Muslim population, officials and 

army units in the area. Most of them, says Dadrian, "...were aroused and angry at the idea of 

considering their former rayas, the "infidel" subjects, their equals (1995: 182; see also Walker, 

1980: 183). Flaunting with their newly acquired formal equality, the Armenians inflamed the 

Muslim population. The result was the terrible massacre of Adana. 



In the first stage of the pogrom the Armenians were prepared to the attack and 

successfilly defended themselves against the assaulting forces of local peasants and army troops 

stationed in the region. Still, two weeks of fighting had so exhausted them that the Armenians 

accepted the truce proposal arranged by the British Consul and handed their arms. New Turkish 

troops, who supposedly had arrived to restore 'peace and order,' "...descended upon the totally 

disarmed and defenceless Armenians, butchering and burning them alive by the thousands" 

@adrian, 1995: 183). Most of the 25,000 Armenians kiIled in this massacre died in this second 

stage. 

Hence the first five years (1 908-Igl3) of constitutional government were marked by a 

fierce internal struggle for political dominance in which the CUP emerged victorious. The close 

association between the CUP and the army gave the CUP'S leadership the advantage edge over 

their political rivals. The ability to counteract external political pressures, even if it not filly 

successfil (the defeat in the first Balkan war and the eventual fall of Edirne in 26 March, 191 3), 

provided the CUP'S generals the ability to control the Ottoman state. The external pressure 

presented itself as the Balkan War of 1912-1913, but it also firnished the ground on which the 

CUP could consolidate its hold of the Ottoman state. 

The heart-lifting events of the CUP revolution of July 1908 neither impressed the 

European Powers nor convinced the Balkan Christians and Muslims minorities to refiain fiom 

aggression toward and secession fiom the Ottoman Empire. The CUP'S 'liberal Ottomanism' was 

too Iittle too late, and too restrictive for all the Balkan ethno-national groups. On route to 

national fieedom and independence these groups regarded the Ottoman Empire led by Muslim 

Turks as an obstacle and ,an enemy. The people of the Balkan and some Armenian 

revolutionaries repudiated Ottomanism in all political forms; their uncompromising demand was: 



unrestricted independence (Langer, lgS6:32 1; Thornson, l962:428-44 1, especially 43 6-44 1; 

Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):288, 293-298). The rebellion of the ethnic minorities in the Balkan began 

with the revolt of Muslim and Christian Albanians in the winter and spring of 1910 (Shaw, 1977 

(voI.2):287-288). 

The Albanians rejected the obvious though not yet officially stated, efforts being made by 

the CUP to Turkisize the empire (Lewis, 1965:343). The Albanians understood quite clearly that 

the CUP'S "Liberal Ottomanism" meant the Turkification of the empire's administration. 

Consequently the Albanians rejected the CUP'S Liberal Ottomanism, declaring independence in 

November 1912. The volatile internal affairs of the empire were further unstabilized by the 

action of the European Powers. 

Austria seized the opportunity to proclaim the annexation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina; Bulgaria declared her independence; Crete announced her union 
with Greece. The precedents had been set which were to be followed by Italy, in 
her attack on Ottoman Tripolitania in September 191 1, and by the Balkan states, 
in their combined attack on Turkey in October 19 12 (Lewis, 1965 :2 10). 

The Balkan nations formed an alliance against Turkey in order to assert their 

independence and to split the last remnants of the European Ottoman Empire territories among 

themselves. However, such a coalition was not an easy task to achieve, considering the intense 

rivalries among the Balkan's national and religious groups. Despite this caveat, and only for a 

short while, Serbia, Bulgaria, Macedonia, Albania, Greece and Montenegro formed a military 

alliance and that done, decided to go to war against Turkey. 

The First Balkan war began on October 8, 1912 when Montenegro moved into northern 

Albania. All the other Balkan states joined in. Their goal, if victorious was to establish new 

boundaries along ethnic and expansionist territorial lines. The ensuing war was a disaster for the 



Ottomans. "After only a month of war, then, all of Thrace was gone and the Bulgars were 

besieging Edrine and Istanbul" (Shaw, 1977(voi.2):294). Istanbul was saved by the failure of the 

Bulgarian forces to proceed after their siege of Adrianople (Adime) and by European political 

intervention. 

European powers, each for their own reasons, were worried about the possibility of a 

radical change in the distribution of power in the sensitive areas of the Straits, the Balkans and 

Greece. The first Balkan War ended with the London Peace Treaty (May, 1913). As a result of 

their defeat, the Ottomans lost most of their territorial possessions in Europe, except for a narrow 

stretch of land on the western shores of the Sea of Marmara. Albania become an independent 

state; a development that overturned the arrangements made among the Balkan states prior to the 

war. Therefore, Macedonia was transformed into the province that both Greece and Serbia had 

their eyes on; the territorial division of Macedonia among Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria led, 

eventually, to the Second Balkan war. However, this time the war that erupted was among the 

Balkan states themselves, and thus, to the advantage of Turkey. 

Inside Turkey, the London Peace treaty brought the political conflict between Liberal and 

Unionists factions of the CUP to breaking point. A planned liberal coup during the Balkan War 

failed, ending with a court martial sentencing of sixteen LiberaI leaders to death. The Unionist 

then appointed their own grand vezir, and the CUP dictatorship that would carry the empire to 

disaster in World War I began (June 12, 1913). When the second Balkan war began, the CUP'S 

military leadership was in full control of the Ottoman state. 

The Second Balkan war among the Balkan countries ensued (June 30, 1913) mainly 

because Bulgaria felt betrayed by her former allies: Serbia and Greece. This gave the Turks the 

opportunity to reclaim some of the loses they had suffered in the first Balkan war. Anver Bey, a 



Turkish General, was able to recover Adrianople (Adirne). Bulgaria lost most of its newly 

acquired lands to Greece who kept southern Macedonia, to Serbia who seized northern 

Macedonia, and to Rumania who kept Dobmja on the north west shores of the Black Sea. 

The Balkan wars left the international scene more enigmatic than before. No 
belligerent believed that the decisions about territories would last .... Any 
resumption of war in this region was more likely to involve even bigger stakes, 
for neither Austria-Hungary nor Russia could contemplate, without their 
participation, the final eclipse of Turkey in Europe (Thomson, l962:44 1). 

The Young Turks' Ottoman liberalism policy was unequivocally ruined after the Balkan 

Wars. It failed as a result of the internal conflicts, the uncompromising demand for autonomy of 

the ethnic minorities in the empire, and the weakness of the Young Turks Ottoman power. In the 

wake of the Balkan Wars of 1912-13, the Ottoman Empire lost most of its territories in Europe, 

North Afiica, and its authority was deteriorating. These developments coupled with the hundred 

of thousands, maybe millions Muslims fleeing into Asia Minor fiom the lost European 

provinces, left no room for misunderstanding. The old Ottoman Empire was disappearing. The 

country, the Army, the administration, and the society was going to have to be reorganized on 

different premises. Only a strong leadership could face the new challenges. Paradoxically, then, 

the external territorial losses due to military defeats contributed to the strengthening of internal 

solidarity among Muslim Turks in Anatolia and worked to consolidate the CUP'S power. A new 

sense of the common fate among Turks emerged. Turkish nationalism arose &om the dead body 

of the Ottoman Empire. 

Only the CUP had the organization, manpower, and program to accomplish these 
ends, and so it was to the CUP that the nation instinctively turned, allowing it to 
assume a kind of autocracy in times of crisis that no individual or group had ever 
achieved in the empire before (Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):298). 



By the summer of 1913 political power was securely in CUP'S hands. Neither the sultan 

nor parliament had the power to contest them. Legislation was done be government decrees. The 

CUP government was controlled by the CUP triumvirate - Talat Pasa (1 874-1921), Cemal Pasa 

(1872-1922), and Enver Pasa (1881-1922). Talat Pasa and Cemal Pasa had been bureaucrats in 

Ottoman administration, working in the postal and railways offices respectively, and Enver Pasa 

was a military career officer. Enver Pasa was the Ottoman military attache' in Berlin in 1909. 

From 1910-191 1 he had been "...establishing close contacts with senior German military officials 

and developing an admiration for German militarism that was to dominate and influence the 

remainder of his life" (ibid, 299). 

The CUP triumvirate became an efficient organ for the Young Turks government, 

holding almost absolute powers in all fields of operation. In the short period of their rule the 

CUP Party, especially its three leading figures, was able to achieve far reaching administrative 

reforms and social programs that no prior government had been able to accomplish. 

New social and political realities forced the CUP'S leadership to assess their power and to 

forge a necessary new ideology, an ideology that would serve as the basis on which the sluinked 

empire could be united. 

Pan-Islamism was a wreck. The imperial policy pursued by Sultan Abdul Hamit for most 

of his years in power, had been a failure due to its theocratic shortcomings and the resistance 

exhibited by Muslims who rejected Turkish-Muslims dominance in Albania and Arab national 

movements in the Middle East and Saudi Arabia. 

By 191 1, it was apparent that Arabs national movements, thanks to the encouragement 

and aid mainly fiom England, were gaining momentum in the Middle East, in the Hejaz (west 

Saudi Arabia on the shores of the Red Sea) and in North Afiica. These emerging national 



movements would thwart the Ottoman aspirations for a Pan-Islamic empire centred on Muslim 

Turks and a Turkish Caliph. Therefore, the unavoidable conclusion that neither Ottomanism nor 

Pan-lslamism were viable options was forced upon the CUP's leadership. 

Ottomanism was abandoned as  an impractical and disappointing program; and the Pan- 

Islamicist option was publicly recognized to be a blocked avenue. While the nationalist ideals 

animating the Balkan peoples had destroyed the Ottoman Empire, ironically its destruction has 

created a nationalist sentiment among the empire masters. Muslim Ottoman Turks, were 

becoming nationalist Turks. 

However, CUP's brand of Turkish nationalism had unique features. Failed Ottomanism, 

stymied Pan-Islamism coupled with military losses in the Balkans turned the ideological and 

territorial aspirations of the CUP's leadership toward the East. They began planning to establish a 

new Turkish nationalism along racial lines and to expand the Turkish temtory at the expense of 

Tsarist Russia. Thus, the Pan-Turkish option emerged. The CUP'S leadership and intellectuals 

circles wanted to unite all (Muslim) Turks in central Asia into one empire stretching from 

Anatolia to China. 

By 1913, CUP's political goals were imperial; they wanted to create a Pan-Turkish 

empire to supplant the plural Ottoman Empire that vanished. Turkish Muslims intellectuals in 

Caucasus, Central Asia, and in the Crimean peninsula, who were being oppressed by the Tsarist 

regime were among the leading proponents of this Pan-Turkish ideology. 

The Pan-Turkish ideology was rooted in intellectual movements that stressed Turkish 

history and culture. Turcologists and philologists of the Turkish language@) such as the Poles 

Hayreddin and Constantine Borzecki, the English Arthur Lumley Davids, the French Leon 

Cahun, and the Hungarian Arminius Vambery, emphasized the pre-Islamic history of the Turks. 



Figures like the Mongol war lords Attila, Genghis Khan and Timur-Leng were exalted. As well, 

they highlighted the differences between Turks and Arabs, underscoring the distinct origins of 

the Turks to stress that the Turks were ethnically akin to the people of Europe, especially to the 

Hungarian Magyars (Lewis, l965:33 9-34 1). 

Turks belonged, as Constantine Borzecki argued, to the "Touro-Aryan" race; Turanian 

being a subsection of the Aryan race. Already in the early 19th century, a few Hungarian 

scholars were employing, the term 'Turan' to describe the Turkish lands of Central and South 

East Asia. The term 'Turanian' was reserved for Turks, Mongol, Finish, Hungarians and others, 

and their languages (ibid, 341). In mid 19th century, the Turkish language received much 

attention in intellectual circles, and its origin and similarities to several European languages was 

outlined. This cultural and linguistic interest resonated strongly among Ottoman Turkish 

intellectuals who eventually formed the social and cultural miIeau of the Young Turks. 

2. Pan Turkism 

In a short span of five years (1908-19 l3), the Turkish political elite in general, and the 

CUP in particular, had experienced an ideological shock. The Turkish elite was violently tom 

away fiom its Liberal-Ottomanism and Pan-Islam clericalism, and was thrust into an ideological 

vacuum. Who were the Turks and was a Turk became life and death questions. 

Liberal Ottomanism, the Turkish version of western ideas about equal rights for all 

citizens without distinction of religion and race, was proving to be an exercise in wisffil 

thinking. Formal equality, citizenship and individual rights, and the essential prerequisites 

required to put them in place, were rejected by the religious and political traditions of many 

groups beyond the Muslim Turks. The church, whether Greek Orthodox, Gregorian, Catholic or 



Protestant, was a stronghold of traditional legacies no less than the Mosque. Besides, the fact that 

the Muslim Turks would never relinquish their privileged position as the ruling community also 

amplified political and social tensions. Furthermore, there were few people who felt that the 

Ottoman Empire was their national home and worth the effort of saving. 

Indeed, liberal Ottomanism was a fbtile project. Orthodox Turkish Muslims, who 

persisted in claiming that Islam must retain its dominant role in the politics, culture and society 

of the empire, were proved to be wrong, but they did not give way to anything else. Pan- 

Islamism was rejected by non-Muslims as a matter of course, but it was also rejected by non- 

Turkish Muslims. 

The Muslim Turks could no longer defend Islam against the West and Christianity. This 

was the unrehtable conclusion of the constant defeats of the Ottomans for the last 150 years. 

Therefore Ottomanism and Pan-Islamism offered no viable political options. This tension 

between Ottomanism and Pan-Islamism was resolved in the minds of some intellectuals into the 

notion of Turanism. 

In 1904 Yusuf Akcura (Akcoraglu), a Tatar political leader, and journalist fiom Russia, 

published an article that became very influential in Young Turks circles (Dadrian, 1995:285-6, 

396). In this article named "Three Pathways of Policy" Akcura discussed the merits and demerits 

of Ottomanism, Pan-Islamism and Turanism (Heyd, 1950: 149- 1 5 1)". Akcura was a Pan- 

Turanist who advocated the racial union of the Turanian race. Together with another intellectual, 

Tekin ~ l ~ ~ ~ ,  Akcura also wholeheartedly supported a Pan-Turkish and Pan-German alliance 

against the common enemy: the Slavs and their Tsarist Empire. 

Akcura joined the Ittihad Party after the 1908 revolution. He was among the founders of 

the Turk Yurdu (Turkish Homeland) which was the organ of Pan-Turanian ideas. He also was a 



distinguished member of the important Turk Ocagr' (Turkish Hearth) club. The club was 

established in 1912: among its members were the intellectuals and political leaders that would 

shape the history of Turkey in subsequent decades. According to Dadrian, the first issue of the 

Turk YuraFu declared that "the rulers of the universe have always been the representatives of only 

two great nations - Turks and Germans" (1995:285). Being a Russian Turk, Akcura stressed the 

common goal of Russian Turks and Ottoman Turks and anticipated that the Russian Turks would 

some day soon join forces with the Ottoman Turks across the Caucasus into Central Asia to 

pursue their dreamland: Turan. 

The CUP leadership, especially Enver Pasa, adopted the Pan-Turkish ideology after the 

Balkan Wars. Within Turkey, the cultural and political basis for Pan-Turkism were established 

by several Turkish ideologues, the most important among them was Ziya Gokalp (Hovannisian, 

1994:122; Walker, 1980:189-191; Lewis, 1965:341-44; Shaw, 1977 [2]:301-306). However, 

Gokalp did not hold Pan-Turanian ideas. Non-Muslim Turks, whether pagan or Christians, had 

no place in his political schemes (Lewis, 1965:342,346). 

Ziya Gokalp was born in 1877 in Diyarbekir. In 1896 he moved to Istanbul to firther his 

education; there he became involved in the Young Turks circles. Soon he was imprisoned for his 

political activities. After his release ten months later, he was sent to his home town. In 

Diyarbekir, he got married and immersed himself in studying philosophy, psychology and 

mainly Durkheimian sociology. After the deposition of Abdul Harnit, Gokalp started lecturing 

and publishing poems and articles in the CUP local branch. He began to acquire the reputation of 

being a forceful thinker and eventually was considered to be one of the leading ideologues of the 

CUP political movement. 



In 1909 Gokalp represented Diyarbekir in the Ittihad congress in Salonica. "His writing 

and speeches apparently impressed the leaders, since he was elected a member of the party's 

executive council, a position he retained until it [the party] was dissolved in 19 18" (Shaw, 

1977(vo1.2):301). Gokalp then moved to Istanbul when the party headquarters were transferred 

to the capital during the first Balkan War in 1912. In Istanbul, he joined the Turkish Hearth (Turk 

ocagi) club which included the leading figures of the CUP intellectual cadre. By now Gokalp had 

relinquished any remaining Liberal Ottomanist ideas he held and in their stand, had adopted an 

ardent Turkish Nationalist ideology as his political program. 

Gokalp's major intellectual achievements were his ability to  transform defeat and empire 

constriction into a springboard for Turkish national rejuvenation. He declared that Ottomanism 

and Pan-Islamism were blind alleys for Turks; in order to survive the present and to create a 

hopeful firture, the Turks must adjust to the (political) reality and abandon their irrelevant 

(religious) perspectives. This meant Islam's religious teaching had to adapt to the cultural 

characteristics of the Turkish people and current political circumstances. Turkish nationalism, 

Gokalp argued, could not be separated fiom the historical and cultural roots of the Turkish 

people. Turkish culture had its roots in the pre-Islamic era; however, Islam was a major factor 

shaping the Turkish nation. Therefore a new and h i t f id  integration between Turkish culture and 

Islam civilization was essential. 

For Gokalp, like many romanticist ideologues, history was, to modifjr Pareto's 

designation 'the graveyard of nations.' Gokalp argued that culture belongs to a nation, whereas 

civilization is international. A nation cannot change its culture without losing its identity and 

disappear. As an adherent of Durkheimian sociology, Gokalp perceived the individual as the 

product of society (nation), not as its author. Turks were the products of their pre-Islamic and 



Islamic history. Turks, therefore, must preserve their culture, tied as it was to their Turkish past, 

traditions and Islam. A nation, he reasoned, can have a vital role in different civilizations; as, for 

example, the Turks did in the Islamic civilization. Therefore, Turkish national culture could 

provide a stable base for participation in contemporary western civilization. Thus GokaIp 

proclaimed "Turkification, Islamicization, and Contemporarization" were compatible, and 

together could strengthen both the Turkish nation, society and state (ibid, 302). The only way out 

of the morass in which Ottoman-Turks were ensnared, Gokalp believed, was "to become 

Turkish, Muslim, [and] Contemporary" (Heyd, l950:34,149-I 5 1). 

Gokalp took these watchwords &om the writing of Huseyinzade Ali, another Russian 

Turk writing in Baku (1907). "By this motto Huseyinzade meant "to be inspired by Turkish life, 

to worship God in accordance with the Muslim religion and to adopt present day European 

civilization" (ibid, 149). Gokalp, though rejecting Akcura's Pan-Turanism, nevertheless 

combined aspects of Akcura's "Three Pathways" and Huseyinzade's notion of integrative 

revolution in his own agenda for national revival. Gokalp political slogan was, therefore, "We 

belong to the Turkish nation, the Muslim religious community and the European civilization" 

(ibid, 149). 

However, Gokalp's modernization was not based on an European notion of liberalism. 

This had been the Ottomanist reformers mistaken "pathway." Modernization could be achieved, 

he avowed, without adopting western values. Though Ottomanism as well as Pan-Islamism were 

rejected as poIitical "Pathways," Turkism and Islam could provide the necessary ingredients for a 

modem Turkish national revolution. 

For Gokalp, there was a difference between national culture (tuffs), community of 

religion (ummet), and international civilization (medeniyet). From Europe, the Turks should 



adopt the pathway of material achievements and scientific methods; fi-om Islam, the pathway of 

religious beliefs without politics, and the rest would come fiom the Turkish culture which 

nourishes the Turkish nation. In this way Gokalp hoped to bridge the abyss between the Turkish 

elite and the Turkish masses. 

The intellectuals and reformers of the Tmirnat era tried in vain to inculcate western 

civilization and techniques without paying heed to the culture of the ruled. The foreign (western) 

cultural aspects which they had advocated had been rejected by the people because they were 

alien to their history, traditions, and Islam. Tamiimat reformers were trying to "clone" western 

technique without considering their impact on popular culture. Since they did not eliminate, or at 

least, reform traditional institutions, Tanzimat modernization was an illusion of development, 

rather than a real development. It occurred because the Ottoman (Turkish) elite was completely 

dissociated fiom the masses it ruled. This undermined whatever successes such projects might 

have achieved. As a result, "instead of unifying the nation, it had widened the gap between the 

rulers and the common people (S haw, 1 gV(v0l. 2):3 03). 

Gokalp therefore advocated a "going to the people" movement. Since the real preservers 

of Turkish culture and traditions were "the people", with a special emphasis on women, Gokalp 

regarded the Turkish masses as a source of authenticity and hope. He argued that feminism was a 

basic component of the Turkish culture. His abiding interest in folk culture, popular stories and 

legends coupled with his strong dedication to the Turkish language were part of his cultural and 

political quest for a fertile ground in which he could root Turkish collective identity. However, 

elitism and romanticism were the underpinning of his "popular movement." So in actuality, it 

was a par excellence revolution fiom above. 



Gokalp's approach to religion was both rational and historical. The emergence of Islam 

was a historical event, therefore, Islam was capabIe of modification, he claimed. In order to save 

Islam, the Turkish nation and the Turkish state, religion and state must be separated. Only by 

such separation could religion and state be preserved side by side. Religious laws and morals had 

to be separated &om state legislation. Separation would ensure their historical modification. 

Since Islam represented an (international) civilization, it must be adapted to Turkish history and 

traditions. Turks were not Arabs and thus Islam had to be modified to correspond to the Turkish 

people's culture. There were Turks before Idam, and Muslim Turks were not Muslim Arabs. In 

the past Turks had adapted Islam and created the Ottoman Empire. Now, however, the Ottoman 

Empire was gone, and Islam must be Turkified to address the Turkish historical and cultural 

idiosyncracies of the present. 

Arab traditions had to be replaced by Turkish traditions, rituals and prayers had to 
be carried out in the Turkish language and in the Turkish way, and the Koran had 
to be taught in Turkish, so that the people would understand their religion and 
appreciate God far more than they could when reciting phrases in a foreign tongue 
(Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):304). 

These intellectual developments had grave implications for the ethnic minorities, in 

general, and for the Armenian minority in east Anatolia, in particular. Though there were various 

shades to the Pan-Turkish (Pan-Turanian) or this brand of Turkish Nationalist ideology two of its 

aspects were held by all its adherents: a rejection of equal citizenship status for non-Muslims and 

a vehement opposition to the Armenian minority demands in east Anatolia. Pan-Turkism was 

based on racial or religious exclusionary mechanisms, and was a conscious program which 

unequivocally rejected Armenians. 



The Armenian people were now regarded as a threatening entity in the eyes of the CUPts 

leadership and followers. Armenians, the Pan-Turkists argued, were demanding territorial 

autonomy and formal equality in the heartland of the "Turkish" territory. The Armenians, so the 

racial Pan-Turkists argued, were not merely threatening the existence of a European Ottoman 

Empire, but the very existence of the Turkish race and nation in Asia. 

A coercive homogenization of Turkey's minorities became a political plan adopted by the 

Young Turks. This was apparent already in the party's congress which convened in August 19 10 

in Salonica. Dadrian reports on "a hidden agenda" of the Young Turks (Dadrian, 1993: 173-20 1). 

This "hidden agenda" was promulgated by Talat Bey in a speech delivered to a 'secret conclave' 

of the Committee of Union and Progress. "The complete Ottomanization of all Turkish subjects" 

was declared as the party's major goal. An homogenized society would be achieved by using 

violence to deal with non-Muslims minorities (Christians) and to force the assimilation of the 

Muslim Kurds. Violent means were seen as the appropriate methods to create the Turkish-nation. 

A few days after that congress (September 6, 1910), the British Ambassador, Sir Gerald 

Lowther observed in his report to Sir Edward Grey : 

That the committee have given up any idea of Ottomanizing all the non-Turkish 
elements by sympathetic and Constitutional ways has long been manifest. To 
them 'Ottoman' evidently means 'Turk' and their present policy of 
'Ottomanization' is one of pounding the non Turkish elements in a Turkish mortar 
(Walker, 1980: 192; Dadrian, 1995: 179-180; Lewis, I96S:2 14). 

The occurrence of the secret meeting and the authenticity of the speech were confirmed 

by several European secret services reports (Dadxian, 1995: 180). The speech was delivered on 

August 1910, and Tdat is believed to have been saying to CUP members that 



You are aware that by the terms of the Constitution equality of Mussulman and 
Ghiaur [infidel, a derogatory label applied to non-Muslims] was affirmed but you 
one and all know and feel that this is an unrealizable ideal. The Sheriar [the 
religious laws of Islam], our whole past history and the sentiments of hundreds of 
thousands of mussulmans [sic] and even the sentiments of the Ghiaurs 
themselves. .. present an impenetrable barrier to the establishment of real 
equality.. . . There can therefore be no question of equality until we have succeeded 
in our task of Ottomanking the Empire (Dadrian, 1 995 : 1 80, see the rest of the 
speech in Lewis, 1965:214). 

Whether the speech was delivered in these words or at all seems to be a secondary issue. There is 

no question that the Ittihad party adopted a new policy in these years and that it adopted radical 

solutions to deal with lingering ethnic conflicts. This was especially true in regard to the 

Armenian question, since the Armenian question was constantly being debated among Turkish 

intellectuals and policy makers. 

In the first issue (1912) of Turk Yurdu, the main organ for Pan-Turkish ideology, Yusuf 

Akcura was reported to be arguing that the Russian Turks expected that if there was Turko- 

German alliance, in case of war, the Germans would assist the Muslim Turks in the removal of 

Armenians who were gravitating toward their kin in the Caucasus and in Central Asia. Tekin 

Alp, one of the major proponents of a PawTurkish ideology, also advocated a military alliance 

between Turks and Germans, and a war against Russia. Since the "Moscowite monster" had 

presented the same danger to Turks and Germans alike for a millennium, to overcome the "slavic 

power" and "Moscowite bear", Turks and Germans must join forces in order to protect 

themselves. "So long as there is a Slavic danger, " said Alp, "panturkism [sic] and pangermanism 

[sic] must remain partners and follow the same path" (Dadrian, 1995:286). 

The Ittihad Party completely embraced this policy as the eventual participation in the 

First World War on the side of the German Reich demonstrated. Alp explained this alliance and 

the participation in the war in these terms: 



Let us not forget that one of the most important reasons for which we [Turks] are 
intervening in the war is related to our national objective which is twofold. On the 
one hand, we are anxious to destroy the Moscovite enemy in order to create 
natural borders which allow us to unite with our kinfolk and to incorporate them 
in our domain. On the other hand, we are driven with a religious zeal to fkee the 
Islamic world fiom the bondage imposed upon them by the infidels and to secure 
the independence of the Muslim faitffil (Tekin Alp in Turkismus und 
Panhrrkismus (Weimar, 19 15) 46-7, 50, 53 as quoted by Dadrian, 1995 : 286,298). 

Located in the Russian Caucasus and in the heart land of Anatolia, the Armenians were 

perceived as a part of the overall Russian threat. The Armenians' Christianity, along with their 

political demands for formal equality in Turkey and autonomous rule in the Armenian plateau, 

and the economic threat and competition posed by the urban Armenians, made it clear to the 

Young Turks that the Armenians could not fit into any of the future plans they had for their 

country. The Armenians had to be totally excluded, and they were. Yusuf Akcura explained the 

social reasons for this exclusionary stand in his famous 1904 "Three Pathways Policy" article. 

There he said: 

Equality with non-Muslims not only would legally put an end to the 600-year-old 
domination of Ottoman Turks but would afford the non-Muslims access to jobs in 
the military and the civil service which were the monopoly of the Turks (cited in 
Dadrian, 1995:396-7). 

As late as February 8, 1914, Armenians in east Anatolia and their leadership were ready 

to settle for a program that would ensure their lives and possessions. Neither their lives or 

possessions were secured even after the Young Turks came to power; the harassment of 

Armenians continued like there had been no political change at all. Ottoman misrule, Armenians 

complains and European Powers involvement were again the political issues, as were the 

solutions suggested. 



The last Scheme of Reform, worked out by the European Powers and the Turkish 

authorities, stipulated that the six provinces of Turkish Armenia should be reorganized into two 

administrative districts. Each district would be run by an European inspector-general who would 

be appointed by the Turks and approved by the Powers. The Armenians accepted this scheme. 

The circumspect attitude of the Armenian Ottoman leadership was also apparent in its political 

negotiations with the Young Turks' government on the eve of the war. 

The Ottoman-Armenians' awareness of their precarious and vulnerable position is evident 

in their political leaders stand on the impending war issue. At the Eighth General Congress of 

Dashmktsutiun, held in Enerum in July 19 14, the Ottoman-Armenian leadership rejected 

Itthadist suggestions (led by Enver Pasa) that the Turkish Armenians, in case of a war, encourage 

the Russian- Armenians to rebel against the Tsar. Instead, the Turkish-Armenian leaders hip 

"...advised the Young Turks leaders to steer clear of an involvement in a European war; but 

should, the leaders added, a war break out in which the Ottoman empire was a participant, 

Armenian Ottoman citizens would enlist and fight as loyal nationals" (Walker, 1980: 198; 

Hovannisian, l967:4 1-2). 

Despite the fact that some Armenian leaders, for example Karekin Pastermadj ian, a 

deputy in the Ottoman parliament who joined the Russian forces, and the Hunchaks leadership 

who were openly defiant in their opposition toward the Ottoman-Turks, it cannot be assumed 

"...that the Armenians would do everything they could to fiustrate Ottoman military action" 

(Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):3 14). Hundred of thousands of Turkish-Armenians in east Anatolia and their 

political leadership wisely preferred to remain neutral. Russian Armenians, for their own social 

and political reasons, supported the Russian Tsar. 



As stipulated by the last Scheme of Reform, a Dutch colonial administrator, L. C. 

Westenenk was appointed to the Erzerum district and a Norwegian lieutenant Colonel, Nicolai 

Hoff, to the Van district. However, before the Scheme of Reforms coutd be put into practice 

World War I broke out. On July 28, 1914, Austria declared war on Serbia. Russia joined the war 

on August 6. 

The Armenians did not fit into any of the racial or religious Turkish imperialistic 

schemes. These schemes were designed to exclude the Armenians. Armenia had to be emptied 

&om Armenians. The opportunity to do just that presented itself in the form of the First World 

War. The radical solution of the Armenian question began on April 24, 1915. 

H. The First World War and the Armenian Genocide 
1. Turkey and the First World War 

The Turkish strategic movement toward Second Reich Gemany was based on more than 

just common enmity toward Tsarist Russia and the Slavs. There was an economic and military 

rationale also. In 1888 the Deutsche Bank had financed the Anatolian Railway Company; major 

sections of the Berlin-Baghdad railway were completed by the end of the first decade of the 20th 

century. As Louis L. Snyder in Historic Documents of World Wm I, says, "[tlhe Berlin-to- 

Baghdad Railway was regarded by the British as an overland arrow directed at the heart of their 

empire in India" (1958236). 

The Turkish army was reorganized with the help and advise of German officers. In a 

secret treaty signed on the eve of the war, fill military cooperation between the Turkish and the 

German armies was agreed upon. Several Turkish naval and land military units were put under 

German command. As well, Young Turks oficers had been in close contact with Germans 



military personnel; Enver Pasa, for example studied military tactics and the German language in 

Germany (Walker, 1980: 197). 

This secret agreement between Turkey and Germany, stipulated that in the incident that 

Russia supported Serbia in her conflict against Austria and Germany, Turkey would join the 

Central Powers (Snyder, 1958:85-88)~~. On the day the treaty was signed, there was already a 

condition of war between Russia and Germany. The secret treaty was, in effect, a declaration of 

war on Russia; the war which was the fblfillment of Pan-Turkish aims. Turkey entered the war 

on 30 October 1914. Russia declared war on Turkey on November 3, and two days later Britain 

and France followed suit (Shaw, 1977 (vo1.2):3 12). 

The Turkish government proclaimed its war aims in this language: 
Our participation in the war represents the vindication of our national ideal. The 
ideal of our nation and people leads us toward the destruction of our Muscovite 
enemy, in order to obtain thereby a natural fiontier to our empire, which should 
include and unite all branches of our race (Toynbee, 191 7:28-9). 

Zia Gokalp opened a poem he wrote in the fist  months of the war with these phrases: 

The land of the enemy shall be devastated. 
Turkey shall be enlarged and become Turan. 
(Neyd, 1950: 128). 

A few months later, Pan-Turkish hopes were dashed. Enver Pasa, who commanded the 

Ottoman Third Army, planned to press eastward through the Caucasus to Baku on the Caspian 

Sea. This was only the first stage of his plans; he boasted to the German General Liman von 

Sanders (in charge of the Ottoman First Arrny in the Constantinople and Smyrna areas) that he 

"...contemplated marching through Afghanistan to India" (Walker, 1980: 199). 

The Caucasian winter devastated Enver's Napoleonic ambition. His offensive began on 

25 December 1914; in two weeks, 80% of the Ottoman Third Army had been either killed by 



Russian guns or had fiozen to death in the Sarikamish area. Walker argues that "it is often held 

that the Sarikamish disaster was the decisive factor which precipitated the ensuing catastrophe 

for the Armenians" (1980: 199). The Armenians became the scapegoat on whom Enver vented 

his fistrated military defeat. 

However, political leaders psychology and scapegoat theories seem to be a weak and 

partial explanation for the genocidal killing which involved thousands of people and was carried 

out in various places. Both perpetrators of the genocidal killing, the Young Turks, and the 

Armenian victims must be placed in their historical context. The genocidal killings touched upon 

fundamental questions of the groups' social identities, those identities should be at the centre of 

any research concerned with the Armenian genocide. Still, some scholars have rejected the 

designation of the events that occurred in Turkey fi-om April 19 15 to the end of 19 16 as a 

genocide. First and foremost, are Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw. 

2. The Genocidal Method 

In collaboration with Germany, Ottoman Turkey began mobilizing its military and 

economic forces. Turkey entered the war on October 29, 1914, with a preemptive attack on 

Russian ports in the Black Sea. The attack was carried out by two German war ships, manned 

and commanded by Germans personnel, but under Turkish authority. 

However, the first measures taken against the Armenians occurred during the "armed 

neutrality" period of August 1914. Many Armenian males serving as soldiers and officers in the 

Turkish army, were roundedup and organized in labour battalions to perfbrm military tasks for 

the Army. Civilian Armenians were also used as pack animals. Starting with the cohort of those 

between the age of 20 and 45, followed by the cohort of those in the age of 15 and 20 and 



concluding with those between 45 and 60 numerous Armenian men were used for the transport 

of military equipment. Later on, most of these men were murdered. Armenian soldiers and 

officers who were already in the army as military personnel were striped of their arms, ranks and 

military duties; they were isolated and transformed into labour battalions; eventually they too 

were killed. 

The American Ambassador Henry Morgenthau described the use of Armenian civilians 

and soldiers as pack animals and their eventual demise in these words: 

Army supplies of all kinds were loaded on their backs, and, stumbling under the 
burdens and driven by the whips and bayonets of the Turks, they were forced to 
drag their weary bodies into the mountains of the Caucasus.. . .If any straggIers 
succeeded in reaching their destination, they were not infrequently massacred. In 
many instances, Armenian soldiers were disposed of in even summary fashion, 
for it now became almost the general practice to shoot them in cold blood (quoted 
in Dadrian, 1995:230; see also Walker, I980:2OO). 

The military's emergency measures as far as the Armenians were concerned, soon 

became draconic. Requisitions and confiscation of Armenian properties by the Turkish 

government and Army reached an unprecedented proportions. A Turkish scholar, recently 

described the process of requisition, confiscation, its purposes and its impact in these words: 

Under the pretext of searching for arms, of collecting war levies, of tracking down 
deserters, there had already been established a practice of systematically carried- 
out plunders, raids and murders [against the Armenians] which had become daily 
occurrences (Taner Akcam in: Turkish National Identity and the Armenian 
Question, quoted in Dadrian, l995:22 1,230). 

Clashes between Armenians Turkish soldiers and police gendarmes were daily events. 

The Armenians were purposefilly provoked by the Turkish army and police into "acts of self- 

defense" which were then used to corroborate the Turkish claims concerning the Armenians' 



rebelliousness. The Turkish response to the Armenian's insurgency was to murder them en 

masse. This cycle of Turkish provocation, Armenian self-defense and Turkish murderous reprisal 

is reported by several observers, including Germans military and diplomatic personnel, allies of 

the Turks. Major Mehmed Salirn, who was the Turkish military commandant of the Yozgat 

district in the Ankara province, submitted an affidavit to the post-war Turkish Military Tribunal 

also substantiated this cycle (ibid, 230-3 1). Ambassador Morgenthau's depiction of these events 

reads: 

some Armenians proposed to defend their own lives and their women's honor 
against the outrages ... Nothing was sacred to the Turkish gendarmes under the plea 
of searching for hidden arms, they ransacked churches, treated the altars and 
sacred utensils with the utmost indignity ... They would beat the priests into 
insensibility (ibid, 230). 

On April 24, 191 5 the leadership of the CUP undertook a nationwide arrest of many 

Armenian political and community leadership suspected of anti-Ittihad or anti nationalistic 

activity. Thousands of Armenians, most neither nationalists nor involved in politics, were seized 

and subsequently executed. None were formally charged or tried (ibid, 221). 

On 26 May 1915, Talat Pasha, the Interior Minister, asked the Ottoman Ittihadist 

government to endorse the enactment of a special emergency law - the Temporary Law of 

Deportation - giving the army and police commanders the authorization to deport anyone 

suspected of espionage. Though the decree did not specifically refer to Armenians, it was 

specifically designed to solve the "Armenian Question." The implementation of the law began 

even before the government approved it. The law was not debated or approved by the Ottoman 

parliament. The Ittihadist Party's leadership had once again successfidly circumvented the 



Ottoman government and Parliament. The "Armenian Question" was to be finally solved once 

and for all by the deportation and massacre of hundred of thousands of Ottoman-Armenians. 

To quote Morgenthau again: 

The real purpose of the deportation was robbery and destruction; it really 
represented a new method of massacre. When the Turkish authorities gave the 
orders for these deportations, they were merely giving the death warrant to a 
whole race; they understood this well, and, in their conversations with me, they 
made no particular attempt to conceal the fact (Morgenthau p. 3 09 quoted in 
Dadrian, 1995:225). 

The annihilation began with all able-bodied Armenian males of a town or a village being 

ordered to report to the town or village government building. They were jailed for few days, then 

marched out of town, en route they would be shot or bayoneted to death. A few days later 

women, children and old men would be ordered to leave their homes. Convoys of Armenians 

from all provinces of Anatolia "...were forced to walk, endlessly, along pre-arranged routes until 

they died &om thirst, hunger, exposure or exhaustion" (Walker, 1 980:202-3). 

The soldiers overseeing these convoys were encouraged to attack the Armenians. They 

regarded the Armenians as sources of gold and goods; many women and children were brutally 

raped and beaten by the soldiers. By official Turkish accounts, 800,000 Armenians were killed 

during the deportation process. This figure was released by the post-war Turkish Interior 

Minister and was confirmed by a distinguished Turkish historian, Yusuf H. Bayur in 7?ze History 

of the Turkish Revolution, and by Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk) in his exchange with American 

Major General Harbord, the chief of the American Military Mission to Armenia, in September 

1919 @adrian, 1995:225,233). 

The Ittihadist leaders formed a military unit called the Special Organization (Teskilati 

Mahsusa) whose undeclared goal was the resolution of the Armenian Question. The semi- 



autonomous privileged position of this unit gave it the status of a "state within the state." Most 

of the unit's so-called soldiers were convicted criminals, released fkom the empire's prisons by a 

special decree issued by the Ministers of Interior and Justice (ibid, 236). 

Though its declared aims and responsibilities included intelligence, counter-espionage 

and the prevention of sabotage, its main secret goal was the annihilation of the Armenian 

minority of the Ottoman empire. As a Turkish author cited by Dadrian says, the Central 

Committee's covert objective in setting up the Special Organization involved "the vital interests 

of Turkey which could not be openly acknowledged as being part of Ittihad's program" (ibid, 

237). According to the writings of a Turkish officer in the Special Organization, the Ittihad 

Central Committee "...authorized the anti-Armenian measures which led to the massacrers, 

describing these measures as reprisals against Armenian "insurgents" (ibid, 245). 

The Turkish historian, D. Avcioglu wrote in 1974: 

In order to radically solve the Armenian question, Ittihad through the Special 
Organization resorted to systematic and large scale deportation. Hundreds of 
thousands of Armenians were in a very short time and en marse taken to spots 
outside Anatolia. This policy, supported by the Germans, was sponsored in the 
Councils of Ittihad by Dr. Behaddin Sakir ... the liquidation of the Christian 
elements was deci'ded upon outside the auspices of the official government and at 
the headquarters of the Ittihad, following deliberations that lasted months (ibid, 
23 8). 

Dr. Behaeddin Sakir was a prominent member of the CUP. He was sentenced to death in 

absentia in the Court Martial Turkish authorities conducted after the war, for being in charge of 

the Special Organization. The British High Commissioner Admiral John de Robeck wrote on 

February 18, 1920 that "pehaeddin Sakir] was a member of the small secret Committee known 

as Teshkilati Mahsusa [the Special Organization] formed by the Central Committee of the 

Committee of Union and Progress [the Ittihad] to organize the extermination of the Armenian 



race." Another British intelligence report fiom August 29, 1920 stated that "TeshkiIati Mahsusa 

[was] created by the CUP in 1914 for the extermination of the Armenians and was controlled by 

the infamous Behaeddin Shakir [sic]." A Turkish sociologist, A. E. Yalman, who was associated 

with the CUP leadership and was, after the war, detained with them in Malta by the British, 

states that the anti-Armenian measures reflected a "policy of general extermination" to remove 

"the danger" to Turkey of "a dense Armenian population in the Eastern Provincest' (ibid, 245). 

A Turkish professor of history at Istanbul University, A. Refik, who also was a captain in 

the Ottoman War Ofice wrote of the massacres, the Special Organization and the genocidal 

killing: 

The criminal gangs who were released fiom the prisons, after a week's training at 
the War Ministry's training grounds, were sent off to the Caucasian fiont as the 
brigands of the Special Organization, perpetrating the worst crimes against the 
Armenians .... The Ittihadists intended to destroy the Armenians, and thereby to do 
away with the Question of the Eastern Provinces (ibid, 239). 

Contrary to what the Shaws' have claimed, the Armenians were deported fiom all areas of 

Ottoman Turkey. Not only were Amenians deported from inland regions fu away fkom any war 

zone, but also the Armenian population of whole towns, whether in war zones or not were 

evacuated. Though several scholars have argued that none of Istanbul's Armenian population was 

deported (Hovannisian, 1994: l24), this was not true. Von Neurath, a staff member of the 

German Embassy informed Berlin on November 12, 1 9 1 5 is this language: 

According to a reliable source, the Turkish Government has, contrary to all 
assurances, decided to deport the Armenians of Constantinople also (ibid, 227). 

The German Ambassador reported to Berlin that the total number of Armenians deported 

&om the capital so far was 30,000, and that the remaining 80,000 faced the same fate. h o l d  

Toynbee, the American Ambassador Henry Morgenthau, a Turkish intelligence officer, an 



Austrian report, a French demographer, and several German reports all confirm the deportation 

of Armenians fiom Istanbul. German, Austrian, and American documents report that the 

exemption fiom deportation of Smyma's Armenian population "...was not granted because of 

Ittihadist good will, but in spite of Ittihadist efforts of deportation" (ibid, 228). The German 

General Liman von Sanders, regional commander of the Smyrna area, objected to the 

deportations not for humanitarian reasons, but because they threatened military interests and 

objectives. 

As to so-called "towns and camps" into which the Armenians were supposedly relocated, 

as claimed by the Shaws, these were not towns nor camps. A German employee of the American 

consulate, Mr. Auguste Bernau, who was commissioned to inspect these camps wrote in his 

lengthy report: 

The entrance of these concentration camps could well bear the legend imprinted 
on the gates of Dante's hell 'Ye who enter here, abandon all hope (ibid, 242). 

Another report by the American consul at Harput (southeast Turkey), Leslie Davis, called 

it the 'Slaughter-house province.' In his own words "The term 'Slaughter-house Vilayet' 

(Province) which I appIied to this vilayet ... has been fblly justified by what I have learned and 

actually seen" (ibid, 242). 

The deportees who survived the death marches, whether they came from Cilicia, east 

Anatolia or any of the towns in central Anatolia such as Trebizond, Kharput, Sivas, Angora, 

Marsovan or Diyarbekir, converged on Alepoo in northern Syria. Some were sent south towards 

Damascus; the great majority were sent to camps along the Euphrates such as Mashinah, Rakka, 

Deir ez-Zor and Ras UI-Ain. There are several reports on the conditions in these camps. In 

addition to the Bemau's report there is a report by two officers of the Ottoman army who 

deserted. They were Muslim Arabs, one fiom Damascus the other fiom Acre. Sir Mark Sykes, 



one of the senior British officials in the region interviewed them in August 19 16 and recorded 

their testimonies. He wrote: 

The Armenians were dying of typhus and dysentery, and the roads were littered 
with their decomposing bodies. The empty desert cisterns were also filled with 
corpses. .. . When marching fiom Ras ul-Ain to er-Radi the soldiers of the battalion 
often put up their hands to avert the sight of the numerous bloated naked corpses 
of murdered women who lay by the roadside (Walker, 1980:226-7). 

Excerpts fiom Auguste Bernau report reads as follows: 

It is impossible to give an impression of the temble things I saw during my 
journey among the scattered camps along the Euphrates. I travelled on the right- 
hand bank of the river. One cannot really talk of 'camps'. The greater part of this 
miserable people, brutally expelled fiom their home and land, separated from 
their families, robbed of all they owned, either when they left or en route, and 
stripped of all they carried, are living in the open air, herded together like cattle, 
without any protection against heat or cold, almost without clothes, and given 
very irregular and entirely inadequate food .... Everywhere one only sees pale 
faces and haggard bodies, living skeletons which are suffering dreadhl sickness 
and which will surely die of starvation .... I can state clearly, fiom the information 
that I have given, that nearly 60,000 Armenians are buried here, victims of 
hunger, deprivation, dysentery and typhus. Wherever one looks there are little 
hills, each of which contains 200-300 corpses .... Under a tent measuring about five 
or six square meters I saw roughly four hundred orphan children. They were 
starving. These wretched children are meant to receive 150 grams of bread per 
day. It ofken happens that they receive nothing for two or three days. The death 
rate is naturally extremely high. As I saw myself, dysentery claimed seventy 
victims within eight days (ibid, 227-80). 

By the end of 19 16 the genocidal killing were virtually complete. By that date according 

to Lord Bryce and Dr. Lepsius about one million Armenians were killed, half were women and 

children. There were between 1.5 to 2 million Armenians before the war, the Armenian 

Patriarchate gave the figure of 1,845,000. some quarter of million managed to escape to Russia. 

One million were killed, of the surviving 600,000 about 200,000 were forcibly Islamised. The 

rest were in the deserts camps. Walker argues that an additional 250,000 Armenians were killed 



in the years 191 9-22 "...when surviving deported Armenians returned home to face fbrther 

organised killings (ibid, 230). 

The various estimations concerning the number of Armenians before the war and the 

number of those who died make it dificult to arrive at a conclusive figure. As Vahakn N. 

Dadrian, the most distinguished scholar of the Armenian tragedy reports, the Turkish estimates 

claim there were 800,000 dead Armenians. On the other hand, there are Toynbee's and Dr. 

Lepsius' independent reports. However these reports do not include the people killed after 19 16. 

Lewis reports on 1,500,000 dead Armenians, one assumes therefore that he includes the overall 

number of dead Armenians throughout the period. These are the best estimates concerning the 

murdered Armenians. On this point, Hovannisian incisively states: 

Estimates of the Armenian dead vary fiom 600,000 to 2,000,000. A United 
Nations Human Rights subcommission report in 1985 gives the figure of "at least 
one million." The important point in understanding a tragedy of such magnitude is 
not the exact and precise count of the number who died - that will never be known 
- but the fact that more than half the Armenian population perished and the rest 
were forcibly driven &om their ancestral homeland. Another important point is 
that what befell the Armenians was by the will of the government. While a large 
segment of the general population participated in the looting and massacres, many 
Muslim leaders were shocked by what was happening, and thousands of 
Armenian women and children were rescued and sheltered by compassionate 
individual Turks, Kurds, and Arabs (Hovannisian, 1994: 125). 

According to the Shaws (1 977), the Armenians were removed fiom the war theatre and 

relocated to distant regions because war-related necessities demanded it. They argue that neither 

a genocide or massacres were ordered or occurred. The decision to relocate the Armenians was 

made for several reasons, claim the Shaws. Firstly, the Russian did likewise on their side. 

Secondly, many Turkish-Armenians declared their open support of the Russian enemy. And 

thirdly, there was no alternative because, 



[I]t would be impossible to determine which of the Armenians would remain loyal 
and which would follow the appeals of their leaders. As soon as spring came, 
then, in midoMay 191 5 orders were issued to e\iaix& the entire Armenian 
population fiom the provinces of Van, Bitlis, and Erzurum, to get them away fiom 
all areas where they might undermine the Ottoman campaigns against Russia or 
against the British in Egypt, [sic] with arrangements made to settle them in towns 
and camps in the Mosul area of northern Iraq. In addition, Armenians residing in 
the countryside (but not the cities) of the Cilician districts as well as those of 
north Syria were to be sent to central Syria for the same reason (1977 
(vo1.2):3 15). 

Food supplies and protection of the Armenians on their way were to be provided by the 

Army. The Armenians were to be protected until they returned to their homes after the war. The 

Shaws argue that no more than 400,000 Armenians were transported. Some half a million 

Armenians fled into the Caucasus. A 100,000 Armenians lived in Turkey after the war and 

150,000 to 200,000 immigrated to western Europe and the United States, 

... one can assume that about 200,000 perished as a result not only of the 
transportation but also of the same conditions of famine, disease, and war action 
that camied away some 2 million Muslims at the same time (ibid, 3 16). 

AAer carefully investigating the Ottoman records (on which they base their demographic 

assessment to the effect that there were 1.3 million Ottoman-Armenians), the Shaws conclude, 

therefore, that no written evidence exists to support the assertion that anyone ordered massacres. 

However, the Shaws' assertions are refuted by the many eyewitness testimonies referred, by 

other scholars investigations, and by circumstantial evidence concerning the disappearance of the 

Armenian minority fiom Turkey. 

If there was no intent or practice to annihilate the Armenian minority in 191 5, and the 

Young Turks' government meant only to relocate them, large number of civilian Armenians 

would have survived the war; some would have come back to live in their houses after the 



military upheaval and the consequent relocation. In addition, Turkish authorities during the war 

would have taken measures to protect their Armenian citizens. The government would have been 

especially resolute to defend the Armenians on their way to the desert camps to which they were 

relocated, since the treatment of Christian minorities, and especially the Armenians, had been a 

sensitive subject in the previous Sultanic regime. Furthermore, the Turkish government would 

have provided the necessities of :if& for the deportees while they stayed in these transitory 

camps. 

A11 these actions are large scale governmental operations. Such actions could have not 

been concealed. However, there are no reports on Armenians who were able to return to their 

houses in the eastern provinces following the war. There are no repofis that demonstrate that 

protective measures were enacted. On the contrary, there is a substantial body of evidence 

pointing to the existence of both the intent and practice o f  annihilating the Ottoman-Armenians 

while on route to  the desert camps. 

Therefore, any witness testifjring to the killing of Armenians, of whatever source or form, 

would casts doubt on the Shaws' claims that there was no intention to annihilate the Ottoman- 

Armenian, and therefore no annihilation of them. Nonetheless there are many accounts that 

document the mass, lethal violence against Armenians; these accounts, from various locations, 

all relate a similar pattern of killing actions. These reports have been attested to by several 

independent sources. There is scant doubt that a genocide was perpetrated against the Ottoman- 

Armenians. 

Not only deportees were not protected en route, but also there are reports that the murder 

of hundreds of  thousands of Armenian occurred en route to  the Syrian and Iraqi deserts. The 

reports attest to the fact that the Armenians were executed in a systematic pattern. The murders 



were perpetrated by regular and irregular Turkish troops. Indeed a special force - the Special 

Organization (TeskiIati Mahsusa) - was created to carry out the mass murders. Furthermore, the 

transitory camps were not camps at all; there were no arrangements undertaken to provide the 

deportees with the necessities of water, food, shelter and medical assistance, or secure them in 

these camps. 

Lastly, the Turkish government conducted a Military Tribunal on December 191 8 to May 

1919 in which several members of the Ittihad Party were convicted and sentenced, a few of them 

to death, in absentia for their role in conducting war crimes against the Armenians and in forcing 

Turkey into the war (Dadrian, 1986: 169-192). Consequently, the fact that the Ottoman-Armenian 

community does not exist any longer in Turkey is the most significant historical fact. The 

uncertainties and historical disagreements concerning the number of Ottoman-Armenians before 

and after the war are important but, nevertheless, secondary. 

I. Conclusion: symmetry and genocide 

Although Bernard Lewis has termed the disappearance of Turkish Armenians "a terrible 

holocaust" he nonetheless has explained the conflict as a struggle between two nations over the 

same land. In other words Lewis elevates the conflict between the Armenian minority and the 

Turkish authorities to the level of a conflict between two nations for the same land. He says: 

For the Turks, the Armenian movement was the deadliest of all threats. From the 
conquered lands of the Serbs, Bulgars, Albanians, and Greeks, they could, 
however reluctantly, withdraw, abandoning distant provinces and bringing the 
Imperial fiontier nearer home. But the Armenians, stretching across Turkey-in- 
Asia fiom the Caucasian fiontier to the Mediterranean coast, lay in the very heart 
of the Turkish homeland - and to renounce these lands would have meant not the 
truncation, but the dissolution of the Turkish state. Turkish and Armenian 
villages, inextricably mixed, had for centuries lived in neighbourly association. 



Now a desperate struggle between them began - a struggle between two nations 
for the possession of a single homeland, that ended with the terrible holocaust of 
1915, when a million and half Armenians perished (Lewis, 1965:350). 
Whereas the Shaws have rejected any imputation of a genocide or massacres, Lewis puts 

the responsibility for the "temble holocaust" on both sides' tragically uncompromising 

nationalist sentiments, therefore advocating the symmetry argument. The Armenian nation and 

the Turkish-Ottoman nation were fighting for the  same piece of land. These characteristics of the 

national conflict led to its desperate nature and to its tragic end. The tragic end - "the terrible 

holocaust of 19 15" - was just a culmination of this "desperate struggle" according to Lewis' 

explanation. 

Robert Melson (1992) also presents a major challenge to Lewis' "two nation one land" 

argument. Melson says, 

... to say that there were two nations locked in a desperate struggle for the 
possession of a single homeland without adding qualifLing remarks is to impute a 
level of equality of force and self-consciousness that is unwarranted by any 
evidence (1 992: 154). 

None of Lewis unstated assumptions are correct. The Armenians did not have a government; 

their political leadership, whether traditional or revolutionary, never attained the same level of 

authority as the Ottoman government. 

The Turkish Armenian minority had no real military organized power. All the terrorist 

acts were simply desperate acts to draw world attention to the plight of the Armenians, and never 

posed a real threat to the Ottoman central government. The Armenians' rebellions were local, 

unorganized and usually failed. Even if they had secured any victory, it could not change the 

political shape of things to come. Lastly, Turkish Armenians were a demographic minority. 



Thus, to argue that the Armenians posed "the deadliest threat" to the Young Turks is to 

completely adopt the Young Turks' point of view. 

As the historical evidence clearly shows the Armenians accepted their minority status, 

and therefore were prepared to compromise in order to get a system that would guarantee their 

lives, dignity and possessions. The Armenians accepted the Powers' reform schemes. For the 

majority of the Armenians, that was their only cherished demand. Up until 1914, the Armenians 

in east Anatolia wanted the Scheme of Reform to be implemented. The Young Turks, however, 

had adapted an ideology that totally excluded the Armenians. Even before the adaption of a Pan- 

Turkish ideology, the Turks had never thought of themselves as equal to the Armenians. Formal 

equality was seen as status derogation not only by ordinary Muslim Turks, but also by the 

leading figures in the Committee of Union and Progress; the party that in its initial stages 

advocated "Liberal Ottomanism" as its desired political goal. 

Incorporating the Armenians into post-Ottoman Turkey was a major challenge. The 

Armenians were never a real threat. It was the Young Turks' Pan-Turkism and their dream of 

creating a homogenized racial empire that made them perceive the Armenians as "the deadIiest 

of all threats." The Young Turks's method of dealing with the Armenians' social, political and 

cultural challenge was the adoption of a total exclusionary policy. The end result of this policy 

was the Armenian genocide. The adoption of a policy advocating the killing of Armenians had 

only the most tenuous relation to any concrete threat; it had much to do with the Turks' 

reluctance to deal with social complexity with means other than violence. 

The Russian Tsar's policy, namely, "Armenia without Armenians" was carried out by the 

Young Turks (Oke, 1988: 114; Hovannisian, 1967:28 see also 49,57-68). Turkish Armenia was 

emptied of Armenians, thus providing the territorial continuity and the "living-space" needed for 



the Turkish race (see Walker 1977: 191. on comparison to the Nazis). The total exclusion and 

annihilation of the Armenians were based on their vulnerability stemming firom their 

geographical and social entrapment and their political isolation. This vulnerability led to their 

destruction as a social and cultural entity in the eastern parts of Asia minor under Turkish 

control. 

The historical evidence concerning the involvement of the Young Turks government is 

beyond doubt. Its involvement has been established by many independent sources. These sources 

encompass a wide spectnrrn of nationality and political viewpoint; there are Turkish, Armenian, 

English, German, Austrian, American, Italian, Swedish sources (Dadrian, 1995:240). Beyond 

any doubt, military units of the Turkish army were involved in the deportation process of the 

Armenians fkom the eastern provinces of Anatolia. There is a great deal of evidence 

documenting and confirming the processes of expulsion and murder of the Armenians from Asia 

Minor (Hovannisian, 1967:48-55; Blair, 1989: 1-35). Some evidence appears in writing and some 

in the testimony of eyewitnesses. However, the main indisputable fact is that the Armenians were 

expelled &om Armenia. No one questions that in the process of deportation and expulsion, many 

Armenians died. 

In the Court Martial conducted by the Turkish authorities after the First World War, the 

leaders of the CUP were found guilty and sentenced to death in absentia for their role in causing 

the war and in the deportation and murder of Armenians (Blair, 1989:4; Dadrian, 1986: 169-192; 

Hovannisian, 1 994: 126). The current Turkish government denies any responsibility, rejecting the 

historical validity of the atrocities the CUP government was accused of 

The shifts in the Ottoman and Young Turks policies, combined with the rise of Armenian 

nationalism strained relations between the Ottoman government and the Ottoman-Armenians to 



such a point that the Armenians were transformed fiom a "loyal minority" to an enemy of the 

Turkish homeland. The exclusion of the Armenians &om "the universe of obligation" (Fein, 

19767, 1979:4, 8-9) went hand in hand with the deepening of the Pan-Turkish sentiment. 

The organized massacres and the orchestrated riots against Armenians, which took place 

in the last decades of the 19th century (1 894- 1896) and into the 20th (Adana - 1909) and the 

genocidal killing of 1915-16, were the method in which the Armenians were transformed into the 

ethnic "other." The very existence of the Armenian minority was portrayed as a dangerous threat 

by political and intellectual elites. The Armenian could do nothing about it. With the government 

authorization of the killing and the army carrying out government's orders, the elimination of 

Armenian basic human rights to life and property was total and complete. 



End Notes 

' Mihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti (The Committee of Union and Progress: CUP) which was created in May 1889. In its 
earlier stage it called for constitutionalism, Ottomanism, and freedom. 

Circassia is a region in the southeastern Caucasus mountains, west of the Caspian Sea. It is a border land between 
Russia, Persia and Turkey. The Circassians are Muslims. After the Crimean war the Russian persecuted their non- 
Christian minorities especially the Tatars of the Crimean penitlfllta and the Circassians of the Caucasus. The result 
was mass migation of these populations into the Ottoman Empire. The Russians encouraged that flood since they 
"...were glad to get rid of the old population [in order] to Russianize and Christianize the southern portion of their 
new empire" (Shaw (vo1.2), 1972: 116). 

The granting to Christian minorities civil and political rights in the Ottoman Empire became an Article (Article 
number 9) in the Treaty of Paris at the end of the Crimean war of 1853-56. The treaty was promulgated on March 
30, 1856. The protection of the Armenian minority appeared in the Treaty of San Stefano (Article 16 - signed in 
March 1878 by victorious Tsarist Russia and the defeated Ottoman Empire at the end of the Russo-Ottoman war of 
1877-8). And the security of the Armenian minority was celebrated in the Treaty of Berlin which was a sequel to the 
Russo-Ottornan war and was signed in June of 1878 (Article number 6 1) between Austria, France, Great Britain, 
Prussia, Russia and Sardinia on the European side and the Ottoman empire. 

See the remarks made by Great Britain Ambassador to Constantinople, Sir Henry Elliot in 4 September 1876 and 
in the same veins Sir Henry Layard blatant declarations on 2 January 1878. Sir Henry Elliot said that his policy 
toward the Turks "...has never been guided by any sentimental affection for them, but by a firm deterinination to 
uphold the interests of Great Britain to the utmost of [his].. power." This meant, first and foremost, keeping the 
integrity of the Ottoman Empire intact. He also argued that feeling of "..revolted humanity" made other British 
leaders, to whom he attaches the label "shallow politicians," forget the "capital interest involved in the question." 

Sir Hemy Layard simply said: 

It is the most monstrous piece of folly that we should be ready to sacrifice the most vital 
interests of our country, India, our position as a firstclass power, the influence that we 
have hitherto exercised in the cause of human liberty and civilisation, rather than stand 
shoulder to shoulder with the Turks, because some bashibozuks [irregulars] have 
murdered some worthless and unfortunate Bulgarians (italics added, Walker, 1980: 105). 

The Devshinne was a system which "recruited" and trained non-Muslims (boys) for the Sultan's army and for 
administrative state positions. It was a "compulsory levy of boys" (Lewis, 19655). The Millet - religious 
communities among the subject peoples - derived h m  the Islamic basis of the empire, it represented the religious 
and politic. attitude of Muslims toward infidels. The Millet was the organizational form in which these attitudes 
took shape. 

6. From hereafter referred as: Toynbee, 1926 and page indication. 

'. Walker, following ELie Kedourie argues that the "human cattle" (Topbee's definition) is different from 
the "protected ones" designation (Walker's and Kedourie's definitions). Walker says: 

The non-Muslim communities were known as rayahs, or flocks (derived from the Arabic 
ru'a) not because they were 'human cattle', as some later commentators have held, but 
because they were the 'protected ones', as sheep by a shepherd, a fairly common image in 
the Middle East The protection that they received, however, was in practice closer to that 
of a racketeer than a biblical vision (Walker, 1980:87). 

Since the Sultan was, at least in his mind, the shepherd and all possessions belonged to him as the sole owner of the 
Ottoman Oikos, the difference between the two designations is not that pronounced. 



8. Shaw argues that,"The development of the devsinne into an institution for the periodic levy of Christian 
children to a positions in the palace and administration took place most likely early in the reign of 
bayezit I 11389-1402 MA.] with its general application coming later under Murat II [1421-145 1 M. A] 
and Mehmet II [I45 1-1481 MA.](Shaw, vol. I, 1977: 1 13). 

The first step of Mehmet II (after the conquest of Constantirrople in May 1453, now 
cded Istanbul by the Turks MA.) was to remove the Turkish nobility as a dominating 
political force and to wipe out all members of Ottoman families who had any aspirations 
for the throne. The Turkish fimiliesl assets and private properties were confiscated and 
transferred to members of the Devshime class (Shaw. vol. I, 197758; see also G. L. 
Lewis, 1960:26). 

See note 8. 

lo. Shaw says: 

It should be noted, incidentally, that the old theory that Ottoman greatness was due to a 
system that made the slaves into the Ruliag Class, to the complete exclusion of born 
Muslims, and that decline resulted from the entry of the latter into the system, while 
appealing to Christian Europe, is without foundation The Ottoman rise to power had 
been led and sustained largely by elements from the old Turkish and Muslim 
aristocracies. It was only in the period of decline that the slaves achieved control, but this 
led not to triumph but to decay (Shaw,m, 1977: 170). 

France, England and Sardinia fought on the side of the Ottoman Empire against Tsarist Russia The war lasted 
three years between 1853-56 (Dadrian, 1995:14-19). 

l 2  From 1856 on, and especially from 23 December 1876 in which the Midhat Constitution (the Ottoman 
Constitution) was promulgated there was a constant demand by Christian minorities in the Balkan and in Anatolia to 
implement the reform clauses of the Gulhane Declaration, Article number 9 of the Treaty of Paris, the Midhat's 
Constitution, and Article number 61 of the Treaty of Berlin. Not only the reforms were not implemented by Sultan 
Abdul Hamit he aIso dissolved the Ottoman Parliament in early 1878 toward the end of the Russo-Ottornan war 
(started in April 1877) of 1877-1878. Moreover, in 1894-6 Abdul Hamit's regime perpetrated the first large scale 
massacres of Armenians in Anatolia 

13.  Tsar Nicholas uttered that designation in 1853, (see T o m ,  1926:9; Hurewitz. 1972: 135). However, 
Davison argues that it was coined by Nicholas back in 1833 (Davison, 1988:74). The earlier date seems 
more plausible. Different interpretations of the Sultan's "health" situation were determined by the political 
interests of the parties. For Tsarist Russia, Ottoman Turkey was an obstacle for its plans on the straits, the 
Balkans and the Middle East This obstruction to Russians' interests was apparent since the mid-18th 
century. For Great Britain, on the other han4 Ottoman Turkey was a buffer zone protecting the British 
interests in India, in the Persian Golf and in the Middle East Hence, Tsarist Russia wanted the 
dismemberment of the Ottoman empire, whereas British stance (clearly in the 19th century) aimed at 
preserving the territorial and political integrity of the Ottoman empire. The British stance became the 
cornerstone of the Concert of Europe in regard to the "Eastern Question" (Dadrian, 1995: 15). 

l4 These wars were the war of 1768-74 (in the end of which the Treaty of Kuchuk Karinaka was signed in 1774), 
the Greek war of independence of 1821-1830 (which was settled with the proclamation of the London Protocol of 
1830), the Crimean war of 1853-1856 (which was followed with the Treaty of Paris of 1856), and the 1876-1877 
campaign (in the end of which the San S t e h o  agreement was signed and subsequently transformed in the Treaty of 
Berlin of 1877). The last war that had direct bearing on the Ottoman Armenirtns was the First World War during 
which the Ottoman-Turkish genocide of the Ottoman Armenians occurred. 
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Is. The Russo-Turkish War of 1768-74 at the end of which the Peace Treaty of Kucuk Kaynarca was 
signed on July 21,1774. Kucuk Kaynarca is a village near Silistria on the Danube located in the northeast 
province of Bulgaria (Dadrian, 1995:8). 

l6 Among other things, the hatti &g(noble rescript) proclaimed in the Gulhane (the Sultan's Rose Chamber) states, 
that the Ottoman authorities seek to create new institutions in order to provide good administration to the empire's 
provinces. In addition it states that: 

These institutions must be principally carried out under three heads, which are: 
1. The guarantees insuring to our subjects perfect security for life, honor, and fortune. 
2. A regular system of assessing and levying taxes. 
3. An equalIy regular system for the levying of troops and the dwation of their service (Hurewitz, 

1972: 1 14). 

" See note number 2. 

'' The text of article 9 of the Treaty of Paris states: 

His Imperial Majesty the Sultan, having in his constant solicitude for the welfare of his 
subjects, issued a firman which, while ameliorating their condition, without distinction of 
religion or of race, records his generous intentions towards the Christian populations of 
his Empire, and wishing to give a further proof of his sentiments in this respect, has 
resolved to communicate to the contxacting parties the said firman, emanating 
spontaneously fiom his sovereign will. The contracting Powers recognize the high value 
of this communication It is clearly understood that it cannot in any case give the right to 
the said Powers to interfere, either collective~y or separately, in the relations of His 
Majesty the Sultan with his subjects, nor in the internal administration of his Empire 
(Hurewitz, 1972: 154). 

l9 The full text of article 6 1 of the Treaty of Berlin states: 

The Sublime Porte undertakes to out, without further delay, the improvements and 
reforms demanded by local requirements in the provinces inhabited by the Armenians, 
and to guarantee their security against the Circassians and Kurds. It will periodically 
make known the steps taken to this effect to the Powers, who will superintend their 
application (Hurewitz, 1972: 190). 

20 J. (Viscount) Bryce, also author of the classic The American Commonwealth (1888) was Regius Professor of Civil 
Law at Odord from 1870- 1893, entered Parliament in 1880, and during 1907-1 91 3 was Ambassador to the United 
States (Dadrian, 1995:228). 

21 Some critics questioned the impartiality of this massive volume of reports from Ottoman Turkey (Oke, 1988). 
However, the veracity of the wok  is appreciated by several authorities such as Gilber Munay, Regius Professor at 
Oxford, H.A.L. Fisher Vice Chancellor of Sheffield University, Moorfield Storey, the former President of the 
American Bar Association, and Austria's Consul General to Turkey in 1917 how advises his government in Vienna 
that "insofar as I was able to familiarize myself with the contents of this book, and on the basis of my own 
perception and the information I have at my disposal, the book to a great extent does reflect but the 6uth'' (Dadrian, 
1995:229). 

22 Uriel Heyd wrote the intellectual biography of Ziya Gokalp in his Foundation of Turkish Nutionolisrn: The Life 
and Teaching of Ziya Gokalp, 1950. 

" Tekin Alp was born Moise Cohen, and his adopted name means 'unique herof (Walker, 1980:190). 
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24 Clause number 2 of the secret Treaty of Alliance between Germany and Turkey, signed on August 2,1914 reads 
as folIows: 

In case Russia should intervene with active military measures, and should thus bring 
about a caws foedwis for G e m y  with relation to Austria-Hungary, this casus foederis 
would also come into existence for Turkey. 

Clause number 8 reads: 

The present treaty shall remain secret and can only be made public as a result of an 
agreement anived at between the two high contracting parties [The Kaiser and the 
Sultan] (Snyder, 1958:87). 



Part VIIL= The Social and Cultural roots of the Nazi Destruction of European Jewry 
(The Shoah) 

A. Introduction: The continuity and the Sondemeg thesis 

The German dictatorship did not materialize quite as suddenly as Pallas Athena, 
who sprang fblly armed tiom the forehead of Zeus. The Third Reich, something 
the German resistance fighter Ernest Niekisch called the "realm of the lower 
demons," had numerous links to the past (Remmling, 1 987: 1 85). 

The Second Reich's anti-Semitic movement created the ideological climate for Nazism. 

This ideological climate consisted of two factors: an obsession of some segments of the German 

society and polity with the so-called "Jewish Question," and the complete substitution, in the 

minds of many, of the German "Social Problemt' with the so-called "Jewish Question." 

In Second Reich Germany (1 87 1- 19 18) the "Social Problem, " was the problem of social 

participation and political representation of the vast majority of Germans. The Jewish Question 

had very little to do with this crisis. Whereas Bismarck was successfi.d in his attempt to ban the 

Social Democratic Party from politics only in 1 878, the lower middle cIassesl (Mittelstand) and 

the peasantry's interests were represented only through the twisted mirror of anti-Semitic 

political agitation and fiinge parties. Workers, MitteIstancl, and peasantry were the German 

majority; but these groups did not have a voice in the supposedly democratic Second Reich 

Germany. 

During the Second Reich, the German working class had an unambiguous political home: 

the Social Democratic Party. However, throughout that period the Miitelstand and peasantry 

lacked both social expression and political representation of their status grievances and economic 

interests. Anti-Semitic agitators and political parties, consciously or unconsciously, exploited 

that social and political vacuum. 



In the current and recent historio-philosophical debates concerning German modem 

history two themes constitute the centre of this discourse. The continuity thesis serves as the 

first, and the peculiar way of Germany in history (the Sonderweg thesis) as the second. Both 

theses are subject to continuous debates and rival interpretations (Zimmermann, 1989; Kocka, 

1989). 

The much disputed continuity thesis holds that the murderous, anti-Semitism of the Nazis 

drew much of its substance fiorn the unresolved social problems and from the political and 

culttlral debates of the Second Reich. However, the Second Reich's anti-Semitic campaign, 

which tried to exclude Jews fiom political participation, totally failed. The rise of the Nazi 

movement to power was intrinsically tied up with social and political conditions of the Weimar 

Republic. The failed attempt of the anti-Semitic parties in Second Reich Germany to force 

conversion on the Jews or to expel1 them - the two political aims of the anti-Semitic parties - was 

due to the authority and legitimacy the Kaiserreich had among Germans. Furthermore, whereas 

the Second Reich was a source of pride, the Weimar Republic had many sworn enemies in 

German society and polity. Therefore, the continuity thesis must be qualified to an important 

degree. 

The anti-Semitic social movement of the Second Reich was an expression of the 

"peculiar" (the Sondkrweg thesis) way in which Germany had evolved to modernity. Indeed, the 

culture of the anti-Semitic movement in the Second Reich, provided the breeding ground for the 

widespread acceptance of the Nazi ideology. As far as anti-Semitism was concerned, during the 

Nazi era, most Germans did not have to be Nazified: total exclusionary, racial anti-Semitism was 

a familiar political option. Hence, my contention with the "Sondenveg thesis" argues that the 

evolution of German society toward modernity and a nation-state can be better understood by 



taking into account the tumultuous anti-Semitic culture prevalent among some Germans in the 

Second Reich, and the political implications that such an entanglement entailed. Thus, both the 

"continuity thesis" and the "Sondemeg thesis" are seen as valid arguments, though in need of 

qualifications. 

A central theme in the anti-Semitic crusade against the Jews was the argument that the 

German "social problem" is the "Jewish problem." Therefore, instead of examining "...the ways 

Judeophobes proposed to solve the "Jewish problem" (Niewyk, 1990:338), one should look at 

the various ways anti-Semites (Jodeophobes) proposed to solve the "German problem," by 

solving the so-called "Jewish problem." Hence, the chapter proposes to situate the German 

"social problem" on its feet instead of leaving it, as the anti-Semites agitators did, on its head. 

A first step in such an intellectual transformation is to try and picture the fiture image 

anti-Semites of all sorts had for Germany and for its German-Jewish minority. Most anti-Semites 

in the Second Reich accepted, under various conditions, the integration of "improved" Jews into 

German society. Only a small group of anti-Semites - "a fiinge of a fiinge group" - totally 

excluded Jews (Melson, 199 1 : 134). Conditional acceptance of German Jews as opposed to total 

exclusion of them fiom German society was the most significant dividing line between the two 

camps of anti-Semites in the Kaiserreich. Thus the ideology of the total exclusionary, racial anti- 

Semitic camp in the Second Reich was the cultural forerunner of the Nazis. The ideology of this 

fiinge group provides a strong linkage between anti-Semitism of the Kaiserreich and that of the 

Thud Reich. 

"Mild" anti-Semitic agitators accepted the option of self improvement of Jews. Jews were 

supposed to become Germans by converting to Christianity, and these anti-Semites' Reich was 

inclusive for all Germans. The remaining problems were to define what is Germany and who is a 



German? These were, indeed, difficult questions. In contrast, radical anti-Semitic agitators 

totally rejected the presence of Jews or converted Jews in an improved German Reich. Their 

Reich would be improved, so they alleged, only if their German Reich was bereft of Jews. They 

advocated the expulsion or the annihilation of the Jews. They knew who a German was; a 

German was not a Jew. 

Second Reich Germany rejected this definition; Third Reich Germany constituted itself 

on its implementation. Therefore, both the failure of the anti-Semitic movement in the second 

Reich, and the Shoah ~oIocaust)  during the Nazi era, can be better understood by bearing in 

mind the specific future image anti-Semites and Nazis had. The degrees and the manner of 

inclusion or exclusion of the Jews became a political bone of contention from the day the Jews 

were formal citizens of the Second Reich. 

My study of the social conditions that facilitated the Shoah @olocaust), then, begins with 

an analysis of the formal equality and citizenship rights officially granted to the Jews of the 

Second Reich in 1871' . Radical anti-Semitest and Nazis' interpretations of the "Jewish problem" 

and their proposed solutions were, explicitly or impIicitly, always part of a larger context in 

which they projected their vision of Germany. That fixture vision inexorably shaped their present 

attitudes and actions. The Nazi's vision of the (Third) German Reich and their "final solution" of 

the so-called "Jewish Problem, " are therefore intertwined. 

However, prior to the anti-Semitic crusade of the late 19th century and the Nazi 

ascendance in Weimar Germany, Germans and Jews coexisted in relative peace for hundreds of 

years. From 1871 onward, and especially fiom 191 9, when the Weimar Republic constitution 

was promulgated, German-Jews were formalIy considered as German citizens. Their newly 

legislated citizenship rights were the basis for both their legal participation and protection within 



German society and polity. The rescinding of the civil rights of Jews became the most important 

demand of anti-Semites of all variations. That demand appeared in the 1880 petition of the 

"Beriin movement" and in all other subsequent anti-Semitic publications, platforms and in Nazi 

actions. 

Sixty-two years after fill civil rights had been granted to the Jews, the Nazis revoked 

these rights. In January 1933, millions of Germans clearly knew that they were voting into office 

a revolutionary cadre vowing to wage war on German democracy. The Nazis' annulment of Jews' 

civil and political rights was a major component of the Nazis' campaign to undermine the 

democratic tenets of the Weirnar Republic. 

On 1 April 1933, Jews were officially excluded fiom participation in the German-Nazi 

economic life. Soon afterwards, legal "dis-integration" and "dis-assimilationN decrees were put 

into law on 15 September 1933. With the enactment of Nuremberg Laws in 193 5 the process had 

been completed: Jews civil rights were completely rescinded (Bein, 1990:3 14-19). In the summer 

of 1941, the Jews human rights were annulled when the Germans formally and collectively 

sentenced them to death (Carr, 1991 :333), because, according to Nazi ideology, the Jews' 

presumed inferior and pernicious racial origins required it. Clearly the chief objective of 

Germans' policy during the Nazi period, with regards to the Jews, was first their segregation, 

then their expulsion which was followed by the attempt to totally annihilate Jews fiom the face 

of the earth. This attempt of total annihilation of the Jews by German Nazis gives the Shoah 

(catastrophe) its uniqueness in world history. Though the Shoah, eventually, engulfed Jews of all 

European countries, my work highlights only the developments within Germany. Hence, my 

work is not on the Shoah itselc but on the social, cultural and political conditions which were 

conducive to the development of total exclusionary policies in Germany between 1871 and 1945. 



What were the origins of the German social forces and conditions that facilitated the total 

exclusion and annihilation of the Jews in Germany and in Europe during the Nazi period? Why 

did all anti-Semites regard the rescinding of the formal equality and political rights of the Jews as 

one of their main targets? 

This work demonstrates the fiuithlness of a historical comparative research into German 

ethnic relations as the main avenue to address the above questions. It focuses on Germans and 

their interaction with Jews in a delimited period of time: 1871-1945. The work also argues that 

anti-Semitism must be placed at the centre of these relations and, secondly, that the mass murder 

of European Jews was the culmination of total exclusionary, racial anti-Semitism. The formal 

inclusion of Jews as citizens within the Second Reich and the reaction against that inclusion 

provides the historical and theoretical point of departure for the study of the development of 

exclusionary racial anti-Semitism. 



Chapter 18: Anti-Semitism in Second Reich Germany 

B. Jews in Second Reich Germany: emancipation and assimilation 

What the anti-Semites called "Jewry" was in fact numerous, often hostile factions: 
orthodox and reformed, baptized, agnostic, and atheistic, East European 
immigrant and long-settled German, Yiddish and German speaking, the rich and 
well-to-do of Germany's commercial cities and impoverished, who had become 
Germans after the partitions of Poland in the eighteen century. As a group, the 
Jews of Germany stood ill prepared to face a concerted attack upon their well- 
being (Levy, 1975: 1 1). 

Jews, it was frequently alleged by Germans, could be characterized by specific cultural 

and economic features. Social and cultural segregation and economic concentration in specific 

kind of occupational pursuits were, so many German detractors of the Jews claimed, the major 

outcomes of the peculiar way Jews conducted their cultural and economic life. During the late 

18th century most Jews were "...still small traders middlemen between the cities and the 

villages" (Laqueur, 1972:4). They traded in all commodities. In Hesse they traded in cattle, in 

AIsace in wine; in Prussia (Posen) many were artisans; some Jews, a small minority, became 

bankers, intimately bounded to the progression of the state(s) of Germany throughout the 18th 

and early decades of the 19th century. 

The economic, political and cultural changes affecting German states and population in 

the 19th century affected also the Jewish communities within these states; however, such 

changes were slow, gradual and did not transform the entire Jewish community at the same time. 

For example, some occupational changes occurred only fiom mid-1 9th century onward. 

However, cultural changes, "the out of the Ghetto," movement was more pronounced. 

From late 18th century to the last quarter of the 19th century Germany, when the anti- 

Semitic parties appeared, the emancipation movement within Jewish circles went through several 

intellectual developments. Enlightenment ideas shaped the first stage of development. The 



Enlightenment ideas mainly contributed to fiee-thinking concerning religions. Its practical 

application was a strong incentive for either conversion to Christianity, agnostic or atheistic 

stands or for purging Judaism fiom its archaism; reforming Judaism and the Jews through 

education was a veritable social movement among middle class German Jewry of late 18th and 

early 19th centuries. "Away fiom Asia; was one of their main slogans" (ibid, 15). 

Moses Mendelssohn, born in Dessau in 1729, who translated the Bible into German, 

argued that there was no contradiction between Judaism and critical reason; and assertions such 

as this one opened the way for a renewed interpretation of Judaism along with Enlightenment 

critical reasoning and arguments for the perfectibility of human beings. Middle class and 

prominent Jews, like Moses Mendelssohn, thought that Jews ought to change some of their 

cultural traits and ways of making their livelihood in order to "fit" into German society. Hence, 

Mendelssohn became a "landmark in modem Jewish history, not so much because of what he 

did, as for what he was: the very symbol of Jewish emancipation" (Laqueur, 1972:s). 

Later on in mid 19th century, Gabriel Riesser, a Jewish member of the Reichstag and a 

prominent advocate of emancipation, argued that Jewish nationhood had ceased to exist. Any 

Jew who proclaimed his allegiance with this "non-existent nation" rather than with the "existing 

German fatherland" to which his allegiance should be given, should be put under police 

surveillance, not because he is dangerous but because he was insane. However, both 

Mendelssohn and Riesser did not advocate abandoning Judaism. Rather, their argument was 

about reforming Judaism and making it compatible with modem times, free thinking, and 

rationality. 

Assimilation through emancipation was not confined to Germany; it was an European 

phenomenon. Many Jews who converted did not feel themselves members of the Jewish people 



anymore; "the idea that the Jews were no longer a people had been given official sanction by the 

Sanhedrin convened by Napoleon in 1807" (ibid, 19). Religious conversion, adoption of cultural 

and social traits of German (or French, Austrian or Italian) society as signs of "self- 

improvement," were the "tickets" into these societies. This "contractual interpretation of 

emancipation" was widely accepted by middle class Jews. "For decades," says the social scholar 

and historian Alexander Bein, 

the Jews had striven to assimilate to the nations in everything and to differ fi-om 
them as little as possible. Never before in the history of the Jewish Diaspora had 
the leading circles tried as hard as the western Jews did in the nineteenth century 
not only to learn from the surroundings what was appropriate for them and what 
they needed for coexistence (which is entirely natural for human groups living 
together), but to be absorbed by the world around them, to think and evaluate like 
it and to adopt its ideals and even its hatreds. To them, assimilation was not only a 
practice and purposive action, but they also developed it into an ideology and 
raised it to the status of an ideal (1 990:27O). 

These inclinations toward assimilation were accompanied by an alliance with political 

forces that espoused human liberation, mainly, though not exclusively, Liberalism, and later on, 

Socialism. Many Jews found in Liberalism and in Enlightenment ideas a new creed that was able 

to assuage the internal vacuum created by the abandonment of their religion. Hence the 

association of Jews with liberalism and later on with socialist politics, which anti-Semites 

constantly underscored in their agitation, had more than a "grain of truth" in it (Massing, 

1949:4). Jews participated, sometimes fulfilling conspicuous roles, in these social movements of 

emancipation. These political movements offered, so converted, agnostics or atheist Jewish 

activists presumed, a personal as well as a collective solution to their private troubles which were 

made public issues by the social and industrial revolutions of 18th and 19th century Europe 



1. The economic change 

"As a Jew, Moses Mendelssohn wrote to a fiiend, my son can became only a physician, a 

trader, or a beggar" (Laqueur, 1972:6). These words were spoken in the early 19th century. 

However, toward the end of that century, that assertion was no Ionger completely true. 

Urbanization and occupational diversification, the two social processes traditionally held to 

accompany Jewish emancipation, occurred, but not to the extent usually claimed (Barkai, 

l985:267-28 1). 

To the social historian who investigates the industrialisation process and focuses on the 

German Jewish minority, the Jewish economic success story appears exaggerated. Not all Jews 

were rich. Most of them had small stores or were petty merchants. Overall, the Jewish minority 

belonged to the lower-middle class who worked hard to get by. From an economic point of view, 

Jews belonged to the German Miftlestand. Up until mid century most Jews lived in small towns 

and mral areas. In 1871 Jews comprised 1.20% of the German population (Barkai, 1985 :268). 

Outside of Berlin and Hamburg, most Jews were concentrated in the East (Pomania, Silesia, 

West Prussia) and in the Southwest (Baden, Alsace, Bavarian Palatinate, Hesse, Franconia) (see 

Puizer, 1964:9). In 1852, less than 40,000 Jews lived in cities with population over 50,000. 

Between 1820-1871 there was a 74% increase in the number of Jews in Germany &om 

270,000 to 470,000 (by 1933 there were half a million Jews in Germany). The increase was not 

solely due to higher birth rate (Jewish birth rate was lower than the average in Germany). Rather 

a significant portion of the increase was due to the immigration of Jews fiom the East. On the 

other hard, many young, unmarried, skilled and poor German Jews were emigrating, primarily to 

the United State (between 1840 to 1910 some 150,000 to 200,000 German Jews emigrated to the 

United States parkai, 1985:271]); a process that contributed significantly to a "Jewish 



population exchange" within Germany. This process also created, by 1870, a more economically 

homogeneous and affluent Jewish community. The relative homogenization, in terms of age, 

class and status, was created by emigration, reduction of internal competition, and the burden of 

providing for the Jewish poor. The remaining German-Jews belonged to a relatively well- 

established families. This remained true, at least to the conclusion of the first phase of 

industrialization which ended with the economic crisis between 1873-1 879. 

By 1871, some 60% of the Jewish breadwinners were in the mid to high tax levels. Only 

5 to 25% of the Jews (depending on the different provinces) were classified as lower income 

families and therefore did not pay taxes. In 1848, in contrast, the picture had been the reverse; 

some 40 to 50% of the Jews were poor (Barkai, 198 5:272). Most of the Jewish poor were Jews 

who had immigrated to Germany from the east: the proverbial Ostjuden. Many of them were in 

need of assistance fiom the Jewish welfare system. As well, German Jews contributed to the 

general German welfare institutions (Bornstein, 1985:288,290-94). 

The improvement in the economic status of Jews up to the 1870s was not due to any 

substantial change in the occupational structure of Jews; the change owned more to a conjuncture 

of events that enabled the Jews to benefit fiom new commercial opportunities created by a 

rapidly industrializing Germany (Massing, 19495). Jews did not change occupations, but the 

market opportunities favoured, for a while, their traditional position: commerce. Up until 1843 

about 57% of the Jews were engaged in trade. This state of affairs remained constant until 19 10. 

Most were shopkeepers, small or medium size merchants, who, with the hard work of their 

families, were able to accumulate a store of small capital and live modest but secure lives 

(Barkai, 1985:274). Neither "productivization" nor "professionalism" gained much of hold 

among German Jews of the late 19th century Germany. In the 1880s, only 5% of the Jews were 



"professionals," the same as in the general German society. Despite formal equality, most Jews 

were discriminated against in admission to government bureaucracies and universities. 

Consequently those who became professional were either medical doctors or lawyers - the only 

two professions through which an individual could become "independent." Still, commerce and 

trade were, the most typical occupations of GermanJews in Second Reich Germany. Economic 

"independence" was the overwhelmingly desired goal of most Jews. 

The crisis of the German economy between 1873 to 1879 struck the Jews, in an equal if 

not in a harsher fashion than other Germans. Since most Jews were in commerce and trade, the 

economic depression had a strong impact on them. As a result Jews in the last quarter of the 19th 

century, were in a deep economic and social crisis. The precariousness of their economic 

existence contradicted the widely held stereotypes of them as rich men. 

The economic crisis of the Jewish group was caused by two related processes. Because of 

their occupational concentration and the "independent" nature of their occupations, economic 

shifts toward capital concentration and big business had an adverse effect on their businesses. 

Secondly, though Jews had civil rights this did not fbrnish them with access to positions in the 

army, public and state administration, universities and the Judicial system. AII such positions 

were guarded by interest groups and access to them was restricted to a qualified few. 

Discrimination was wide and prevalent and blocked the ability of Jews to divers@ their range of 

occupations (Massing, 1949:4). Hence, public administration was undoing what the constitution 

had formally granted, that is, civil and social equality. 

The Jewish community was not composed only of poor and middle-lower class members. 

There was also a small segment of well-to-do Jews. The Jewish elite was composed of two kinds 

of "Jewish bourgeoisie": the old and the new. The former were descendants of the "court Jews" 



and bankers. The latter were a small group of well-off Jews who were able to climb the 

economic ladder in industrializing Germany. The "new rich," were mainly involved in commerce 

and industry, whereas the "old-rich" had "made" their money in banking in the 18th century and 

in the early decades of the 19th century, These two groups were distinct and kept apart fiom each 

other. The "old" rich were Germanized and therefore detached fiom the Jewish community. Most 

members of the established group, that is, the descendants of Jewish bankers, were assimilated. 

The "nouveaux riche," on the other hand were actively involved in the leadership of Jewish 

communities and organizations (Barkai, 1 985:275-278). These, in broad strokes were the cultural 

features and economic characteristics of the Jewish minority in the Second Reich and Weimar 

Germany. To a large extent, the cultural and economic realities of the Jews contradicted the 

popular stereotypes. 

C. Integrationist and segregationist anti-Semitism 

The reaction of most Germans toward the emancipation of Jews during the Second Reich 

can be conceptualized within two broad categories: integrationist and segregationist anti- 

Semitisrn (Niewyk, 1990:344). Integrationist anti-Semitism was predicated on a "contractual 

interpretation of Jewish emancipation," (Levy, 1975 :9; Bein, l990:270)~. In the Integrationists' 

anti-Semite vision3, the future (Second) Reich was to be based on (Protestant-Lutheran) 

Christianity and on a set of values cherished by most Germans. Chief among these values was 

the centrality of the Junker aristocracy, the monarchical dominance of the Hohenzollerns, and 

the superiority of Germans over Jews in a "Christian State" which was a "Watchword of 

Conservatism." (A quintessential expression of these premises is presented in the platform of the 

Deutsch-Konsewative Partei, see Tal, 1 975: 12 1 - 127). 



In order to be accepted into German society Jews had to prove themselves worthy by 

changing their "Jewish" behaviour and beliefs. That is, in order to achieve emancipation, Jews 

had to emancipate themselves &om Judaism, and educate themselves in the general ways of the 

German Christian society. Jews were requested to become "human" like all the rest. Jews could 

not remain "Jewish" if they aspired to join German society. Hence, one of the most paradoxical 

of situations had developed: Jews had "to be and yet not to be Jews" (Arendt, 1973:56). In order 

to be granted emancipation, they had to be Jews, but in order to be accepted, they had to cease 

being Jewish. 

This ambiguous acceptance was the basic premise, not only for Conservatives and 

Centrist Germans, but also for almost all factions of Liberal Germans who honestly sought to 

absorb Jews into Geman society. These various political and social factions were, of course, not 

cut from one and the same cloth. Only a relatively small group of people accepted, as a working 

assumption, that Jews qua Jews - like "all Germans are equal in rights and duties" - should be 

admitted to German society as citizens. 

The "ironing-out within the German nation ... [of'J all differences" was perceived as a 

national aim (see Theodore Mommsen quoted in Bein, 1990:252; and the "The Declaration of the 

Notables" published in 14 November, 1880, quoted in Pulzer, 1964:337-8). Thus, the 

"contractual idea of emancipation" was the implicitly assumed premise of all social groups, 

whether they were affiliated with Social Democrats, National Liberals, the Catholic Centre or 

Conservatives political parties. It was also the belief of Protestants and Catholics, Junkers and 

peasants, Mittelstand members, artisans and working class people. However, each group had a 

different interpretation as to what kind of things and actions Jews should undertake in order to 

"improve" themselves and be "worthy" of admission to the German "living room". A plurality of 



interpretations was the direct result of the fact that Germans, supposedly inhabiting that "living 

room," had no common characteristic beyond citizenship and language. However, neither 

citizenship nor language were enough for the acceptance of German-Jews as German citizens. 

Generally, Integrationist anti-Semitism demanded the conversion of Jews to Christianity 

as means to bridge the gap between the two groups. Segregationist anti-Semitism denounced any 

religious integration. For Segregationist anti-Semites the gap was unbridgeable; it was a racial, 

that is, an eternal divide. Racial thinking was the additional component in the segregationist anti- 

Semites ideology. Accepting race as a distinction meant the total exclusion of German-Jews fiom 

German polity and the destruction of civil formal equality. Neither religious conversion nor civil 

incorporation of Jews was acceptable to the segregationist (racial) anti-Semites; the total 

banishment of Jews was their absolute demand. Jews had to go or disappear. Since each group 

had a different projected fbture vision of the German Reich, naturally they had different 

solutions to the so-called "Jewish Problem." Their solutions to the pressing "Jewish Problem" 

also reveal the solutions they had for Germany's problems. 

As Paul W. Massing argues "understanding German anti-Semitism requires an 

understanding of German society" (1949:~) .  German anti-Semites opted to define their identity 

and to treat such economic and political challenges the modernization process presented to them 

through their confrontation with the Jewish minority group. Any reasonable accounts of concrete 

social reality in which economic and social factors of modernization and industrialization taking 

place in the Second Reich would have revealed that the Jewish minority had no consequential 

significance. However, such an anaIysis was not made and economic and social conditions were 

incorporated in a specific manner; Jews were seen as the major cause initiating and propelling 

the modernization process. Therefore the so-called "Jewish Problem" was seen, in fact, as the 



"German Problem. " The "German Problem" was turned on its head and inside out. 

Modernization and industrialization were blamed as the machination of the Jewish minority; 

social participation of the majority of Germans in an integrated economic system and the 

democratic demand for political representation of the people were conceived as a "Jewish plot." 

Indeed anti-Semitism was a twisted mirror. 

In anti-Semitic literature the Jews were demonized and their alleged perniciousness was 

used as a justification and motivation for exclusionary attitudes and violent actions. Jews were 

portrayed as Germany's and Germans' main economic exploiters; Jews controlled the economy 

through their "harmful" capital, asserted Libermann von Sonnenbeg; Jews were immodest and 

wanted to corrupt German Christian society, exclaimed Adolf Stoecker (Massing, l949:277- 

287); Germanism lost in its war with Judaism, prophesied the desperate Wilhelm Marr 

(Zimmermann, 1986:70-95); Hermann Ahlwart contended that there was an eternal war between 

the Semitic and the Teutonic races (Massing, 1949:300-305); complete isolation and banishment 

of the Jews were recommended by Theodor Fritsch (ibid, 306-7). That Jews were cooperating 

with Germany's economic and political enemies and causing irreparable cultural damage by their 

"sophisticated" criticism was a prevalent accusation. Instead of being gratefbl for German 

hospitability Jews were full of scorn for their generous hosts argued Stoecker in his 1879 

celebrated speech "What We Demand of Modern Jewry" (Massing, 1949:278-287). 

The demand that Germans must do something against the disastrous "influence" Jews 

wielded through their alleged control of the press was constantly raised. These were the essential 

components of what Daniel Goldhagen aptly labelled the "magical thinking" of German society 

which formed and shaped the cognitive model and the cultural code prevailing among anti- 



Semites throughout the Second to Third Reich Germany (Goldhagen, 1997: 15,27-8; Volkov, 

Such magical thinking allowed German anti-Semites, mainly recruited fiom the 

precariously situated Mittelstand of the Second Reich, to project their inner hstration and 

insecurities onto a relatively insignificant group (Massing, 1949: 100,236-7). By fashioning the 

Jews into their strawman, by pumping into the so-called "Jewish Problem" all the conflicts and 

tension of current German economic and political hardships, conflicting identities, and 

unresolved cultural dilemmas, it was easy for German anti-Semitic ideologues to proclaim that 

"the social problem is the Jewish problem" ("die soziale Frage ist die Judenfi.agee"). This was 

just how Otto Glagau concluded his 1879 pamphlet aimed at the German artisans (Deufsches 

Hmdwerk und historisches Burgerturn). 

The historian Shulamit Volkov argues that for Otto Glagau and other anti-Semites like 

him such as Weilhelm Marr, Otto Boeckel, Adolf Stoecker, Max Liebermann von Sonnenberg, 

Theodor Fritsch and especially and maybe more importantly, 

... for segments of the Mittelstand and for others who were in search of a 
conceptual framework within which to comprehend unwanted transformations it 
provided the much sought-after clue.. . Glagau's slogan was 'wrong,' but it was 
simple, elegant and extremely suggestive. It was the very stuff of propaganda, and 
it was effective. .. In the eyes of many the slogan replaced reality. The link was 
made as a matter of course. It became part of the prevailing culture (Volkov, 
1978:41). 

Anti-Semitism was not restricted only to Mittelstand social circles. One of the figures that 

turned anti-Semitism into a respectable belief in the late 1870s was the famous German historian 

Heinrich Treitschke. He wrote an essay entitled "A Word about our Jewry" (Ein Wort uber unser 

Jurientum). In his essay Treitschke describes how the ambitious children of Jews who arrived a 



generation or two ago fiom Poland were going to dominate Germany's stock-exchanges and 

newspapers. He also hailed the anti-Semitic movement arguing that it represent a deep seated 

resentment of popular feeling against an alien element. This popular feeling is not confined to 

Jew-baiters, he asserted, such lamentation can be heard among evenminded people. One can hear 

that "...these words are spoken as if in chorus nowdays: 'The Jews are our misfortune"' 

Treitschke argued (Bein, l99O:Z 1-2). 

Treitschke's invidious slogan of Jews as Germans' misfortune (Die Juden sind unser 

Ungluk) is an illustration of the kind of stereotyping fiom which anti-Semitism in all of its 

varieties developed. Hannah Arendt incisively labelled the anti-Semitic interpretation of German 

social problems (Treitschke's German misfortune thesis) as "an outrage to common sense." The 

German Jewish community, minuscule, fragmented and in decline, portrayed by anti-Semites as 

the cause of Germany's economic, social and cultural troubles is nothing but an insult to 

common sense she asserts (1973:4-5). The Jewish community - an ethnic and religious minority - 

composing at its heyday of 1.2% percent of German population was portrayed as a mortal danger 

to a central European power of some 70 million Germans. Fantastic as it seems, millions of 

Germans believed in the existence of the danger and were ready, in the Nazi period, to murder 

millions of Jews as a result of this belief 

Nazi Ideology and the Shoah were the end results of a process in which Germans were 

attempting to formulate their collective identity and stance in relations to issues such as the 

authority of the state, the rule of law and processes of economic and cultural changes. Anti- 

Semitism and Nazi ideology testified to the German utter failure to meet these social, political 

and moral challenges in a civilized fashion. How and why the racial cognitive model gained 

legitimacy? W h y  was such "an outrage to common sense" generally accepted? 



My answer to the above central questions is composed of two parts. In the first part, I 

will elaborate on the argument that a crisis of participation characterized the political system of 

the Second Reich; a crisis that gave rise to a "negative integration" political solution. In order to 

protect the social and economic privileges of the Junker class and big industrialists, Bismarck 

banned the working class fiom effective participation in the economic and political life of 

modernizing Germany; and, he also restricted civil rights of Germans to a degree that was 

compatible with his plans for economic development and political ascendance of imperial 

Germany. The route to achieve such complete banishment of the working class and the Social 

Democratic Party, was to integrate all other political forces (Conservative, Centrist and anti- 

Semites) against the alleged "red menace." Hence, cynical exploitation of anti-Semitic ideologies 

and politics was only one measure that Bismarck employed in his efforts to achieve German 

economic prominence and political supremacy in Europe. However, anti-Semitest flagrant 

tendencies to attack the established Junkerized social order and the emerging bourgeois capitalist 

economic premises were politically blocked and socially restricted in Second Reich Germany. 

Junkers' aristocracy, the structural demands of capitalist economic development, and the political 

aspiration of a newly expanding Germany in central Europe and in global politics restricted anti- 

Semitism to social harassment of the Jews. These social forces did not allow anti-Semitism to 

become a social movement of resentfir1 Germans. 

The second part of my answer, in contrast to the Bismarckian "negative integration", 

elaborates a status politics argument. Germans, mainly Mittelsfanders and to some extent the 

peasantry, felt that their social status as Germans was derogated by the institutionalization of 

democratic principles and formal equality rules. In their minds, Jews were the main beneficiaries 

of such political change and of de-segregation whereas they, especially Mittelstand members, 



were the main losers. Their economic deteriorating stance amplified their socia1 frustration and 

resentment which were exploited by anti-Semitic intellectual agitators and political parties. The 

way in which anti-Semites sought to protect the status and economic interests of German 

Mittelstand and peasantry was by demanding the exclusion, that is, re-segregating the Jews from 

effective social and political competition. Demanding state protection of their social and 

economic interests was the method. These political demands meant the abrogation of the equal 

political rights of Jews and the return to the status order of the "old regime" and to its economic 

policies through state intervention. Both of the anti-Semites1 objectives, abrogation of rights to 

Jews and medieval protective economic policies, were unfeasible in Second Reich Germany. 

There was no way back &om a united Reich and from capitalist economic development. 

Furthermore, Bismarck clearly understood that the Jews were not that an important a factor in 

Germany's social and economic life. These were, however, the social and political underpinning 

of the anti-Semitic movement in Second Reich Germany. Anti-Semites fermented the beliefs that 

Jews were the cause for Germans' misfortune and many believed it. 

How, then, were the Jews pushed into the eye of the storm? What kind of real challenges 

did the Jews present to Germans? What kind of imagined threats did the Jews symbolize to 

German anti-Semites that they were able to convince themselves and other Germans that the 

"social problem" was in fact the "Jewish problem"? Furthermore, how was anti-Semitism 

constructed to become the constitutive element of the "German ideology" and Weltanschauung at 

the end of the 19th century? How did it happen that the root cause of all individual and/or 

collective German- misfortune became associated with the Jews? How did such allegations gain 

credibility? 



D. The German crisis of political participation and negative integration 

The content of the German "soziale Frage" was the problem of political participation of 

three social constituencies: the German working class, the German urban Mittelstand, and the 

German peasantry. Members of these groups were displaced by forces unleashed by 

industrialization and urbanization. Rapid industrialization from the mid-1 9th century on had 

created the German urban working class. Economic concentration and capitalist enterprises 

threatened and drove Mi'ttelstan&rs out of their traditional occupation; and capitalist agriculture 

production, mainly in Prussia and Western regions displaced many rural inhabitants and put in 

jeopardy the small-scale dairy and subsistence agriculture production (Weber, 1946:363-385, 

385-395; Engels, l969:g- 17; Thomsom, 1962: 159-60,266-271). 

While the Social Democratic party, the political expression of the working class, was 

banned by Bismarck in 1878, social organizations, political parties and intellectual ideologues 

(mainly anti-Semitic) who allegedly represented the interests of the Mittelstand and the peasants 

were welcomed, to a certain extent, by the Second Reich political system. 

In addition to a proverbial racist interpretation of history, anti-Semites in general and 

segregationist anti-Semites in particular, also rejected liberal democracy, the capitalist market 

economy, the social and democratic participation of the emerging German-working class, and the 

emancipation of women. Being anti-modernists they had a nostalgic passion for long lost 

Christian (medieval) and in some cases pagan worlds. Not surprisingly anti-Semites were, 

virulently opposed to all forces in German society that espoused liberalism, capitalism, social 

democracy or the general principles of emancipation and Enlightenment. The lines of conflict 

between these two camps, the emancipatory and the anti-Semitic, the historian Shulamit Volkov 



argues, were drawn in an either/or language; either one espouses the "total view of 

emancipation" or "the totality of anti-Semitism". And she adds, 

Just as an antisemitic stand in Wilhelminian Germany meant in effect an anti- 
emancipatory position and a resistance to the various manifestation of "the 
modern social and political struggle for fieedom", so did an opposition to 
antisemitism mean a stand for emancipation, not of Jews alone but of society at 
large.. . Emancipation and antisemitism became the signposts of two cultures, 
coexisting in Imperial Germany (1978:45). 

The emancipatory and the anti-Semitic camps developed in tandem. However, their mutual 

development should be seen against the background of Second Reich general politics. 

The Second Reich was Bismarck's achievement of instituting the "Little Germany" - a 

German Reich without Austria and under the leadership of Prussia - as opposed to "Big 

Germany" conception. "Big Germanyt' meant a German Reich under the Catholic Austrian 

Hapsburg leadership. Only by dissociating Prussia and the rest of the German states fiom the 

Hapsburg empire was Bismarck able to create the Second Reich as a smaller Germany 

(kleinderctsch) . Advocates of grossdeutsch were mainly pro-Austrian, anti-Prussian, Catholic, 

and Conservatives. In the late 1860s and early 1870s supporters of a kleimdeutscli, were mainly 

of liberal orientations and against Hapsburg dominance. "Little Germany" was, then, Bismarck's 

design for the unification of Germany as a federal system under Prussian dominance. Bismarck's 

first political coalition was, therefore, with the National Liberal party. Throughout the 1870s the 

Second Reich was labelled by its detractors as a Reich where liberals and Jews reigned supreme. 

Wilhelm Marr, "the Patriarch of anti-SemitismM, labelled it, in 1879, as the "Judaized 'liberal' 

Germany" (Massing, 1949: 1 0; Zimmermann, 1986). 

However, Bismarck's political alliance with the liberal cause and with the National 

Liberal, like all of his alliances, was short-lived and based on expediency. When a real threat to 
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his goals and dominant role appeared, Bismarck deserted his liberal erstwhile allies and set up an 

alliance based mainly on the right wing of the National Liberals and Conservative (Junker) 

parties. Bismarck perceived a full-fledged democracy in which the government would be 

responsible to the Reichstag and political representation of the working class as major threats. 

Liberals, on the other hand aspired for a parliamentary democracy. Bismarck, after using the 

liberals in order to institute the Second Reich and in his Kulfurkampf against the Catholic 

Church, deserted the Liberals and switched to the centrists (mainly the Catholic party) and to the 

Conservatives (Junkers and industrialists). This centrist-conservative alliance held throughout the 

1880s and 1890s, even after Bismarck's abdication of the chancellorship in 1890, and up until 

1912. 

Bismarck was, 

... a Junker aristocrat, a Prussian, and a German in that order. His policies were 
designed to bolster the power and prestige of his monarch, to protect the landed 
aristocracy in Prussia, to insure the primacy of Prussia in the German Reich, and 
to maintain or expand German power in Europe and the world (Melson, 
1992: 103). 

There were two persistent sources of danger to Bismarck's Junkerized Reich: Liberal 

parliamentarism and the social-political participation of the emerging German working class. 

Both of these modernizing social forces were constitutive components that posed a continuous, 

structural challenge to the Junkers' and Hohenzellorns dominance. In order to contain these 

rising forces, a long lasting "solution" had to be forged. Bismarck's solutions were based on an 

expedient political alliance with the Liberals and complete banishment from political life of the 

Social Democrats. 

1. The NationaI Liberal and the Social Democratic parties 



The National Liberal party was created in 1867 and served as the social basis for the 

unification of "Little Germany." The party represented the middle classes, especially the wealthy 

Bourgeoisie, and the upper levels of the civil service who objected any aristocratic privileges and 

prerogatives. Many members of this upper middle class party had an economic stake in "Little 

Germany" and were lured by Prussia military success (Carr, 1991: 105,123). For the liberals, the 

economic union of Germany was a rational imperative for economic growth. Given that, they 

objected to the various protectionist tariffs of Germany's kingdoms. As well, they believed that a 

rationalized state bureaucracy was a prerequisite for facilitating the smooth movement of goods, 

labour, and for national development. The obsolete restrictions imposed by political authorities 

representing the "old regime," so they claimed, were obstacles to economic rationality and 

development. On these issues, Bismarck's political interests coincided with the political and 

economic interests of the middle class. Nevertheless, for the "iron and blood" Chancellor this 

was a marriage of convenience and lasted as long as it served his purposes. After the big 

economic crisis (krach) of 1873-9, Bismarck deserted the liberals. 

There were two main reasons for Bismarck's change of heart: the first economic, the 

second political. The initial process of industrialization in the early 1870s, was accompanied by a 

sharp rise in the price of grain and land in Germany (Massing, 1949:3 1). This sharp increase 

came to a halt due to competition from imported American and Russian grain. The same process 

occurred with Germany's production of textile and iron ore and products. Faced with superior 

British competition "...convinced many ... that a "national" trade policy had to replace 

international fiee trade. So cries for new tariffs on grain, iron and steeI products grew (Massing, 

1949:32). 



Bismarck's political change fiom the liberals to the conservative alliance, had also to do 

with his desire for a docile parliamentary government. Bismarckian democracy meant an 

autocratic rule in which the government would be responsible directly and solely to the Kaiser, 

and all the ministers would be appointed by the Chancellor. Liberals, who had supported 

Bismarck on his "Little Germany" unification, on the Kulturkampf against the Catholic church, 

and on centralization of government had a different notion of government. They wanted a 

parliamentarian government in which the Reichsrag would form the government. Since under 

Bismarck, the government was not responsible to the Reichstag but to the Chancellor and the 

Kaiser, the parliament was in effect restricted to a "discussion club" politics. The Second Reich's 

Reichstag had no political teeth and the meagre power that it had was ruthlessly wrenched away 

by the "iron and blood" Chancellor. 

The only independent sphere of power the Reichstag had was its control over government 

expenditures. As such the military budget, required the approval of the members of the 

Rezchstag. This hampered Bismarck's intention to employ the German army and navy as tools in 

his effort to transform Germany into a central European power with considerable military, 

economic, and political power in world politics. In order to achieve these goals, Bismarck 

needed a fiee hand in using state budget for army and navy expansion purposes. In 2 871, the 

year in which the Reich was constituted, the National Liberals waved the Reichstag's budgetary 

power over army expenditures for 4 years. In 1874 another decision concerning army 

expenditures had to be made. Bismarck demanded automatic approval; the Liberals objected. 

Abdication of their budgetary prerogative would have meant a loss of much of the Reichstag's 

power. Eventually, Bismarck and the Reichstag achieved a compromise and Bismarck's demand 

for more money to the m y  and navy was conceded to him for a period of seven years. 



Another area of contention between the Reichstag and the Chancellor, evolved around 

Bismarck's efforts to muzzle the Social Democratic press. In order to do that Bismarck wanted to 

pass a bill which would restrict the fieedom of speech, press, and assembly - the constitutive 

elements of the civil rights granted in the 1871 constitution of the Second Reich. Here too he 

needed the approval of the Reichstag to pass these bills. The liberals objected once again. 

Consequently, for Bismarck "It was imperative to break the resistance of political liberalism" 

(Massing, W W : 3  5). 

The opportunity came in 1878. After two attempts upon the life of the Kaiser failed, 

Bismarck introduced a bill designed to suppress the Social Democratic Party. The Liberals 

objected. Bismarck then dissolved the Reichstag elected half a year before, calling for new 

elections. He led a patriotic campaign for "king and country." As a result of the campaign 

"against the red terror," both the National Liberal and Progressive Party lost power, and the 

Conservative, the Free Conservative, and the Catholic Centre Parties gained much of the votes. 

In the new Reichstag, on October 21, 1878 the National Liberal Party voted for and not against 

the "law against the pernicious pursuits of the Social Democracy" (Massing, 1949:35). The bill 

declared the Social Democratic Party illegal and abolished the fi-eedom of speech, press, and 

assembly. It also extended vast authority to the police to enforce law and order. The Social 

Democratic Party went underground and Conservative-monarchist forces ruled the day and the 

government. Bismarck could now purge the government bureaucracy and the army of liberals, 

and institute a strong "Christian national state. " 

Puttkamer, the reactionary Prussian minister of the interior, succeeded in the 
1880s in turning the civil service into an ultra-conservative body, the preserve of 
the sons of the aristocracy and the politically reliable upper classes. As a result of 



these measures the Obrigkeitsstaat (authoritarian state) took on a new lease of life 
as Prussia moved into the twentieth century (Carr, 1991: 135). 

The political representation of the working class caused much alarm among 

Conservatives and Liberals alike in the Kaiserreich. The Social Democratic party received half a 

million votes in the election of 1877, and twelve seats in the Reichstag. By 1890, the Social 

Democratic Party had 1,427,298 voters and thirty five seats in the Reichstag. Bismarck's efforts 

to curtail the power of the Social Democratic party by legislating it out of political existence 

were successful, but only to a limited degree. "The party simply went underground; it held 

congresses and published its journals as before but operated fiom outside Germany" (Carr, 

1991: 133). However, working class demands for state intervention to improve working 

conditions, to regulate working hours, to place restriction on female and child labour, to allow a 

Sunday rest, to provide social safety network, education and pension plans, could not be 

silenced. 

The dire straits of the working class and their grievances - the inevitable product of the 

processes of industrialization and urbanization, could not be suppressed by legislative bills. 

These demands and grievances were accommodated partly by rhetoric and by a unique kind of 

paternalistic state-welfare system: state socialism (Carr, 1991: 136). Hence "negative integration" 

of political forces, by means of political manipulation, was the device by which the social and 

political demands of German Social Democracy were blocked. By transferring his alliance from 

the National Liberals to the Centrists and Conservative parties, Bismarck was able to block the 

Social Democratic Party. Fermenting nationalistic slogans and solidifying it with anti-Semitic 

agitation, already strong by the end of the 1870s, enabfed Bismarck to create the political and 

social base for the "Negative integration" of German Right. The cement uniting this conservative 

political alliance was the fear of democratic participation and political representation by the 



German working class. That is, Bismarck manipulated political parties and alliances against the 

participation and ascendance of the Social Democratic Party. This reactionary alliance held until 

1890, the year in which Bismarck was evicted from the Chancellorship. Bismarck's method of 

ousting of the German working class fiom significant participation in politics constituted the 

"crisis of participationt' endemic in the Second Reich. There is no doubt that for Bismarck and 

his Junkerized Reich the "red international" was perceived as the greatest of all dangers. 

It was Bismarck's renewed attempt to oust the Social Democrats in 1 890, especially after 

their phenomenal electoral success (1,427,298 votes) which created the breach between the new 

emperor (Wilhelm II) and the old Chancellor leading to Bismarck being ousted out of that 

powerfbl post (Carr, 1991: 142-43). The double-edged legacy of the exclusion of the Social 

Democratic party and the machination of negative political integration against its growing power 

was bequeathed, though in a different guise, to the Weimar Republic (Me1 son, 1992: 127- 129). In 

the long run, however, Bismarck completely failed to bring the Socialists to heel (Carr, 

1991:133). For Bismarck, then, the so-called "Jewish problem" was by no stretch of the 

imagination the "social problem." The "social problem" for him and his various political allies in 

the Second Reich, was Social Democracy. The crisis of participation of the working class 

constituted, therefore, the "social problem" for the Bismarckian Kaiserreich. 

Indeed, some scholars suggest that it was this crisis of participation, this inability 
of the imperial state to deal with socioeconomic change, that led the state to 
encourage pathological forms of social integration, among which was 
antisernitism [sic] (Melson, 1992: 105). 

In conclusion, the late but rapid industrialisation and urbanization of Germany (1 848- 

1914) combined with the imposed Prussian unification of "Little Germany," created the social 

conditions of political crisis of participation and its "negative integration" solution. Both 



characterized the Second Reich social immobility which blocked the attempts of working class 

members to participate in the politics of Imperial Germany. The Bismarckian regime protected 

the economic interests and political privileges of the middle classes and the landed aristocracy by 

imposing, through political means, social immobility on the working cIass (Melson, 1992: 105). 

Furthermore, nineteen years of rule by a vindictive and ruthless tyrant had left their deIeterious 

imprint on the political culture of Second Reich and Weimar Germany. Bismarck left behind 

him, as Max Weber obsewed in 1917, 

... a nation without any political education, far below the level which, in this 
respect, it had reached twenty years earlier. Above aIl, he lee behind a nation 
without any political will, accustomed to allow the great statesman at its head to 
look after its policy for it. Moreover, as a consequence of his misuse of the 
monarchy as a cover for his own interests in the struggle of political parties, he 
left a nation accustomed to submit, under the label of constitutional monarchy, to 
anything which was decided for it. .. (Max Weber quoted in Carr, 199 1 : 145). 

However, the working class and the Social Democratic party were not the only socia1 

forces out of the house of power. Neither the urban Mittelsfand not the peasantry had any direct 

representation in the power structure of the Kaiserreich. 

2. Mittelstand 

On 21 March 1871, the imperial Reichstag had its first meeting. The members of the 

parliament belonged to six parties which represented the principle segments and strata of 

German society. There were two Conservative parties: the Conservative and the Free 

Conservative (Reichspartei). The Conservative camp represented the interests of aristocratic 

circles, landed Junkers and Junkers who entered the civil service and the army, fiee farmers, 

merchants and members of the liberal professions (Tal, 1975: 123-4). There were two liberal 



oriented parties: The National Liberals and the Progressive party. They represented "...the middle 

classes, especially the wealthy, the Haute Bourgeoisie and the upper levels of the civil service 

that were opposed to the special privileges and prerogatives of the aristocracy" (Melson, 

1991 : 1 1 1). The Catholic Centre party represented the political interests of German Catholics and 

the Church. 

In addition to these parties, there were two social democratic factions (the Lassallian 

faction and Bebel's and Liebknecht's Social Democratic Worker's Party). The Social Democratic 

Party was founded only in 1875 after the Gotha conference; the Gotha's party program was an 

"...uneasy mixture of Marx and Lassalle," in which the Marxist social analysis was accepted but 

the party asserted that ". . .it would use only legal means in the struggle for economic and political 

fieedom" (Carr, 1991 : 133). 

Two other social groups, not being well integrated into the system of party 

representation, were missing. The urban lower middle class and the peasantry lacked any direct 

representation in the Reichstag of 1871. Together these three groups constituted the vast majority 

of Germans. 

The great mass of the nation, which neither belonged to the nobility nor to the 
bourgeoisie, consisted in the towns of the small trading and shopkeeping class and 
the working people, and in the country of the peasantry @gels, 1969: 13). 

Though Engels' quote refers to 185 1, the concentration of population in German towns 

only increased by the 1880s. The lower middle class and peasantry encompassed a large, 

unorganized segment of German popuIation. From 1879, this political void was filled by the anti- 

Semitic parties. The urban Mittelstand was represented by Adolf Stoecker's Christian Social 

party. The peasants were represented by Otto Bockel, "the peasants king." Both men joined the 



Conservative party. Hence the "crisis of political participation" in Second Reich Germany was 

based on the stifling of working class political expression on the one hand, and the 

misrepresentation of the Mttlestand and the Germany peasantry on the other. 

The Mittelstand was not a clearly defined social class since it had neither a uniform way 

of making a living nor any overarching economic interests. According to the Marxist and many 

contemporary non-Marxist prognosis, the Mittelsfand was living on borrowed time. It was 

doomed, so they declared (Engels, 1969: 13-4). The Mittelstand would be crushed by the steady 

progress of capitalism fiom above and the advancement of the working class fiom below. The 

skills ofMittelstand's members were rapidly becoming obsolete and its sphere of economic 

operation was gradually becoming controlled by organized capital. The majority of the 

Mittelstand so that prognosis argued, would fall into the ranks of the proletariat (Levy, 1975: 18- 

19; Marx and Engels, 1963 :Z; Engels, 1969: 13-41, 

Thus for the people in between big business and organized working class, the impersonal -, 

forces of the capitalist market economy were both mysterious and threatening. Moreover, they 

felt lefi out and betrayed by a state and a society in which they once were distinguished and 

respected members. Experiencing a world in constant flux and turmoil, they longed for a return 

to quiet, peacekl, and unchanging life style. Their cherished aim of a "just return for honest 

work," was hardfy achievable in these times of economic incomprehensibility, flux and crisis. 

All their feelings of pent-up impotent frustration and rage became focused on the so- 

called representatives of this threatening and incomprehensible sphere of economic activity - the 

Jews. The stereotype of the Jewish middleman, banker and international financier "swindler all" 

was certainly fed by recollections of medieval Jewish money practices and the traditionally high 

proportion of Jews in trade and commerce (Massing, 1949: 12). 



Adolf Stoecker, (1835-1909) the pioneer of anti-Semitism as a political movement, was 

the Protestant court preacher and popular orator. Stoecker was not a racist anti-Semite; to him the 

Jewish question was economic and social problem. "The Jews" were, for him, the prototype of 

liberalism. He made his appeal to the declining class of craftsmen, focusing on the their 

frustration and trying to divert their feeling from Social Democratic activity and allegiance. "In 

this the Jews were a symbol and a logical means of channeIling the rage and the cupidity of the 

people into the desired direction" (Bein, 1990:253). He used his sermons and pubIic assemblies 

to deliver his message of loyalty to faith (Christianity) and crown (Kaiser). Stoecker was the 

dominant exponent of Christian Social anti-Semitism among middle-lower class urbanites 

Germans (Miltelstand). Being the court preacher, he was able to present his agitation to the 

Prussian court and government circles acquiring for his social Christian anti-Semitism social 

respectability and legitimacy. Though his attacks of Jews and capitalists were not always 

condoned by either the crown or the government, he used his official stand to promote his anti- 

Semitic zeal. He argued that: 

Marx and Lassalle, looked for the roots of the [social] problem not in the direction 
of the stock-exchange, but of industrial production; they made the industrialists 
responsible for all social ills and directed the worker's wrath toward them. Our 
movement corrects this. We show the people that the roots of their plight are in 
the power of money, in the mercenary spirit of the stock-exchange (Massing, 
1949: 12-13). 

And stock-exchange and finance were equated with the Jews. 

Adolf Stoecker was an enthusiastic nationalist and a devout believer in the Imperial 

German state. His political career began in 1877 with his realization that the workers' support for 

Social Democratic ideas and party stemmed from their desperate economic situation and that the 

organization of the "masses" should not be left only to liberalism and socialism. In Berlin he 



attempted to divert the workers' support away from the socialist cause and revolutionary politics 

to Christianity's grace and a nationalistic course. To achieve this goal, he founded the Christian 

Social Worker's party in 1878. His efforts to persuade the working class that Christianity's grace 

and nationalism would rescue them fiom capitalism, were a failure; however, his attempt to be 

the spokesman of the urban Mittelstand set him on course for a successfid political career that 

lasted three decades (1878-1908). 

The court chaplain was the first and one of the most prominent and influential agitators 

for the Mitte2stana"s cause. He was able to create a political party out of the Berlin "mob"; later it 

became the political expression of the German Mittelstand. The party was founded "upon the 

Christian belief and the love of king and country" (Massing, 1949:25). His prime enemies were, 

the Social Democratic Party and its Marxism, and the Jews and their "Jewish Capital". Marxism 

was the "international of hatred", to which he contrasted Protestant charity as "the international 

of love" (ibid, 23). He regarded socialism as a temptation, bewitching workers away fiom their 

religious (Christian) belief and patriotism. His political strategy was then to attract the workers 

back to religion and state while refraining from antagonizing the ruling classes, the state, 

industry and the business elite. 

This, however, was not easy. "Stoecker's dilemma," meant that he had to steer a course 

between the economic needs and the political grievances of working class and Mittelstand 

Germans, while legitimizing and protecting the capitalist system and the Junker's political 

dominance. He needed to criticize the existing system of economic and political rule without 

raising revolutionary, that is, democratic aspirations or expectations. And all this had to be 

achieved without being branded as "a fraction of the Conservative faction" (ibid, 27). Stoecker 

was well aware of the fact that the Conservative creed, unlike liberalism and socialism, lacked a 



big, exciting, stirring, all-embracing idea. Liberalism had the national idea and personal liberty; 

socialism had equality and classless society. Stoecker's choice, therefore, was: a social 

rejuvenation by way of Christian grace. Both were based on purging the Jews out. 

ARer his first electoral defeat in 1878, Stoecker no longer attempted to deliver Berlin's 

industrial worker back to Church and State. 

The demand for social reform in the interest of labour remained part of the 
Christian Social program, but the nature of the party changed after 1878 in such a 
way as to make the designation "Christian Social" synonymous with anti-Jewish 
(Massing, 1 949:29). 

Stoecker expected the workers to relinquish their revolutionary demands and the Christian state 

to shoulder the amelioration of the relations between labour and capital. He repudiated economic 

liberalism, which he identified with Jewish business spirit and the proverbial "~anchesterism~." 

As noted, the Christian Social party had meagre success among the German working 

class. However, its Christian anti-Semitism become glaringly apparent in September 1879 with 

the publication of Stoecker's speech "What We Demand of Modern Jewry" (Massing, 1949:278- 

287). His speech established the Christian Social party as a political force in Berlin. By 1881 he 

dropped the "worker'st' designation fiom the party's name and the Christian Social party became 

a Mittelsrand party. 

Acutely conscious and highly protective of their precarious status position in a society 

engulfed with visible remnants of its previous caste system, Mittelstand members refbsed to 

accept the fact that industrial Germany did not give them a new stable status or protect their old 

status claims. They perceived the democratic situation as a derogation of their status and as a 

personal insult. The formal equality in which the vote of the down trodden worker, and the Jew 



was as good as theirs, was despicable. The Jew, so some clamoured, the erstwhile pariah, was 

ubiquitous, prominent in public life, associated with the Chancellor and his government. 

Furthermore, Mittelstand members were in direct competition with Jews for the same 

segments of the job market; more importantly, Jews represented a threat to Mittelstand social 

status and were competing for the same status entitlements. Status politics was taking place 

under changing economic conditions to which Mittelstand members were unable to adjust. The 

Jews, they alleged, were well organized to exploit the system with their so-called worldwide 

networks and connections. Civil rights and fieedorn of movement were seen, therefore, as tools 

facilitating Jewish influence and power. 

Stoecker contended that the emancipation decree was a "gift" given to Jews by generous 

German, and was never meant to be "an inalienable right". Mittelstand members regarded the 

emancipation decree as an affront, as a humiliation they could not stand. Equality was a "liberal 

Jewish plot" designed to dispossess them of their position, status and fatherland. Instead of being 

gratehl, argued many anti-Semites ideologues, Jews were becoming disrespectfil to their 

benefactors (see Massing, 1 949: 1 7- 1 8,27-8,96-7; Levy, 1 975 :22). 

In 1873 when the economic crisis (Krach) set in, Jews were blamed for the fiach itself. 

The fact that most Jews were part of the German Mittelstand and were suffering fiom the same 

economic ills escaped notice. The dark vision of paranoia and hatred obscured reality. Economic 

hardships were not products of the capitalist market economy, but rather were caused by the 

Jews as a means of expropriating Mittelstand Germans of their assets. 

The demands of the anti-Semitic Christian Social party were epitomized in the Berlin 

movement's petition (1 878-83). The petition was organized by several leaders of the movement 

such as Bemhard Forster, Max Liebermann von Somenberg, Emst Heinrici and others. Its aim 



was to emancipate Germany fi-om foreign domination, that is, fiom the alleged "Jewish 

influence." It demanded that the government curb civil rights of Jews, restrict Jewish 

immigration, exclude Jews fiom government jobs, especially fiom the judiciary, exclude Jews 

fTom schools and higher educational institutions, and establish a special census for Jews. Though 

265,000 persons signed the petition and it was presented to Bismarck, the Berlin petition failed 

to garner any serious political support because it was almost exclusively restricted to Mittelstand 

circles. None of its demands was upheld by the Reichstag. Dislike and social harassment of Jews 

was acceptable; however, political actions against Germans of the Jewish faith was far beyond 

the Conservative political agenda. Notwithstanding, these demands were to appear in all other 

political platforms and demands of the anti-Semitic movement up until the First World War 

(Massing, 1949:30; Pulzer, 1964:96; Levy, 1975 : 17-22). 

3. The peasantry 

The susceptibility of German peasants in western (Westphalia and Hesse) and eastern 

(Brandenburg, Pomerania, and Silesia) regions to anti-Semitic agitation was rooted in the 

distribution and ownership of land and in the capitalization of agricultural production. There 

were three kinds of agricultural holdings and pursuits in these areas. The feudal Junker landlord, 

who for all practical purposes had become an agricultural capitalist, had large estates producing 

grain for domestic and international markets. The free peasants, who owned small plots of land, 

were engaged in dairy and animal production mainly for self-suficiency and domestic 

marketing. Lastly there were agricultural day Iabourers who lived, like other proletarians, by 

selling their labour power as workers. They had to compete with migrant labourers, who came 

mainly from Poland, creating a split labour market in which hired seasonal workers got less 



money for performing the same jobs, usually in the high seasons. The presence of migrant and 

temporary labourers reduced the price of labour. This state of economic competition benefited 

the Junkers capitalists estates holders who exploited the situation at the German workers' 

expense (Weber, 1946:363-385, especially 382'). Thus peasants and labourers were, indeed, 

"...the double victims of the new industrialism and the old agrarianism (Pulzer, 1964: 1 13). 

In 1887 Otto Boeckel contested the constituency of Marburg (a Hessian constituency) on 

a radical social platform that resembled in many respects the Social Democratic point of view. 

He vehemently attacked the Junkers, state, Church and "the Jew, " in the name of small peasants' 

interests. As an independent candidate, he went fiom village to village spreading the slogan, 

"Peasants! Free yourselves fiom the Jewish middlemen!" (Massing, 1949:88). He fought for the 

estabIishment of rural credit-cooperatives and markets free of Jews. His popularity was 

extraordinary. Boeckel was labelled as the peasants' king of Hesse. The war against the Jews, he 

argued, must be a nationaZ concern above party politics. He also asserted his demand for the 

political recognition of the separateness of Germans fiom Jews as two different nations; "...in 

Germany there live two different nations: German and Jews; the former are the country's 

masters; the latter are guests who may enjoy the rights of hospitality but never those of masters" 

(ibid, 88). The political exclusion of Jews, he argued, must be accepted as an imperative by the 

German state in order to save the German people (Pulzer, 1964: 108- 1 17; Massing, 1949;88-9 1). 

Boeckel saw the Conservative anti-Semitism as "demagogic," and exploitative, therefore 

his criticism of the Conservatives' party usage of anti-Semitism as an expedient devise was 

harsh. In contrast, Bockel advocated anti-Semitism for anti-Semitism sake. His anti-clerical and 

anti-Conservative agitation caused alarm in the Conservative and the anti-Semitic circles of the 

Berlin movement. This eventually prompted the Conservative and the Stoecker's Christian Social 



party to cut him out of the Conservative party. Boeckel kept his independence as a deputy in the 

Reichstag. In many cases he voted against the Conservative party's line. "He was the only anti- 

Semitic deputy in 1899 to vote for a reduction in the standing army" (Pulzer, 1964: 1 Og), this 

being only one of many examples of his anti-government and anti-Junker ideology and politics. 

Boeckel's anti-Conservatism prompted other anti-Semites to follow a similar political 

line. However, since Stoecker was closely associated with the Conservative Party's politics, 

independent developments such as Boeckel's criticism hampered the prospects of a union of the 

anti-Semitic forces into one cohesive Reich party. The effort to bring together "conservative" and 

"democratic" anti-Semites was a failure. Yet, by 1893 all anti-Semitic parties and factions had 

more than a quarter of a million voters and gained 17 seats in the Reichstag. 1893 was their 

highest point in the Kaiserreich (Melson, 199 1 : 1 1 9). 

Hermann Ahlwardt was the other anti-Semitic agitator who gained a seat in the Reichsrag 

with peasants' support. He had been sent to parliament by the peasants of Friedenberg, a district 

in Brandenburg near the Oder. As an independent candidate, he was able to  defeat the 

Conservative delegate. By telling agricultural labourers and peasants that their misery was due to 

the Jews and the Junkers he got himself elected to the Reichstag. Although Ahlwardt received 

twice as many votes than his Conservative opponent, it was still not an absolute majority. As a 

sign of appreciation to Ahlwardt's dedication to the cause of anti-Semitism, the defeated 

Conservative candidate backed Ahlwardt's candidacy. He also said that he "..prefers ten 

Ahlwardts to one progressive, " a declaration that his Conservative fiends in the Reichstag 

supported, but not for long. The alliance between the Conservative party and the anti-Semitic 

movement was approaching its end. The anti-Semitic parties were becoming too "democratic" 



and bold, thereby transforming themselves, in the eyes of Conservatives, f?om a reliable ally into 

a dangerously volatile one (Massing, 1949:92-96; Pulzer, 1964: 1 12-1 17). 

The split in the anti-Semitic camp between conventional and radical anti-Semites, 

between peasant-based anti-Semitism and the demagogic anti-Semitism of the Conservative 

party was rooted in the political and economically different interests of the constituencies which 

comprised these social forces. 

Put in a nutshell, the essential conflict was between large-scale grain production 
and small-scale intensive farming. Stoecker was close to grain and feed 
producers, the Junkers, whose economy hinged on high prices for their main 
crops; to keep prices high they needed protective tariffs and government 
subsidies. But whoever sided with the Junkers antagonized the small peasant who 
made his living from dairy and animal farming and depended on cheap feed, i.e., 
low grain prices. This conflict between Junker and peasant f m i n g  ran through 
the entire history of the Kaiserreich and the Weimar Republic (Massing, 1949:89- 
90). 

All in all, in the Kaiserreich anti-Semitism was a disciplined social movement. It was 

respectable; it participated in the struggle for political power and most of its constituencies never 

questioned the legitimacy of the Reich. Hence it did not transgress the law. Law and order were 

kept in Second Reich Germany. As long as Jews were citizens and the constitution protected 

them they were not harmed. Jews were disliked; Judaism was despised. But neither Jews nor 

Judaism were banned. A disciplined social movement also meant that anti-Semitic sentiment was 

exploited by almost all political factions for ulterior motives. Anti-Semitism provided a bridge 

between conservatives and liberals, Catholics and Protestants, artisans and peasants, educated 

and non-educated Germans, Junkers and Mittelstand, middle class and lower class, state and 

nation. In short, anti-Semitism provided imaginary social bonds linking a fkagmented society 

ruled by an antiquated class, which was feaf i l  of the advancing fbture. 



One of the characteristic features of the anti-Semitic movement in Imperial Germany of 

the late 19th century was the division between "demagogic" and "sincere" anti-Semitism (Levy, 

1975 : 1-42, see especially 14); between the "conventional" and "revolutionary" anti-Semites to 

which both Levy and Melson allude (Melson, 1992: 1 15-13 5; Levy, 1975:32-3); between 

Christian anti-Semites and anti4 hristian anti-Semites which Tal elaborates and Arendt mentions 

(Tal, 1975 :223-289; Arendt, 1973 : 7-S), between conservative, clerical anti-Semites and radical 

"democratic" anti-Semites (Massing, 1949:21-47,75-109). All of the groups wanted to rid 

Germany of the Jews, but their grounds for excluding Jews were different. The "conventional" or 

"demagogic" anti-Semites demanded the complete conversion and assimilation of Jews. In 

contrast, the "sincere," "revolutionary," and "anti-Christian anti-Semites," vehemently rejected 

the integration of Jews into German society, religiously or otherwise. The assimilation of Jews 

into German society was an anathema to them. The evaluation of these two social and political 

strands sheds light on both the failure of the anti-Semitic parties in the Second Reich, and the 

connection and the historical continuation between "radical" anti-Semites and Nazis. 

Though these distinctions highlight the different political agendas and aims within the 

anti-Semitic movement, what is central to understanding the groups is the key difference in their 

fbture images of Germany. The fbture image is of decisive importance because it determined the 

acceptance or rejection of the Jews as a minority. The integrationist anti-Semites accepted Jews 

on condition of "improvement" and/or conversion. Jews had to change in order to be accepted, 

they argued; Germany and the Reich must remain the way they are. Their vision of the kture 

Reich was not essentially different £kom the existing one. However, the total exclusionary 

(segregationist) anti-Semites rejected the Jews on racial and cultural basis, and therefore 

envisioned a radically altered Reich. Their Reich would be organized on new principles which 



meant revolutionizing the Junkerized Kaiseweich and instituting a politically new system of rule 

in Germany. 

The conventional anti-Semitic group of court chaplain Stoecker and Otto Boeckel, the 

"Christian anti-Semites" according to Tal(1975), was a conservative group. Its supporters 

largely came fiom lower middle classes of the German towns and the rural labouring class in 

western and eastern Germany. They were unified in their anxiety over losing their traditional 

ways of making their livelihood and their social status due to industrialization and its creation of 

a new social and economic order. In their minds, this new order was equated with liberalism, 

capitalism, democracy and the Jews. Thus, the renovation and consolidation of the Christian 

(Protestant) and monarchist basis of the Reich became for them the political means for solving 

the "social problem". They wanted to solve the "social problem" in a Christian way. Although 

this meant relegating Jews to a status of second class citizens, it did not mean their total 

exclusion and annihilation. "The Christian parties," argued, Landrath von Rauchhaupt, a 

Conservative deputy in the Prussian Lower House in 1883 

should encourage anti-Semitism for purposes of political expediency: "We have 
taken into our own hands all the enmity of the anti-Semitic movement in order to 
revive the Christian consciousness of the people and thus make it possible to 
establish the ethical basis for the solution of the social question (Tal, 1975:23 1). 

The integrationist anti-Semites objected to the "international anti-SemitismM and to the 

"rabble-rousing anti-SemitesH (Rauizzimtisemifen). The Christian anti-Semites were fearful that 

the "rabble-rousing" anti-Semites would undermine the law and public order epitomized by the 

Lutheran church, Junker privileges and Protestant monarchism. 

The Christian anti-Semite saw in the "international" or in the "anti-Christians anti- 

Semites" a dangerous element; an element that could unleash uncontrollable forces that would 



undermine law and order in an obedient Christian German population. Such a breach of the 

public order would threaten the "Prussian Myth'kf the Second Reich in which the Junker 

aristocracy, the Hohenzollern dynasty, and united Germany under Prussian leadership were 

perceived to be the manifestation of God's will on earth (Talmon, 1982: 129-132). To solve the 

so-called "Jewish problem" the Christian anti-Semites suggested a political campaign of large 

scale conversion of Jews to Christianity. The Jewish problem could then be resolved in a 

"Christian" way. Their criticism of Judaism was mainly theological; hence a "solution" to the 

"Jewish problem" entailed conversion. These facts did not escape the notice of the Conservative 

party which cynically exploited the anti-Semitic parties to its own advantage. 

The Second Reich was the best of all possible worlds in the eyes of such agitators and 

their audiences. The Second Reich's chief problem was that the social position and role of the 

Mittelstand was not secured. Securing their position within the imperial Second Reich was the 

burning desire of Mittelstand members. Opposing liberalism, modernity and socialism were the 

main means of rebuilding their social prestige. If modernity meant emancipation and equality for 

Jews, Christian anti-Semites had to reject modernity and emancipation. Jews must become 

Christians. 

The radical anti-Semites, however, repudiated both the religious (Christianity) and the 

social (Junker aristocracy) basis of the Second Reich. The Radical anti-Christian anti-Semites 

were convinced that Imperial Germany was incapable of ridding itself fiom the Jewish 

minority. Their understanding of the "Jewish problem" was a form of "anti-Christian anti- 

Semitism". Since the legitimacy of the Second Reich, they argued, was rooted in the Old and the 

New Testament, Jews would be protected in such a Reich. Therefore, they aimed at invigorating 

the pre-Christian spirit of the ancient Germanic community. Regarding modern Christianity as 



enfeebling, they harked back to the noble, warrior Teutonic past of the Germans. Their social 

criticism included criticism of religion itself; they repudiated Judeo-Christian religions. From the 

anti-Christian anti-Semites1 point of view, "Both religions alienated man fiom his native soil and 

original nature, filled him with fanaticism, morbid anxieties, and superstitions, and weakened his 

confidence in his ability to be master of his own life" (Tal, 1975:260). The anti-Christian anti- 

Semites proposed that the vitality of the ancient Gemanic and pre-Christian civilization should 

supply the base upon which to establish a new and invigorated Reich, a Reich made up 

exclusively of the Aryan race. The main social target for these radical ideologues was the 

Mittelstand. 

Their racial theory was based on a synthesis of the Aryan, the supposedly natural origins 

of the Germanic people, and the unique, nationalistic elements of German Christianity. Later on, 

this allegedly unique blend of Christian motives and Aryan features was called by the Nazis 

"positive Christianity" (Shirer, 196 1 : 195; Fischer, l995:36O). "Positive Christianity" was the 

basis on which the Nazis wanted to erect the Reich church. According to their scheme, 

Christianity would be absorbed by the Germanic spirit in the same way that the church would be 

integrated into the state, religion into nationality, and the rational man into the intuition of the 

superior and racially pure man. In place of the universal Christian message of the established 

church, the anti-Christian anti-Semites offered a uniquely German creed in the form of a 

mythical and pagan religion. In that way, they bridged the gap between their brand of 

Christianity and their ultra-nationalist ic claim as the possessors of the genuine Germanic spirit. 

Blood, fatherland and the primal vitality emanating fiom pure Aryan Germanic origins, would 

supplant Christianity and its Jewish roots. Against decaying and debilitating rationalism, they 

presented the pagan romanticism of the Aryan desire for life and vitality. 



According to the total exclusionary, anti-Christian anti-Semites, it was race and cuIture, 

not religion, that distinguished Germans fkom Jews. The Christian religion with its universaIism 

and its fbndamental ethic allows for the existence of a Jewish minority. In contrast, the total 

exclusionary anti-Semites, insofar as they accepted Christianity at all, proposed a Germanic 

Christian faith based on an exclusively Aryan base. The new religion justified the rule of the 

mighty, and therefore completely rejected the existence of the inferior Jewish "race. " For these 

radicaI anti-Semites, the rejection of the Jews was dictated by the laws of nature. Nature has 

itself endowed the Aryan race with its supremacy, that being so it must fisIfill its natural destiny. 

The exclusion of Jews and Judaism had to be total. The struggle was fkamed in absolute terms as 

a struggle between the healthy and virile body-politic of the Aryans and the enfeebling and 

disease-carrying Jews. 

This conception of Aryan supremacy meant not only the annihilation of Jews, but also the 

dominance of the Aryan over all other races. The extermination of the Jews was part of a general 

scheme in which a ranked society would be created. Jews would be completely excluded from 

such a society because of their pernicious racial origins. However, other races, such as the Slavs, 

though granted the right to life, could serve only as a sub-race. A race of slaves for the Aryan 

masters. Aryan supremacy, the drive to the East, the crusade to acquire a "living-space" in 

continental Europe, and the annihilation of Jews were the essential elements of the projected 

image of the thousand year Reich of the Nazis, espoused already by the anti-Christian anti- 

Semites of the Second Reich. 

Both anti-Semitic movements' strands failed in turning their ideology into state policy in 

the Second Reich. Neither Christian anti-Semites integrationists' nor anti-Christian anti-Semites 

segregationistst policies were legitimized by the Bismarckian state. In their heyday, these parties 



were able to garner the support of less than four percent of the German population. The high 

point of the anti-Semitic movement, according to Levy, was 1893 (see Melson, 1992: 119). That 

support amounted to 284,000 people all together (Fuluer, 1964: 190). The chief reason for their 

failure, according to Melson, was that anti-Semitism was "self-limiting." Encouraging the 

political participation ofMittelstand members and peasants ran counter to the main objective of 

the Bismarckian state. The Bismarckian state ". ..was a system that was designed to preserve the 

empire and the aristocracy by limiting popular participation" (ibid, 130; 13 1). Neither the 

Mittelstand and peasants nor the working class could have a say commensurate with their 

relative number in the Second Reich. 

The authority and power of the Reich's state was overwhelming. Uncontrolled and 

undisciplined or "democratic" anti-Semitism could not flourish because it threatened both the 

Bismarckian state and the Junkerized society. In other words, the state never lent its authority to 

the abrogation of the civil rights of Jews; and the authority of the state was never seriously 

challenged by any social force including the majority of the anti-Semites. "The fiinge of a 

fiinge" group who did question the legitimacy of the German Junkerized state was marginalized 

as a political force and its ideologues pushed out of the public gaze (Me* 1990:361,369; 

Pulzzer, 1964: 197). 

It was left to the Austrian Pan-German movement to provide a theory combining a "fight 

to death" with the state, delegitimatizing its role and offering a new vision of an Aryan Reich. 

Such an ideology moulded a young disciple, Adolf Hitler, as the fiture leader of the Nazi 

movement. Before the Nazi movement came into being two major things happened: Germany 

was defeated in the First World War and the Weimar Republic emerged out of the ruins of the 

Kaiserreich. Following these historical events, the formal equality of German-Jews was 



institutionalized as the law of the counw, and the resentment of some Germans against such 

equalizatim of status was intensified. 



Chapter 19: Weimar Republic and the Nazi movement 
E. Formal equality and social comparison 
1. lkfitteIstanrPs resentment 

Equality of condition, though it is certainly a basic requirement for justice, is 
nevertheless among the greatest and most uncertain ventures of modern mankind. 
The more equal conditions are, the less explanation there is for the differences 
that actually exist between people; and thus all the more unequal do individuals 
and groups become (Arendt, f 97334). 

In the German context and in relation to the Jews, formal equality, that is, citizenship 

rights meant the prospect of the fill integration of Jews into German society. German-Jews 

enthusiastically availed themselves of these opportunities. These opportunities, however, were, 

as we have already saw, anathema to all anti-Semites. The incorporation of Jews was especially 

resented by the anti-Christian anti-Semites. All anti-Semitic ideologues, whether of the Christian 

sort or of the anti-Christian brand, aimed their message and fiamed its content mainly at the 

German Mittelstand addressing its distress and anxieties. 

Mittelstand members were particularly inclined to be resenfil of the existing conditions 

because of their precarious social position and hyper-sensitivity to status politics. For many 

Mzttelstand members, Jews were serious competitors. Jews presented a threat for the simple 

reason that Jews themselves were members of the German Miffelsband. Both Mittelstand groups 

were attempting to secure their place and status within the rapidly modernizing Germany. 

However, Christian members of the German Mittelstand endeavoured to secure their crumbling 

(previously privileged) position by demanding state protection. They based the legitimacy of 

their claim for a distinct protection on their religious or presumed racial (superior) origin. Jews 

could not raise such a claim. 

Most Jews saw in formal citizenship, the main avenue through which they sought to 

secure their integration into the German society. Some Jews, chose to further this general process 



of assimilation by conversion. The major problem was, then, that both Jews and Germans 

Mittelstand members were competing on the same turf for economic assets and social status. 

The modernization process sounded the death knell of many medieval guild occupations. 

It favoured new economic practices such as bills of exchange, securities, stocks and shares, 

banknotes, public debt bonds, and the stock exchange, and professional credentials gained in 

vocational schools, not in the master shop as apprentices. On both accounts German Mittelstand 

members felt that they were loosing the battle with Jewish Mittelstundlers. Though some Jews 

were prominent and visible in specific occupations (lawyers, parliamentarians, physicians, 

researchers and scholars and the proverbial banking which in the end of 19th century was more 

of a legend than a reality), a balanced economic account shows that Jews actually were suffering 

fiom the same process of economic as well as status deterioration (Barkai, 1985274-5; 

Bornstein, 1985287-8). However, anti-Semitic racism had only a tenuous relation to concrete 

economic factors and analysis. Social comparison processes, in which Christian Mittelstmdlers 

Germans compared themselves to their ancestors, to other Germans and to German Jews, were 

the root cause of their resentment and anxiety. 

General social comparison was imposed objectively by formal equality and citizenship 

rights. German Mit te l s tders  were losing the battle, like other national Mittelstand classes and 

previous Mittelstandgroups in Germany. The lower middle class was losing its general war 

against capitalist development. It was happening not because of the Jews, but because of the 

advance of rationalized economic activity that favoured the concentration of capital, labour and 

raw materials fiom all over the globe and marketed it to all comers of the world. 

The chief difference fiom the previous era was that now, since 1871, German 

Mittelstmdlers had to compete with others (to some extent also with Jews) on formally equal 



footing and conditions. Equal formal conditions guaranteed by the constitution, were perceived 

as "anti-German," "a Jewish" plot. Mittelstandiem regarded the state and its leader(s) as their 

only hope for protection against their deteriorating economic and social positions. However, the 

Bismarckian Kaiserreich defended the "rye and iron" alliance of Junkers and industrial- 

capitalists at the expense of labour, peasantry, and Mittelstand. 

The main avenue by which Bismarck held the "rye and iron" alliance was through the 

economic tools of tariff protection on grain, iron and industrial products, indirect taxation and 

armament projects for the army and the navy. These economic policies solidified and guaranteed 

the economic base of Junkerdom and its branch in the army aristocracy (Carr, 1991: 128-130). 

In addition to economic competition between Jews and Germans Mittelsfmdiers, there 

was also a fierce social struggle for distinction and status. All these economic and social 

anxieties and threats, imagined or real, were transformed into a political argument and a social 

movement in the form of the anti-emancipatory wave. Though both the anti-emancipatory 

argument and the anti-Semitic movement failed to secure clear state support and protection in the 

Second Reich, they nevertheless provided the breeding ground for the emergence of the Nazi 

worldview in the Weimar Republic. The Nazi worldview took the segregationist, total 

exclusionary argument to its ultimate conclusion: death of the Jews. 

The acculturation and assimilation of German Jews is well known to students of German 

history. The subject itself became a bone of contention in the historiography about the Jews in 

Germany of the second Reich and the Weimar Republic. In the theoretical debates and in the 

historiography which emerged after the Shoah (Holocaust), this phenomenon was called "The 

German Jewish Symbiosis" (Zirnerman, 1994:23-28; Domke, 1994: 153; Shoham, l992:36-7). 

Whether it was a symbiosis or  a "Jewish monologue" is an interesting question in itself, but it 



cannot be dealt in the present work. Suffice it to say that the Jewish minority was relatively 

incorporated within its "host" German society. Jews identified themselves as "Germans of the 

Mosaic faith" (Talmon, 1980:258). Many Jews converted to Christianity, and some married 

Christian spouses (Pulzer, 1964:B). Those who did not convert, nevertheless regarded themselves 

as loyal German citizens, and as such filfilled all their obligations, including service in the 

armed forces. Many Jews were ardent German nationalists. Especially from 187 1 when the 

Second Reich was created by Bismarck, it seemed as if the incorporation of German Jews in the 

economic, social and cultural life of Germany was successfbl. 

It was, as we have seen, precisely this apparent, successfbl social and political integration 

of Jews which gave rise to a powefil reaction among members of the German majority. Indeed, 

this is the context in which Willhelm Marr - "the Patriarch of anti-SemitismM - invented the term 

"anti-Semitismw to define and consolidate that political reaction (Stem, 1977:495; Zimmermann, 

1986). 

As Alex Bein, a sociologist and historian, argues in his book Tibe Jewish Question: 

Biography of a World Problem, the fact that in the 1870s a specific term for the hatred of Jews 

came into being signified a new phase into which the Jewish question entered. The dissemination 

and acceptance of the concept was swift. Leaders of various anti-Semitic groups and parties all 

over Europe embraced it. Its instant acceptance represent the self-awareness of these movements' 

leadership of the special and common aspects of the ideas and the aims of such a general 

movement (Bein, 199 1 :230). 

In Germany, Wilhelm Marr was one of the prominent pioneers and an advocate of anti- 

Semitism. His work, published in 1879 and entitled, The victory of the Ju&ism over Gemanism: 

as seenfiom a nonsectarian point of view, (Der Sieg ctes Judentwns uber dus Germanenturn), 



gained him much attention in Germany. In this work, he advances the argument that the Jews or 

"Semites" have already achieved world dominance. He declared desperately and pessimistically 

that the Germans were close to losing that struggle (ibid, 236). His call was, therefore, to 

encourage Germans to join the battle and thereby they might be able to avert the threatening 

defeat. However he was not sure that Gennanenhrm will be able to overcome Judenfum; in fact 

his pen, which was dripping with the pessimism of the vanquished, declared the end of Germany 

(Zimmermann, 1982: 136- 162). 

This nihilistic pessimism which Wifheim Marr and other racist anti-Semite exhibited was 

not a political trick. Racist anti-Semites - many of them being themselves members of the 

M(ittels?and and representing, consciously or unconsciously, Mifielstandlers' economic interests 

and social anxieties - believed that they were losing their economic and social status. They 

defined this process and declared it to be a war against the Jews. As Paul W. Massing says: 

The racist were not revelling in despair merely to make their agitation more 
effective. They actually suffered fiom a pervasive lack of the psychological 
security which comes fiom belonging to a powefil, cohesively operating social 
group rather than one in the throes of disintegration (1949:79). 

Anti-Semites zealotry and disregard of what Hama Arendt has called commonsensical 

factors and their social origins, left Paul A. Massing bewildered and puzzled. Massing's 

"unexpected and puzzling facts," concerning the social characteristic of most anti-Semites is put 

into relief if we consider the effects of social-psychological comparison processes. "The analysis 

of German anti-Semitic literature, movements, and agitators" he says, 

discloses some rather unexpected and puzzling facts. The most implacable 
enemies of the Jews were urban rather than rural; indifferent, if not hostile, to the 
church rather than devout Christians, and members of the "educated" rather than 



the "ignorant" classes. The most virulent kind of anti-Semitism was spread 
throughout Germany by teachers, students, industrial and commercial employees, 
petty officials, professional people, and followers of cults of every variety: 
members of "life reform movements," whole-rye bread dietitians, opponents of 
vivisection, and "back to nature" builders of body and soul. From these groups, 
not fiom the peasants or the land-owning aristocracy or the reactionary clergy, 
narrow-minded though they might have been, came the fanatical haters of Jews 
(1949:75 see for the same point Shoham, 1992:41). 

This chapter's argument has no intentions to minimize the effect or importance of either 

anti-Semitism or economic factors. On the contrary, its main thrust is to focus on the historically 

specific constellation in which both anti-Semitism and economic hardships were politicized. That 

is, how cultural stereotypes and social inequalities took a contemporary shape and were 

transformed into political claims. That is, to highlight the process by which social conflicts are 

ethnicized. And, furthermore, to focus on the Mittelstand as a specific social group that 

enthusiastically adopted and wholeheartedly embraced an anti-Semitic interpretation of reality. 

Economic hardships experienced by working cIass Germans were no less severe than those 

experienced by Mittelsfand members. However, Miffelsfand members were much more inclined 

toward the acceptance of anti-Semitic propaganda, not only in Second Reich Germany, because 

of their peculiar social status6. 

Members of the German working class were not immune to anti-Semitic agitation. Their 

reluctance in joining the anti-Semitic movement in the second Reich was rooted in their 

acceptance of formal equality and citizenship rights as the desired new nales of the political 

game. Political participation was the main avenue through which various leaders of the Social 

Democratic party sought to ameliorate the conditions of the German working class. Labour, in 

other words, was on the same political side as the majority of the Jews. Political citizenship and 

social incorporation were their common goals. 



Working class people did not join the anti-Semitic movement in the second Reich neither 

because of adherence to Marxist ideology nor for superior moral qualities; anti-Semitism was 

against their class and socia! interests. Their interests lay in the sphere of fill political 

participation and democratic procedures; both demands were upheld by Jews and detested by 

anti-Semites and many Mittelstandlers. 

However, Germans in Germany were not the only Germans that the process of 

industrialization and democratization influenced and shaped their lives. There was a substantial 

German minority in the Hapsburg (divided) empire. The German minority in Austria-Hungary 

because of the specific social and political circumstances of a multi-ethnic plural society that it 

was immersed in, added a significant edge to the anti-Semitic movement. That edge was the 

virulent brand of Austrian pan-~ermanism'. 

F. Austrian Pan-Germanism: encapsulated Nazism 

Nazism was a social movement and it had important ideological roots in the Austrian 

Pan-German movement, "... where hatred of the state was an expression of patriotism for the 

oppressed nationalities" (Arendt, 1973:259). It had much in common with the practices of the 

Austrian Pan-German social movement and its leader, Georg Ritter von Schonerer. 

Georg Ritter von Schonerer, the prophet of Austrian Pan-Germanism, began his political 

career in 1873. He was born in Vienna on July 17, 1842 to Matthias and Maria Schonerer. His 

father was a prominent and successfbl railroad and locomotive engineer in Hapsburg Austria. In 

1856 Matthias Schonerer became the director of the principal rail line connecting Vienna, 

southeastern Europe, Switzerland and France. "By that time, he was one of the leading 

businessmen in Austria and was getting rich (Whiteside, 197565). In 1860 Matthias Schonerer 



received the Order of the Iron Crown, a modest decoration that carried with it the title of Ritter 

(Knight) and the particle von. These titles were hereditary and borne by all members of the 

family. The Austrian Ritterstand symbolized "upper middle class," but it did not have much 

influence on the family status. 

Georg Schonerer, who was not a successfid student, graduated fiom an agricultural 

vocational schooI in 1859. In 1868 Matthias Schonerer handed him the management of the 

family estate at Rosenau. It was located in a remote and wild area of Lower Austria, north of 

Vienna. "Since the Middle Ages the region had been entirely German ethnically" (ibid, 67); 

Hitler's parents came fkom a village in that area. 

After his father's death Georg Ritter von Schonerer received the Rosenau estate and a 

share of his father's assets and money. He was a rich man by any standard. But the life of a 

country squire was not to his liking. He wanted to improve the life of his "own people" by which 

he meant primarily the German-speaking peasantry of Lower Austria "...that is, the many-layered 

rural society often described by the vague general terms Mittelstmd or Kleinburgertum " (ib id, 

68). He was not a peasant or an aristocrat; his roots lay in the urban centre. In 1873, the stock 

market crash pushed him into politics. 

He joined the German Austrian Liberal Party which was the reigning constitutional party; 

he received the liberal leaders blessing and won the rural constituency of his region. Though he 

was a modernist, progressive and anti-clerical his education was not of a university kind. This, 

stylistically, set him apart fiom many of the Young Radical reformers in his party. The Young 

Radical liberals wanted to transform Austria into a German state with political democracy and 

greater socioeconomic equality, and Bismarck was their hero. 



Since 1870, the ideological tension between Austrophile conservative Old 
Liberals and Prussophile democratic ultranationalist radicals had flared up among 
the adults of the German Left, as it had among the students, in countless public 
meetings, banquets, and verein gatherings (ibid, 69). 

On December 18, 1878 after severely criticizing the Austrian government on several accounts 

Schonerer concluded by proclaiming that "more and more, louder and louder, we hear the cry, 'if 

only we already belonged to the German Reich" (ibid, 73). This secessionist sentiment caused a 

SkandaZ, the first of many to come. At once Schonerer became the idol of the Austrian-German 

students vereins (organization) in Vienna. In early 1881 he called for "loyalty to nationality 

above statehood"; a declaration that caused another SkanhZ. A year later (Febmary 1882), the 

year that might be called "...the birth year of the Austrian Pan-German movement," he declared 

in the Reichsraf that m a n s  "do not gravitate to Vienna but to wherever Germans live" - a 

clear call for Anschluss (ibid, 80). 

In several German provinces of Austria, Schonerer was acknowIedged as "...the first and 

most effective protagonist of the national cause." His agitation aimed at "finthering and 

strengthening German uniqueness [Eigenart] .as the unquestionable source of true folk-st rength 

and clear national consciousness"; it also received the active support of radical nationalist clubs 

in many German towns in Austria (ibid, 122). The national cause was a burning issue in a 

politically divided Hapsburg Austria-Hungary. It was a plural society trying to accommodate the 

diverse needs and strong desires of severaI ethnic and national groups in a political system that 

was German oriented by tradition and by interest. The Germans were the largest, most 

prosperous, best organized; they controlled the most important posts of the government in 

Hapsburg Austria. 

In addition to the division of power with the Hungarian Magyars (1867), the Hapsburg 

monarchy was gradually recognizing the presence and therefore the increasing political 



significance of the Czechs (6.4 million comprising 23% of the population), Poles (5 million and 

18%), Ruthenes or Ukrainians (3.5 million and 13%), Slovenes (1.2 millions and 5%), Italians 

(.75 million and 3%), and Rumanians (.275 million and 1%) (ibid,24). This recognition received 

its formal status in the 1867 constitution by granting citizenship rights to all nationalities. The 

privileged position of the Austrian-Germans was eroded by this act, therefore, from the 

standpoint of many Austrian-Germans their (German) nationality, was now conflicting with their 

(Austrian) citizenship. 

Austrian history henceforth (1 867-19 14 M. A.) was permeated, as socialist leader 
Otto Bauer said, "with the conflict between our Austrian and our German 
character". . . Austrian Pan-Germanism originated as the revolutionary attempt to 
resolve this problem of identity (ibid, 10). 

The competition over jobs between German, Czech, and Slavs workers, divided the labour 

market and lowered the price of labour, thus solidifying ethnic hatred on all sides8. The 

"ordinary" operation of capitalist economy fbrther amplified this ethnic division of labour. Most 

capitalistic enterprises and industries were German-owned and situated in the German provinces 

of Austria. In addition, most of the skilled labour force and artisans were also Austrian-Germans. 

Capitalists aiming to reduce the price of labour tended to hire the less organized, less educated, 

and the workers with temporary goals in the labour market, that being the non Austrian-Germans 

workers who were the most vulnerable segment of the labour force. This vulnerability was used 

by capitalists to reduce the price of labour and to displace the Austrian-German labour force with 

a more docile one. It drove down the price of labour, and in many cases drove Austrian-German 

workers out of their jobs. Hence it was hard for Socialists to convince "workers and 

handicrafismen that capitalism was purely an economic, not a nationalist problem" (Whiteside, 



1975:37). The idea of "national socialist" segregationist policies, therefore, appealed to many 

Austrian-German workers, peasants, artisans and radical nationalist alike. 

The political organization of this segment of Austrian-Germans was the work of the 

Vienna Refonnverein and it was consolidated during the late 1880s by Schonerer and the Pan- 

German League. These social groups, Miftelstandlers, workers, and peasants, however, were 

relatively established socially and thus hard to stir into radical or racial politics. The most 

enthusiastic supporters and activists of the radical German nationalists were German students in 

Austrian universities. 

The students were among the earliest and most violent protagonists of biological 
racist doctrines and racist anti-Semitism as essential corollaries of national 
patriotism, and the so-called Aryan paragraph was their invention. They adapted 
student fraternity customs to political life, making politics a surrogate religion 
replete with symbols and ceremonies that claimed to posses the convert heart and 
sou1 (ibid, 308). 

The Refonnverein comprised several diverse currents which splintered in the mid 1880s. 

German nationalists banded together forming the Austrian Pan-German league. The "clerical 

elements" of Refonnverein activists, though thoroughly anti-Semitic, were loyal Austrian 

citizens regarding Austria as their state and country. The Social Christian and the "anti-Semites 

only" faction wanted to "reform" Austria into a state based on German ideas, culture and 

privilege. As a means of countering the devastating effects of unrestrained capitalism, they 

sought to re-Christianize the artisan and working classes. 

In contrast, the Pan-German group fervently believed that "...the social question and the 

Jewish question [could] only be solved by first resolving the national question" (ibid, 90). They 

aimed "to raise ethnic consciousness" among Austrian-Germans and, to fight the Austrian state 



within and outside of the imperial parliament. Their ultimate political objective was to achieve 

an Anschluss of the Deutschoesterreich into the Hohenzollern Reich. The Austrian Pan-Germans 

called such a unity program "... in a curious inversion of terms from what was accepted in 

Germany, Kleindeutsch (little Germany)" (ibid, 13). The projected image of the Austrian radical 

nationalists of Kleindeutsch had a special meaning too. 

Kleindeutsch nationalism was defined in the seventies with increasing severity in 
terms of the unity and homogeneity of a biological race community in which 
Jews, Slavs, and Latins could have no place (ibid, 61). 

The Austrian Pan-Germans were trying, as hard as they could, to join the club (Second 

Reich Germany) that did not want them. Ironically, the existence of the Bismarckian German 

Kaiserreich, in the last analysis, depended on the exclusion of Austria. Bismarck was able to 

enthrone the Hohenzollern Prussian dynasty over all other German territories and states and to 

create the Second Reich in 187 1, because he excluded Catholic Austria and the Hapsburg 

dynasty. The Second Reich was a Kleindeutsch (lide Germany) on purpose because the 

Grossdeutsch (greater Germany) under the Hapsburg monarchy was rejected by the Prussian 

Bismarck. 

German nationalists in Austria sought to consolidate and enhance their status and the 

status of German language by consolidating with the Second Reich. Their social position and the 

status of the German language, they cfamoured, was deteriorating as a result of Austrian state's 

policies which were accommodating the interests of the other "nationalities." The 10 million 

(35% of Austrian population) Austrian-Germans regarded the democratization process of the 

Hapsburg monarchy as a threat to their economic interests, social status, and cultural heritage. 

Democracy and equal status of minorities were identified with the Jews. Whereas the Austrian- 



Germans anti-democratic sentiment had deep roots in the economic and political structure of the 

Hapsburg empire, anti-Semitism stemmed from cultural as well as fiom economic motives. 

There were three social and theoretical sources of anti-Semitism in Austria-Hungary at 

the 1880s: artisan anti-capitalist rage, Catholic social theory, and integral German 

nationalism (Whiteside, 1975:85). The Austrian-German artisan class, like the Mittelsfand in 

Germany, was the social mainstay of Austrian Pan-German anti-Semitism. Only a few Austrian- 

German peasants and workers joined this camp. Though national, or more precisely ethnic 

considerations, transformed the strictly economic interests of peasants and workers into 

nationalistic issues, there were other factors that blocked the acceptance and their h l l  

participation in the Pan-German movement. While, many Austrian-German peasants were anti- 

capitalists, anti-liberals and anti-Semites, they nevertheless rejected the anti-Austrian and 

agnostic preaching of the Pan-German ideology (ibid, 127). Schonerer, as his "Break with 

Rome" (Los-Von-Rom) pamphlet indicates, was especially blatant about the Roman Catholic 

Church. "The struggle against the anti-German power of Rome," he said in November 1989, 

can be carried only under the general battle-cry: 

"Break with Rome" 

in the hope of the final victory of Germandom over the un-German quarrelsome, 
Roman Church ... Therefore, away with the shackles which bind us to an anti- 
German Church! Not Jesuit, but German spirit shall rule and command in German 
lands (Pulzer, 1964:343-4). 

This kind of anti-Catholic agitation motivated many, including Schonerer and his son, to convert 

to  rotes st ant ism^. By 19 1 0 some 85,000 Austrian-Germans had converted to Protestantism (ibid, 

207). It was an unprecedented wave of conversion equal in magnitude only to the conversions 



after the Thirty Years' War that ended with the peace of Westphalia in 1648. However, his slogan 

"Ein Go#, ein Kaiser, ein Volk, " did not attract many Austrian-Germans (ibid, 207). 

Some of the artisan anti-capitalist rage against the Jews can be explained by economic 

factors. Jews, especially after the proclamation of the constitution in 1867, were prominent in 

professions such as medicine, law and the civil service of the empire. This in addition to the 

proverbial "dominance" of Jews in the banking industry of the Hapsburg empire, served as an 

impetus to such "economic rage." Furthermore, many Jews in the Hapsburg empire moved 

westward in rapidly increasing numbers. Jews left the ghettos of Galicia and Hungary settling in 

Vienna, Prague, and other industrial cities. For example, in Vienna in 1860 Jews numbered 

6,000; in 1870 there were 40,000 and in 191 0, 175,000. Vienna became one of the biggest 

Jewish centres in Europe. Many young and talented Jews moved to Vienna fiom all over the 

empire. Many entered the imperial civil service; others became professors, doctors, lawyers, 

judges, journalists, poets and musicians (Whiteside, 1975: 17; Talmon, l982:254). Nonetheless, 

the majority of immigrant Jews were poor making a living by various occupati~ns, 

predominantly by peddling. 

In Austria and for Austrian-Germans working class, anti-Semitism was presented and 

understood as a demand for social reform aiming at improving the lot of the (German) masses. In 

the words of one of the leading figures of the working class German nationalist and anti-Semitic 

movement, Robert Pattai, the preponderance of Jews or "Manchesterism," over 

... direct producers is a sign of the need for reforming the whole field of today's 
economic life.. ..Therefore intelligent people are organizing.. . a liberation struggle 
in which they openly name as the enemy that rootless priesthood of the goIden 
calf that has spread over the whole earth and become a curse to all nations. Karl 
von Zerboni summed up anti-Semitism as "an ethical, religious, national, 



political, social, and racial question .... its cult a boon to humanity ... its members the 
governing party of the h r e  (ibid, 86). 

The Second General Austrian Craft Congress that met in Vienna in November 1882 

declared its devotion to anti-capitalist and anti-Semitic agenda. By the end of 1882, "...virtually 

the whole handicraft-worker class had been converted to the idea that anti-Semitism was the 

answer to all its problems" (ibid, 87). Thus in Austria too, the social problem was defined as the 

Jewish problem. The Pan-Germans' war program against liberalism and democracy, capitalism 

and socialism, church and state, and the spurious idea that driving out the Jews would end all 

their problems seems to be the main reason the Pan-German anti-Semitic ideology was called 

"the socialism of fools" by contemporaries such as Ferdinand Kronawetter, Viktor Adler and 

Engelbert Pernerstorfer (ibid, 89-90). 

For Schonerer, the unrivalled leader of the Pan-German sentiment and movement, anti- 

Semitism became a cornerstone of the national idea. Though he used anti-Semitism to attract 

supporters, his anti-Semitism was an end in itself; based, as it were, on his racial understanding 

of nationality. 

In contrast with the Liberals, whose raison d'etre was the defense of the 
constitution, with the Conservatives who preached federalism, and with the 
Church which could not accept racialism, he had to make his anti-Semitism so 
extreme that to accept both it and the existing structure of the multinational state 
was impossible (Pulzer, 1964208). 

Anti-Semitism was the organizing principle of his radical agitation and criticism of the 

Austrian state, society and of his erstwhile fkiends on the German Left in the Austrian Reichsmt. 

Imitating, as he argued, the United. States Congress's exclusion of Oriental immigrants, in the so- 



called "Chinese Bill", Schonerer proposed an extreme anti-Semitic bill to abolish the civil rights 

of Jews. The bill was introduced on April 1887. "We," he said: 

... regard anti-Semitism as the cornerstone of our nationality, as one of the most 
important means of inculcating volkisch values, and as the greatest sign of 
national progress in this century. .. We believe that corruption.. .can only be cleaned 
out when the chief agents of corruption.. .the Jews and Jewry. ..are again subjected 
to rigid legal restrictions ... Our anti-Semitism is not directed at their religion but at 
their peculiar racial qualities ... In the struggle against this universally degenerate 
Jewry, the comradeship of Slavs and Latins will always be welcome (ibid, 120- 1). 

The bill, mnning counter to the interests of all other political factions, German and others alike, 

and extremely violent in its content, failed to receive the support of the Reichsart. 

The removal of "Jewish influence," the destruction of the Hapsburg state, and the 

mchJuss of German-Austria to the Hohenzollern Reich, were the only ennobling goals of "a 

true man of the people" (Whiteside, 1975: 105). By 1883, Schonerer abandoned any vestiges of 

European leftist ideas he ever had entertained. He went on fiom there to repudiate completely all 

democratic values and espoused violence as a mean to achieve political aims. 

The essence of Schonererite Pan-Germanism was not its demand for national 
unity, political democracy, and social reform (though these were important 
aspects) but its racism - that is, the idea that blood was the criterion of all civic 
rights - and its belief that all political, economic and social conflict were 
irreconcilable, that negotiation was treason, and that compromise was impossible. 
Politics therefore required total victory and the complete destruction of the 
vanquished (ibid, 105). 

Extremism, then, was the defining feature of Schonerer's Austrian Pan-German ideology. 

Schonerer's extremism was grounded in his unique definition of national belongingness as 

exclusively determined by racial origins, and in his repudiation of all accepted norms and forms 

of political discourse. Schonerer savagely attacked the Austrian state and parliament, alt political 



parties and civilized reasoning, and any claim for individual rights other than those defined by 

his interpretation of the racial community. In a word Schonerer nihilistically repudiated western 

civilization. He espoused violence, that was war, as the only avenue through which human 

communities could communicate among each other. It was an apocalyptic vision of human life 

which promised the German warrior the grandeur of the future afterlife of the Valhalla (Shoham, 

1992: l6,23,3 5)- 

Austrian Pan-Germanism was more than a theory of national unity with 
revolutionary implications for the Habsburg state. It was a movement that 
repudiated the entire conventional political spectrum and the ethical, 
humanitarian, and religious principles that underlay the conventional political 
camps of both the Left and the Right. It had an apocalyptic vision of a Pan- 
German Elysium which would replace what it castigated as the corrupt 
civilization of nineteenth-century parliamentarism, constitutional liberty, civic 
equality, capitalism, socialism, religion, and indeed almost all traditional civilized 
behavior (Whiteside, 1975:3). 

To this "...thorough thinker in fimdamental problems," Hitler declared his indebtedness in 

words and deeds (Hitler, 1939: 126; Arendt, 1973 :233; Whiteside, 1975:305-6). "When I came to 

Vienna," says Hitler in Mein Kmpf,  "my sympathies were f U y  and wholly on the side of the 

Pan-German movement" (1939: 124). In addition to its rabid anti-Semitism, the cult of violence 

and the worship of Bismarck as the invincible leader Schonerer's Pan-Germanism had its 

disregard to law and state. This was also a characteristic of the Nazi regime which had a specific 

kind of "lawless arbitrariness" that Hitler used to the utmost of his disturbed personality (Arendt, 

All the above mentioned aspects of Schonerer's Pan-German ideology and practice 

appeared in Hitler's Nazi movement. The difference was that in the Nazi movement, these 

premises were radicalized and turned into an explicit political plan. It was also generalized to 



include millions of Germans in Germany. Radicalization and generalization were possible only 

after the German military defeat in the First World War, and only after the Weimar Republic had 

come to be regarded, in the minds of many Germans, as being led by the "November traitors" 

who were the enemies of the German people. 

G. The historical setting of the Nazi movement: the roots of social 
discontent in Germany 1918-1933 

The German Revolution of 19 18-20 and the signing of the Versailles Treaty on 19 19, 

were, according to Abel(1966), the two major events in the earIy days of post-war Germany. 

These events set the stage for a widespread social discontent serving as orienting political poles 

throughout the short life of the Weimar Republic (1 91 8-1933). For the Left and Right, 

revolutionaries and conservatives, veteran soldiers and civilians, they shaped their politics, 

identity and collective sense of esteem. The German Revolution and the Versailles treaty were 

crucial points of reference to  millions of Germans. Social discontent in post-World War 

Germany grew out of their interpretation of these events. This burgeoning discontent gave birth 

to a strong social and political opposition movement within German society. In time, the 

opposition forces would come to repudiate the legitimacy of the democratic government and 

state. 

The Weimar Republic's short history can be divided into three main periods. The first 

period begins on 9 November 1918, the day on which the Kaiser Wilhelm 11 abdicated the throne 

and lee for Holland never to return to Germany, and ends with the four days Kapp putsch that 

took place on March 13, 1920 in Berlin. These were the turbulent days of the German 

Revolution. The critical years of the Weimar Republic stretched fkom 28 June, 1919, the day the 

Versailles Treaty was signed, until the settlement of reparations in 1924 known as the Dawes 



Plan. The third period which William C m ,  a historian of modem Germany, defined as "The rise 

and fall of the Weimar Republic," ended with the nomination of Adolf Hitler to the Chancellor of 

Germany on 30 January 1933. 

1. Military defeat and democratic revolution 

On 8 August 191 8, "the black day of the German army," the tide of the First World War 

had turned against the Germans. British, Canadian and Australian divisions overran the German 

positions, taking prisoners and breaking the morale of the German army. On the fionts of 

Germany's allies, the military situation was equally bad. Austria-Hungary tried to make peace on 

her own; the Turkish fiont in Syria collapsed completely in September and a combined offensive 

of the Entente forces compelled Bulgaria to ask for an armistice on 29 September. Ludendofl, 

the German chief of staff 

... admitted to the emperor and the chancellor that Germany could not win the war; 
if she did not end the fighting at once the enemy would break through in the west, 
drive the Germans over the Rhine and bring revolution to Germany (Carr, 
1991:233). 

No German territories were conquered in spite of the fact that Germany was defeated in 

war. The German imperial army had to end the war because it was on the verge of a catastrophe. 

The imperial army, in panic, demanded a cease-fire from German politicians. However, a cease- 

fire and a lasting peace were possible, according to American President Woodrow Wilson's 

belief, only between democratic states. Therefore, the German generals, and especially 

Ludendorff had to abandon their long entrenched opposition to parliamentary democracy in 

Germany. The military defeat and the forced change of heart of the generals was accompanied by 

a constitutional change initiated by the majority parties in the Reichrlag. On 30 September, 1918, 



the emperor issued a proclamation establishing a parliamentary government; the Prince Max of 

Baden, on request of the emperor, formed a government. "On October 3 he [the chancellor] 

wrote formally to President Wilson asking for an armistice and a peace based on the Fourteen 

Points" (ibid, 234). 

By the end of October, a revolutionary situation existed in Germany since the people 

were no longer prepared to obey the old rulers. When the extent of the German defeat was made 

public, the resentment against the Kaiser was so overwhelming and the credibility of the regime 

so low, that the Kaiser had to abdicate his political power and leave for Holland. He never came 

back. Mutiny in the navy broke out on October 28; sailors refbed to go to sea and make what 

they considered to be a "suicide offensive" in the English Channel against the Entente naval 

forces. The order, by the German naval authorities, to arrest the 400 sailors prompted other 

sailors to demonstrate on November 3 in Kiel. "Shots were fired and 8 sailors were killed. This 

was a signal for a general mutiny. Sailors councils were set up on nearly all ships" (Carr, 

1991 :236). Worker joined the sailors and soldiers' and workers' councils were created. Workers' 

and sailors' councils were set up in other northern ports. In days the revolution had spread all 

over the German temtories. However, neither the soldiers nor the workers were disloyal to the 

government. Their mutiny was not politically motivated; rather it was a genuine protest against a 

senseless war and intolerable conditions. In imitation of the Gel's sailors and workers, soldiers 

and workers councils were formed all over the country; but it was a democratic, not a socialist 

revolution. 

On the German left, there were the majority socialists, (Social Democrats), and the 

Independent Socialists which were composed of various radical groups. The Social Democrats 

were confident that they were going to form a government in the not-too-distant future. 



Revolution and insurrection appalled them. They were both patriots and firm believers in the 

desirability and efficacy of parliamentary institutions. Hence law and order, they thought, must 

be restored as quickly as possible. On November 9, Prince Max of Baden handed the seals of 

office to Friedrich Ebert who together with Philipp Scheidemann were the Social Democrats 

leaders. Ebert did not present himself as a leader of a revolution, but as the leader of the largest 

party in the Reichstag. Both Ebert and Prince Max still entertained some hope that a 

constitutional monarchy could be established. 

Throughout November and December of 1918 a struggle was going on between the 

majority of the Social Democrats and the minority Independent Socialists in the new and 

temporary government. The major issue was whether to declare, at once, a "full blooded 

socialism," or to wait until the constituent assembly, planned to convene on January 19, 1919, 

would vote on that matter. The Social Democrats were in favour of the constituent assembly, 

whereas the left wing of the Independent Socialist clamoured for a socialist revolution at once. 

To leave such a decision to the constituent assembly meant for the Independent Socialists that 

none of their plans for the socialization of key industries, dissolution of the great estates, 

democratisation of the civil service, the judiciary and the army would materialize. The social 

structure and the power distribution within German society and state would not change; and they 

were right. 

The army, the administration and the Social Democrats were united against a socialist 

revolution. Ebert had the support of the bureaucracy and the army (ibid, 242). In effect, most 

Germans, including the majority of the Social Democrats, were united against a "Bolshevik 

revolution". A revolution was the declared goal of a small minority among the Independent 



socialists - the revolutionary Shop Stewards and the Spartacus league. These faction became the 

German Communist Party in January 191 9. 

The rapprochement between the government and the army did not escape the eyes of the 

radical left who accused Ebert of betraying the revolutionary cause. The relations between the 

Social democrats and the Independent Socialists continued to deteriorate until the Independent 

leaders resigned fiom the government in late December. With the withdrawal of the hdependent 

Socialists, an abyss opened between the Social Democrats and the Communists. The Independent 

Socialists, who could have played a moderating role between the ranks of the German Left, 

resigned fiom the government because they resented the slow progress toward socialism and 

were suspicious of the ties between Ebert and the general staff. With their withdrawal, the driR 

of the government to the right and of the radical socialist to the left was inevitable. 

The relation between the government and the Left worsened on January 19 19. On the 

early days of January 1919 there was a Communist uprising in Berlin led by idealists who 

wanted to give History a push forward. It was crushed by the army with the assistance of the so- 

called Free Corps. The Free corps battalions were semi-military units held together - in defiance 

of the allies terms in the armistice - by army officers and populated by veteran nationalistic 

soldiers. The "Spartacus week" of the January insurrection of Berlin was a rehearsal for more 

confrontations in March in Berlin and in April in Munich. In midoMarch, the Free Corps were 

called to restore order in east Berlin. Over one thousand people were killed "...many of them 

summarily shot by the Free Corps for possessing arms" (ibid, 247). The communist leaders Karl 

Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg were captured and cruelly murdered by the Free corps soldiers. 

Similar event took place in Munich, Bavaria at the end of April 1919. 



The Communists never forgave them [the Social Democrats, M.A] for 'betraying 
the revolution'; while the right wing soon forgot what it owed to Ebert and his 
associates and denounced all socialists indiscriminately as November traitors' 
who had 'stabbed the fatherland in the back', a legacy which weighed heavily on 
the party throughout the Weimar period (Carr, 199 1 :249). 

Thus, Germany was thrown off the path of parliamentary democracy by the force of 

military defeat and political events. The liberal mood was only a short-lived experience. Liberal 

feelings were just "a drug to relieve the temble tension created by the breakdown at the fiont," as 

Max Weber said (Abel, 1966: 18). The German Revolution which created the Weimar Republic 

also created the rift among its most devout adherents on the Centre and the Left. This rift loomed 

large in the Weimar Republic, and the enemies of the republic skilfblly used it. "However," says 

Carr, "despite this rather unpromising start, it would be wrong to assume that the Weimar 

Republic was doomed 'inevitably' to failure in 1933" (ibid, 25 1). 

On 19 January, the German people went to the polls to elect a constituent assembly. 

There were five political blocks. On the Right there were the Free Conservatives and the German 

Conservatives who formed the (new) German National People's Party. It was controlled by a 

hard core of landowners and industrialists. The party paid lip service to the Republic and was 

deeply monarchist. The German People's Party (the Populists) was the party of the wealthy 

industrial middle class, nationalists-minded, devoted to private enterprise and not enthusiastic 

towards the republic. There were two parties in the Centre. The middle class Democrats formed 

the German Democratic Party, and the adherents of political Catholicism formed the Christian 

People's Party. The Social Democrats and the Independent Socialist formed the Left or the 

Socialist block. In the election, the Socialist secured 187 seats; 165 were gained by the Majority 

Socialists and 22 by the Independent Socialist. The Christian People's Party (the Centre) won 91 

seats, the Democrats 75, the German Nationalists 44 and the Populists 19. On 10 February, Ebert 



was elected by the Reichtag as the first president of the Republic by 277 votes. The Majority 

Socialists formed the government. Since the Social Democrats did not have a majority, they 

formed a coalition with the Centre and the Democratic parties headed by Scheidemann. This was 

the famous Weimar Coalition, so-called because the assembly met in the new theatre at Weimar, 

conditions in Berlin being too unsettled to risk a meeting in that city (Carr, 1991 :253). The 

Weimar Republic was born. 

The Social Democrats, the Democrats, and the Catholic Centre party polled an impressive 

totai of twenty-three million out of thirty million votes. A new constitution was promulgated. 

However, the Democratic government retained most of the officials of old Imperial Germany. 

Despite the general support for the government, there was a a reaction and resistance to 

democracy from the military caste, the conservative party, the Pan-Germans and numerous 

government officials. Signing the Versailles Treaty, these reactionary groups clamoured, was a 

betrayal of the German nation. Socialists were accused indiscriminately by these groups as 

'November Traitors' who had 'stabbed the fatherland in the back' by signing the Versailles Treaty 

and by causing the defeat in the war. Democracy and the Weimar republic were the signs of the 

betrayal of the German nation. "Patriotic" organizations emerged out of this broad based 

oppositional front. The first attempt to dislodge the elected government was staged by the Kapp 

Putsch which took place on 1920. 

Six month afker its constitution, in June 1919, the Weimar republic faced a supreme crisis 

when the terms of the Versailles peace treaty were made known. The republic, not the empire, 

had to  negotiate with the triumphant allies despite the fact that the social, military and economic 

disasters were created and initiated by the Empire and fought by the Second Reich's army. The 

negotiations took place in Versailles. These were the negotiations in which the well known 



"Versailles Treaty" was produced. France had an uncompromising attitude toward Germany. It 

was the result of the traditional French fear of German aggression and the humiliating conditions 

of surrender imposed by Bismarck after the 1870 campaign at Sedan. The old animosity between 

these two states was a major factor in the stiffness and rigidity of the treaty. The price for that 

uncompromising stand was paid later on. Indeed, it was to prove a high price. 

The Versailles Treaty was rejected by most Germans regardless of social, political or 

cultural background. However, such strong condemnation did not change the fact that Germany 

had been defeated in the war. Accordingly, the German government had to resign itself to some 

difficult and humiliating conditions which were imposed by the allies. The army's power was 

reduced substantially; the navy lost most of its ships; the state had to pay reparation for the 

damages caused by the war to France and Belgium. The responsibility for causing the war was 

put squarely on Germany's shoulders. And to make matters even worse, the German treasury was 

emPtY. 

The impact of the Versailles Treaty was more significant than the impact of the 

revolution in creating civil discontent in Germany. It contributed immensely to the creation of 

the social ferment and dissatisfaction fiom which the Nazi movement emerged. The Treaty 

impinged upon deep-rooted social values. The Versailles Treaty torn to shreds the "highly 

developed sentiment of [German] nationalism, ... it curtailed the power of the nation, deprived it 

of its prestige, attacked its traditions, and impaired its integrity ... a fatal thrust against socia1 

values held and shared by the vast majority of Germans" (Abel, 1966: 30). Not surprisingly, 

Protestant Conservatives, reactionaries, Catholic Centrists, Social Democrats and Communists, 

peasants and working class, Mittelstand and aristocracy, all, irrespective of party affiliations or 

social origins, were soon attacking the treaty and demanding its rejection. It was 



"UNACCEPTABLE! " as the Franwrter Zeitung blazed in its headlines of May 1, 19 19 (Abel, 

1966:3 1). 

The Berliner Tageblatt predicted prophetically: "Should we accept the conditions, 
a mi l i t q  firor for revenge will sound in Germany within a few years, and a 
militant nationalism will engulf all (ibid, 3 1). 

In retrospect, it seems as if the Versailles Treaty was the primary factor in the destruction 

of democracy in Germany. The government and the politicians who had to accept the treaty were 

condemned; in the following election (June 6, 1920) the Social Democrats and the Centre party 

lost a total of eleven million votes. These votes went to the Communists on the left and to the 

Nationalists on the right. The social schism in Germany widened. The ensuing social and 

economic crisis caused by the war, the reparation money to the allies (132 billion marks payable 

in annual instalments of 2 billion marks), and devastated German economic, financial and 

industrial systems, had no precedent in world history. No country had experienced anything like 

it before; it was a crisis in modem terns and dimensions. 

The German Mark lost value in comparison with the American Dollar, and the rate of 

inflation was alarming. The German currency collapsed. 

The Mark fell to a quite meaningless leveI; early in 1923 the dollar was worth 
18,000 marks; by August it was worth 4,600,000 marks and by November it 
reached the astronomical figure of four billion Marks (Cm, 199 1 :273). 

With these currency devaluations and breakdown, millions lost their savings, Rich and poor lost 

their savings in a few days. Only those who held their money in the form of real estate, 

marketable goods, had mortgages, loans could turn inflated profits into permanent assets; these 

were saved and some became rich overnight. Social resentment was unprecedented. 



Germany could not pay the reparation money in the rate and phase imposed on it by the 

allies, especially by France. The German government adopted a passive resistance policy toward 

the Allies' demands for reparation. On 9 January 1923, the Reparation Commission announced 

that Germany had deliberately defaulted over its coal deliveries to the allies; two days later 

Franco-Belgian troops entered the Ruhr and occupied it. German policy of passive resistance to 

the economic demands of the Allies brought Germany to an economic and political dead end. 

On 12 August 1923, the Cuno government fell as a result of the economic and political 

stalemate. Gustav Stressmann, a national liberal and a gifted politician, was appointed as the 

chancellor. He was able to form a broad based coalition government (Populists, Centrists, 

Democrats and Socialists) the 'great coalition' government. Only the Communists and the 

German Nationalists opposed it. Stresemann called ofF the passive resistance policy, and 

declared that Germany would deliver the reparation payments to the Allies. This political and 

economic decision was defined by the Nationalists as surrender. 

When Gustav Stresemann became the Chancellor in August 1923, the Ruhr was under 

French occupation, there was a communist government in Saxony, Bavaria, while separatists 

active in the Rhineland and the Palatinate were on the verge of seceding fiom the Reich. 

Inflation was sky-rocketing and the economic life of Germany were paraIyzed. Stresemann 

activated the Riechswehr against the Left and the Right and was successfbl in subduing both. 

Separatists efforts on the west failed because of lack of international support (mainly England 

and the United States objected to any breach of the Versailles Treaty) for such secessions. The 

failed coup d'etat in Bavaria introduced Adolf Hitler to the national political life of Germany. 

In Munich, a right-wing group with the cooperation of conservatives tried to seize power 

on the 9th of November 1923. This attempted coup d'etat failed because of the disagreements 



and the mutual distrust between the conservatives (Ritter von Kahr and Otto Hemam von 

Lossow) and Adolf Hitler, the leader ofthe National Socialist German Worker's Party. Whereas 

the conservatives were interested in regaining a privileged position for Bavaria within the 

German Reich, Hitler wanted to stage a 'national revolution' by way of a 'march on Berlin' along 

the lines of Mussolini's march on Rome (Carr, 1991 :ZX). Adolf Hitler, the leader of that 

abortive coup d'etat, was put in jail; his trial became a national event. In jail Hitler wrote "Mein 

Kmp$', a book whose importance cannot be over-emphasized. However, by the time Hitler was 

released £?om jail, eleven months after he was jailed, a different and much more prosperous 

economic situation prevailed in Germany. Both Stresemann's economic policies, the Dawes Plan 

that folIowed them, and a new political agreements among European states established in the 

Locarno Pact had changed the German economic and political horizons. 

The new agreement on the reparation to the allies in 1924 (the Dawes Plan) set Germany 

on the path to economic recovery; with the Dawes economic Plan and the political Locarno Pacts 

of 1925, a new era of international-European cooperation emerged. Germany's economic revival 

was possible mainly because this time the reparation payments were geared to her economic 

ability. The disagreements concerning the Rhineland were settled in the Locarno Pacts; a new 

mood was developing in Germany. 

Under Stresemann's guidance the republic had survived its darkest hour; threats to 
the unity of the Reich were overcome, confidence in the economy restored and 
reparations put on a realistic footing .... Yet his policies were not universally 
popular at home; mostly he had to fight for them in the teeth of bitter opposition 
and savage personal attacks from the extreme right and extreme left as well as 
from the right wing of his own party (Carr, 1991:280). 

However, Stresemann's 'great coalition' ended abruptly because the socialist faction in his 

government obj&ted to the different treatment with which he handled the Saxony and the 



Bavarian insurrections. In the election of the summer of 1924, middle of the road parties, such as 

the National Liberals, the Centrists and the Social Democrats, lost much support to the more 

radical parties on the left (Communists) and the right (National Socialists and the German 

Nationalists). However, the Liberal Nationalists formed the government with William Marx of 

the Centre party, as the Chancellor and Stresemam as his foreign minister. In 1925, field- 

marshal Paul von Benckendorf Hindenburg was elected President of the Weimar Republic, a fact 

that set the seal of respectability on the republic. 

Nevertheless, there was still substantial opposition to the government. Since the recovery 

was dependent on continued economic growth it was not a real peace, but only a truce with the 

government. For example, the leader of the German Nationalist party, Alfied Hugenberg, who 

became a party chairman in 1928, was a fervent Pan-German, deeply hostile to the republic and 

all it stood for, and an extreme opponent of its economic recovery plans. The leaders of heavy 

industry switched their support ftom the Democrats and the Populists to the German Nationalist 

in protest of the government's intervention in the economy. These political forces in cooperation 

with the others such as the Pan-German League, para-military organization like the SfahZheZm, 

and Hitler's National Socialist German Worker's party espoused radical politics and savagely 

attacked the government for its political as well as economic policies. Together they promoted a 

law 'against the enslavement of the German people' demanding the government repudiate the 

war-guilt clause of the Versailles Treaty and immediate evacuation of occupied German 

territories. 

Hitler was out of prison in November 1924. His chances for a political comeback were 

slim, but he plunged ahead regardless. His party platform argued for the government's 

repudiation of the agreement with the allies, a refusal to pay reparations, and opposition to loans 



from abroad. He declared that "Only by its own force can Germany regain its rightfbl position in 

the world" (see Abel, 1966:77). In contrast to 1923, his strategy now was to fight for supremacy 

by legitimate means as a legitimate political party running in Reichstag elections. Hitter's 

movement political chances were meagre as long as the economic situation was promising and 

the lot of the working class and lower middle classes was improving; and the government moved 

whole heatedly in that direction. By the end of 1920s social expenditure were 26 per cent of the 

Gross National Product. 

Germany had made large strides in the direction of a fbll fledged welfare state. Laws of 

social insurance and security, general education, unemployment benefits and social organization 

on all levels had been put into law, having a tremendous impact on increasing the population's 

confidence and well being. All this ended with the crisis in the New York stock market 

exchange. 

The fall of the New York stock exchange - the Great Depression - had strong 

repercussions all over the world. It was particularly severe in Germany which had just been on 

the threshold of economic and social recovery - a recovery based on large American loans and 

investments. Consequently, the Wall Street crash had dire effects on the German economy. 

Foreign finds swiftly left Germany; Austrian and German banks collapsed; the selling price of 

food and raw materials were low, causing industrial nations to reduce overseas purchases and 

their primary producers to cut manufacturing causing serious unemployment. Millions become 

unemp toyed over night. 

Unemployment grew by leaps and bounds; in the summer of 1929 approximately 
900,000 were out of work in Germany; the figure rose to over three million in 
December 1930, five and half million by July 193 1, reaching a peak of over six 
million at the beginning of 1932 (Cam, 1991 :29S). 



The huge inflation coupled with the precarious economic conditions led to the 

disappearance of the meagre social confidence and security that had just emerged. All these 

factors led to a deep social schism turning politics into "all or nothing" contest; politics became a 

"zero sum game." For the National Socialists this situation confirmed their declared policy to 

"fight to death" the Weimar Republic pursuit of the policy of "no compromise." The lines of 

communication between parties were destroyed, and politics moved to the streets of the German 

cities. The social and political tension assured the swift deterioration and the eventual destruction 

of the Weirnar Republic. 

H. The Nazi social movement: a theoretical setting 

A social movement is a concerted social action or "collective attempts to change some or 

all aspects of society" (Brym, 1991 :670) which tend to occur in times of profound social crisis. 

Spontaneous mass social actions, like riots on the one hand and bureaucratized trade unions and 

political parties on the other, are the two poles of social action agitating for change. 

Social movements have a unique structure. This pattern includes, in most cases, four 

sociological factors (Abel, 1966: 166-202). When a large number of people become dissatisfied 

with their lives and with the conditions of their existence, there is the breeding ground for 

concerted social actions. A necessary condition for the emergence of social dissatisfaction is the 

transformation of the causal interpretation of people's misfortune. Such a transformation, within 

individuals and within a group, entails the movement kom an internal to an external causal 

reasoning. As long as people perceive their misfortune as their own doing, their tendency to rebel 

will be minimal. However, when people define the reason for their suffering as rooted in causes 

other than their own doing, their will and wish to change these circumstances will tend to be 



high. Such a transformation is made possible by an ideology. Therefore, an explicit social or 

political ideology is the second sociological factor in the appearance of social movements. 

Ideology supplies an explanation for the causes of misery; but even more importantly it offers a 

vision which presents a plan to ameliorate such misery. However, an ideology needs its 

promoters. Without leadership, there is no consolidated movement. Leadership materializes in a 

person and hidher followers. Such a cadre of individuals see their role, and are accepted by the 

people, as those who inspire, spread the "message," and organize the daily activities of the 

movement. It takes a charismatic leader (or leadership) to inspire such achievements. Finally, 

social movements depend on the skilfbl use of resources. Their success or failure depend in the 

last analysis on the efficient use of such resources. Organization and power resources (how many 

people join the movement, how cohesive these groups are, what kind of "tools" they have in 

order to persuade other members of the polity to join forces with them (Brym, 1991:675; Zeitlin, 

1984:261-274) is the fourth sociological factor which usually appears in social movements. 

The erosion in the legitimacy of the existing order of things is of major social importance 

in the initiation of social movements. If a growing number of people in a specific society 

conclude that the existing distribution of resources is doing them harm, that is, if they conclude 

that it is unfair, they start questioning others' entitlements for differential rewards of power, 

prestige and weaIth. Inequality in and of itself is not a sufficient factor in the initiation of social 

movements. In order to promote a social movement inequality must be perceived as inequity. 

Such a delegitimation process means that people question the share of "others" in the 

distribution of scarce resources. "Others" are defined in contrast to "us"; and, "us" is premised on 

the basis of presumed unitary, usually, though by no means exclusively, "superior" identity. The 

contenders of such unitary identity demand a larger share of the "cake"; claiming that their 



identity is equal or even better than "others" identity. They re-evaluate their social assets in 

comparison to others and come to the conclusion that the existing distribution or resources is 

"unfair", "unjustified" or even "illegal". This causes them to develop a "self-righteous anger," 

and to become rebellious as a consequence of being in profound disagreement with the premises 

governing the prevailing distributive justice system. Such rebellious people resent the existing 

system of status and resource distribution since according to such a distributive system their 

characteristics or identities "entitle" them to less rewards than "others"; such a distributive 

system grants them less on no other basis than purely biased social conventions. Therefore, they 

conclude, such a distributive system is arbitrary and unjust. They then aspire to change it. In the 

Weimar Republic, the democratic distributive system of status, privilege and power was 

perceived by nationalistic Germans as doing injustice to Germans. 

Why people come to a point in which they reject the existing structure of privileges must 

be studied in specific historical settings. The transformative point seems to be, however, the 

moment in which people have enough information to imagine a different fbture situation; that is, 

they acquire a "cognitive alternative" to the existing order of things. Hitler and the Nazi 

movement provided the needed ideology, leadership and organization and a cognitive alternative. 

In addition, Hitler and the Nazi movement supplied a unique solution to personal and social 

identity problems. 

The theory of social identity (Brown, 1985 : 55 1-574; Tajfel, 198 1) assumes that people 

strive for a positive self-image and that self-image is composed of personal identity and social 

identity. In any social structure there are negatively and positively labelled social identities. A 

sufficient factor in creating ethnocentrism is the assignment of people to different social 

categories. However, ethnocentrism, in and of itself, does not entail intergroup hostility, only 



mild outgroup derogation. To transform ingroup favouritism (ethnocentrism) into open dislike 

and hostility, other factors are needed. Namely, perceived injustice and the historical legacy of 

intergroup relations that involve competition, unequal distribution of scarce resources and rivalry 

(Brown, 1985574583). Hence, the heavy hand of history dictates, to a large extent, the 

distribution of positive or negative groups' identities. 

Ethnocentrism means that by favouring one's own group, a person contributes to hidher 

self-image and esteem. This process works both ways; individuals who assign higher distinction 

to their group identity promote by such designation their private prestige and self-esteem. 

Positively labelled groups enhance the prestige of their members by the mere fact of belonging to 

it. This process tend to reinforce itself. Therefore, belonging to a privileged or disadvantaged 

group is of crucial importance to an individual's self esteem. Positive or negative group identities 

may put a person on diametrically opposed tracks of social fate and dynamics. However, power 

relations among groups severely restrict the ability to exercise self and collective promotions 

campaigns. 

Although the theory of social identity does not state it clearly, both negatively and 

positively defined groups can promote and enhance their social standing by "voicing" their 

demands. However, the outcomes of such social promotions campaigns will vary. Since there are 

positively and negatively defined groups, two kinds of esteem-promotions social movements 

might appear, those of the powerless (negatively labelled) and those of the powerfbl (positively 

labelled). In the case of the negatively labelled, powerless groups, the aim of their esteem 

promotion campaign is the re-distribution of scarce resources to achieve the inclusion of 

previously disprivileged members of the polity. In the case of the positively labelled powerfir1 

group, the god of their esteem promotion campaign is the restriction of access to such resources 



to a privileged few; it is a process of exclusion and extenuated rigidity in the segregation taking 

place between groups. Usually, the exclusion process involves the transformation of "simple" 

ethnocentrism to violent ethnocentrism, since this process means deeper derogation and 

exploitation of the negatively defined group. Exclusion is constituted on power differences, and 

in the last analysis has its roots in violence. The Nazi movement advocated such a radical policy 

of exclusion, not only of Jews, but of all other non-Aryan peoples. 

The Austrian Pan-German movement was a racial, nationalistic, and anti-Semitic social 

movement. It advocated a revolutionary method by which to achieve its aims of uniting Germans 

regardless of place of country or politic system. This revolution was phrased in nationalist and 

socialist slogans. Hence, racial national unification and anti-Semitism were the two most 

important characteristics of the diverse forces which crystallized into a movement under the 

Austrian Pan-German banner. However, the Austrian Pan-Germanism movement failed in the 

Hapsburg empire, because it was not able to garner the support of most Austrian-Germans. By 

1908, after the government gave the vote to every male Austrian over 24, Schonerer became a 

distant figure in Austrian politics (Pulzer, l964:Z 1 1-2). 

It was left to the Nazis to consolidate the Pan-Gennan ideology and to transfer "national 

Socialism" &om the border lands of Austria-Hungary to the heart land of Germany during the 

Weimar Republic. From then on, in an incremental fashion, the German democratic state 

acquired the role and status in which the Austrian government had been previously cast. Now the 

German National-Socialists waged war against their German citizenship in the name of values 

higher than those prevailing in a democracy. These were the values governing a Gemeinschafi 

community. 



Chapter 20 
L Goldhagen's Eliminationist Anti-Semitism 

In Hitler's Willing executioners, Daniel Jonah Goldhagen states that the hundred of 

thousands of ~ermans" who perpetrated the Shoah (Holocaust) against the Jews actually "did 

not wmt to say "no" (Goldhagen, 1997: 14). This fact, he declares, makes Germans Hitler's 

willing executioners. 

Goldhagen challenges the standard assumption that most Germans were either threatened 

or coerced, physically or psychologically, into executing the Holocaust against the Jews. 

Goldhagen's efforts to draw attention to the incontrovertible evidence that many Germans were 

actually willing and eager perpetrators of the Holocaust is a major contribution to our 

understanding of what motivated so many Germans to take active part in the mass murder of 

Jews. 

Goldhagen's starting point is the historical fact that: "the Holocaust emanated fiom 

Germany and was therefore principally a German phenomenon"(1997:479). He convincingly 

argues that the German brand of anti-Semitism, defined as eliminiationist anti-bemitism", 

served as a cognitive model12 for most Germans, distorting and shaping their perceptions of Jews 

and their relations to them. Eliminiationist anti-Semitism must then hold centre stage in any 

social, historical investigation of the Holocaust. Goldhagen substantiates his claims with a broad 

array of evidence demonstrating the participation of "ordinary Germans" in the execution of the 

Jews as members of roving police battalions, as guards at work camps and on the death marches 

(1 997: 179-37 1). 

Goldhagen also focuses on how the "typically imprecisely used term of anti- 

Semitism,"(1997:7) developed into a policy of "Eliminationist Anti-Semitism." However, he 

does not give a theoretical explanation of the genesis and timing of eliminationist anti-Semitism 



in Germany. He argues that anti-Semitism in Germany was a constant feature dating back to 

medieval history and Christian antagonism to Judaism. This strongly rooted anti-Semitism 

evolved into eliminationist anti-Semitism by a specific conjuncture of historical events and 

personalities (economic and political crisis, Hitler and the Nazi movement). Therefore, 

Goldhagen also contends that, 

Antisemitism's [sic] remarkable malleability, already remarked upon, is itself 
evidence of its constancy. That it comes and goes, finding different forms of 
expression, reemerging when it seems that it no longer dwells within a society, 
suggests strongly that it is always there waiting to be aroused and uncovered 
(1997:45). 

Though Goldhagen details the transformation of Jewish existence in Germany into the so- 

called "Jewish problem" (1997: 63,75,80-2,432), he does not provide a theoretical explanation 

for that phenomenon. It is true that throughout the 19th and 20th century, in the minds of many 

German theologians and political commentators, the so-called "Jewish problem, " touched the 

"entire world" (Goldhagen, 1997:63), inexorably becoming in the works of anti--Semitic 

pamphleteer like Otto Glagau the "Social Problem" (Talmon, 1982:244-257; Volkov, 1978:40-I; 

Tal, 1975:260-2). But what has not been examined is just what was the social and psychological 

mechanism that transformed the tense coexistence of Jews and Germans into total exclusion and 

mass murder? What were the specific factors that led to that destructive course? 

To understand why anti-Semitism in Germany developed into eliminationist anti- 

Semitism in the first place and how the "social problem" evolved into the so-called "Jewish 

problem," the specific historical conditions and ideologies that set Germany on its unique way, 

on its sondemeg process of annihilating European Jewry, require examination. The particular 



way in which German anti-Semitism evolved into a regime's policy bent on the mass murder of 

the Jews renders Germany's path to modernity as a peculiar way (Sondemeg). 

Goldhagen dismisses the need for a comparative study of German anti-Semitism with 

European anti-Semitism, claiming that: 

It is precisely because antisemitism alone did not produce the Holocaust that it is 
not essential to establish the differences between antisemitism [sic] in Germany 
and elsewhere. Whatever the antisemitic traditions were in other European 
countries, it was only in Germany that an openly and rabidly antisemitic 
movement came to power - indeed was elected to power - that was bent upon 
turning antisemitic fantasy into state-organized genocidal slaughter. This alone 
ensured that German antisemitism would have qualitatively different 
consequences fiom the antisemitism of other countries, and substantiates the 
SoncEenveg thesis: that Germany developed along a singular path, setting it apart 
fiom other western countries (l997:4 19). 

This indicates that Goldhagen himself attributes major significance to the Nazis' seizure 

of state power. In his "Foreword to the German Edition" of Hiller's Willing Executioners, he 

highlights the central role Hitler and the Nazis had in the execution of the Holocaust (1997:479- 

80). This, however, is not elaborated on to the same extent as the eliminiationist anti-Semitism 

thesis. Though state power serves as an independent factor in his analysis of the execution of the 

Holocaust, its significance is taken as a given. Notwithstanding, the ascendance to state power 

and the unique character of the Nazi movement and regime were the dflerentia specifics of 

German eliminiationist anti-Semitism. Consequently, control of the state and the nature of the 

Nazi regime are crucial factors in explaining the Holocaust. 

Though Goldhagen's assertion (1 997:4 18) that eliminationist anti-Semitism was both the 

sufficient and necessary cause to the participation in and the execution of the Holocaust by 

large numbers of ordinary Germans, is valid, it still leaves the issues of emergence, that is 

timing, and context of eliminationist anti-Semitism unanswered. 



The aspect of emergence deals with such questions as what kind of social-psychological 

mechanisms bring about, in a specific period in time, a definition of others (in this case the Jews) 

as demons and as "the deadliest foes ... whom the Germans ultimately had to annihilate" 

(emphasis mine, Goldhagen, 1997:412). The context issue, on the other hand, deals with the 

characteristics of the Nazi ideology and regime, other than its rabid anti-Semitism - 

characteristics that made the killing of Jews not only an absolute necessity but also an 

unconditional "just" verdict fiom the ordinary Germans' and Nazis' point of view. 

Goldhagen meticulously outlines the establishment of eliminationist anti-Semitism as the 

ultimate moral and political compass in Germany, before and during the Nazi era. However, he 

does not provide a full theoretical account for the genesis and the willful acceptance of such a 

cognitive model by specific segments of the German society; a model that depicted the Jews as 

Germans' misfortune. A cognitive model which, as he rightfidly asserts, racially defines the Jews 

as the archenemy of the German people; as a pernicious, demonic entity that cannot coexist with 

Germans and therefore must be annihilated. 

It appears as iS for Goldhagen, eliminationist anti-Semitism was an organic, natural 

development out of the German specific historical and cultural conditions. This is an untenable 

presupposition. 

This chapter questions Goldhagen's natural, though historical, developmental thesis of 

German anti-Semitism. Furthermore, this chapter argues that the emergence aspect of 

eliminationist anti-Semitism concerns the cultural and political background which gave birth to 

Nazi ideology and movement. Moreover, the chapter probes into the Nazis' ability to receive the 

active support of millions of Germans and to its ability to  seize - by election - state power and 

institute a totalitarian regime based on a racial state. 



In contrast to Goldhagen's naturalistic developmentd thesis which focuses, almost solely, 

on the evolution of eliminationist anti-Semitism, this chapter argues that eliminationist anti- 

Semitism was part of a larger canvas of ideas which constituted the Nazi ideology; it was part of 

a general plan the Nazis had for European civilization and the world. Therefore, the thrust of the 

Nazis' foreign policy for a "living space" (lebells~~unt) under Aryan dominance must be 

integrated with the "final solution" of the so-called "Jewish Problem." 

It is my contention that the Nazi movement cannot be perceived as a "nationalistic" or 

even a "regular" Fascist movement (Arendt, 1973:258-9). The Nazi movement was neither 

nationalistic nor fascist. National goals were not its aims and national government was not its 

political target. In fact the Nazi movement was an anti nation-state movement and it abhorred the 

idea of governing a state. Hence, Goldhagen's assertion to the effect that the German perpetrators 

were pursuing ",..German national political goals - in this case, the genocidal killing of Jews" 

(my emphasis, Goldhagen, 1997:7), simplifies the aims and agenda of the Nazi movement and 

regime to one aim - eliminationist anti-Semitism. Though "rabid anti-Semtisim" was, certainly, a 

defining characteristic of the Nazi regime, it was not the only item on the Nazis' plan for a 

European and world revolution. 

The Nazi party was a totalitarian, racial movement with an internationalist perspective 

(Arendt, 1973 :4,250-66,; P f S ,  1993:67; Fischer, 1995:294). However, both eliminationist anti- 

Semitism and totalitarian national-socialist ideas had historic roots that preceded the political 

birth and appearance of Hitler and the Nazis. 

In the following section, the political and cultural implications of formal equality and the 

nature of the Nazi movement and regime are elaborated. The emergence of segregationist, total 

exchsionary anti-Semitism was a reaction to the political and cultural challenge the formal 



equality of Jews presented to German society in general, and to Mitielstmd members in 

particular. Formal equality in a democracy protects and guarantees the civil and human rights of 

the state's citizens. Third Reich Germany annulled the civil rights of the Jews and then proceeded 

to annihilate them. Hence it obliterated their human rights. 

Third Reich Germany was created by a specific movement - the National Socialist 

Movement. This movement was unique in terms of its ideology, type of leadership, internal 

organization and political aims. The combined effect of these characteristics produced a special 

method of rule manifested in the Nazi regime. Therefore, both the nature of the Nazi movement 

and the characteristic features of the Nazi regime are essential elements in explaining the 

Holocaust. 

J. The Nazi ideology and movement 

Nazi ideology was composed of three components: National Socialism, the "Fuhrer 

principle," and a formative racial doctrine centring on anti-Semitism. They were unified under 

the umbrella of the primal quest for familial harmony (Gemeimchafl). The Nazis wanted to 

create a (world) socia1 order in which the political system would mirror their model of the family 

pattern. 

Gemeinschafl, an untranslatable term which combines the meaning of "unity," 
"devotion to a community," mutual aid, brotherly love, and kindred social values. 
The primary form of Gemeinschaft is the fmily,  in which these social values are 
most easily realized because of the ties of kinship and mutual interest (AbeI, 
1966: 137). 

Together these components created a total worldview. The coherency of that worldview rested 

on the taken for granted validity of racial thinking; the acceptance of this worldview was rooted 

in the volatile and precarious social and economic circumstances of modernizing Germany, on 



class and political divisions among the Germans, and on the prevailing legacy of anti-Semitism 

in early 20th century Germany. 

Germany was a nation deeply divided along provincial, religious and class lines. The 

desire to overcome that disunity was expressed by the "cri de coeur" (cry-of-heart) fancy to 

establish a social order founded on family values. Only the reestablishment of familial harmony, 

the Nazis proclaimed, could overcome the divisiveness among Germans. This divisiveness 

emerged, so the Nazis alleged, fiom the fbndamental ethics of the Judeo-Christian religions and 

their emphasis on protecting the vulnerable and obedience to the law; divisiveness emerged from 

these religious ethics that allowed the creation of a society built upon economic rivalry and 

estrangement among classes to establish itself (the Nazis claimed that both liberalism and 

socialism emerged fiom the same cultural or religious root - Judaism). In addition, the Nazis 

resented and rejected the artificial political (nation-state) boundaries imposed on the German 

people. The cultural and legal foundation of nation-states, rooted as they were in systems of 

international laws, were therefore repudiated. The Nazis concluded that the German people were 

divided against themselves on spurious and baseless grounds. Such divisions they claimed were 

findamentally alien to the German spirit. Therefore, the Nazis' passionate goal was to reunite the 

German people by reviving the spirit and climate of its pagan pre-Christian Aryan origins. 

Ultimately, acceptance of National Socialist ideology rested on these unresolved 

religious, class, and political divisions. The major achievement of Hitler's National Socialism 

was that it provided the semblance of a redeeming formula to solve these enduring problems. 

Their racial beliefs gave National Socialism a profound internal consistency that all other 

political ideologies lacked. National Socialism declared that the cause of German misfortune was 

external; the Jews, their ethics and practice represented by Judaism, Christianity, Liberalism, 



Capitalism, and Socialism were responsible for Germans' abysmal situation. Rejection of the 

world values associated with Jewish ethics and practice was the only way, the Nazis claimed to 

heal the moral as well as the economic tragedy of the German people. The means to achieve such 

a healing change of heart, the Nazis declared, was through a unification of the "worthy" Germans 

into a brotherhood of blood. 

Worthy German were only those who looked, behaved, and thought as Aryans. The 

definition of who was an Aryan was a negative definition: an Aryan was not a Jew. The question 

of who was a Jew, on the other hand, was the prerogative of Nazi racial experts, first and 

foremost among them: Adolf Hitler. Who was a Jew was determined arbitrarily based on the 

mysterious notion of "blood." The eternal degenerating entity of Jewish blood, became the 

foundation of the whole Nazi ideology and social system. The fallaciousness of this tautology 

escaped the comprehension of many due to its visceral emotional appeal. Indeed, sordid 

deceptiveness and frenzied emotions were the secret weapons of the Nazi movement's change of 

heart revolution. 

Such a revolutionary change, the Nazis argued, could only be achieved under the 

guidance of a God-like leader, who knew better than any other person the route for salvation. 

Within the Nazi movement, a cult of Hitler was cultivated. Total obedience to the leader's holy 

pronunciations and devotion to the cause, became absolute necessities. To harness and direct this 

religious fervour, the National Socialists were equipped with the organizational machine and 

ruthless will to conquer the German heart. And they did so, by words and bloodshed. 

The Marxist world revolution of the proletariat as well as the "lame" liberal vision of 

democracy and formal equality were labelled as particles of the Jewish faith and Jewish plot to 

harm the German people. Consequently, it was crucial, the Nazis argued, that race and racial 



thinking become the foundation of the new religion. Their first premise was that the Aryan race 

was unique; to protect and maintain its uniqueness, it must purify and distinguish itself fiom 

other races. There was no commonality between the Aryan race and others; claims to such were 

unconditionally repudiated. National Socialists also vehemently renounced international 

cooperation of any sort. International cooperation would have contradicted their hndamental 

premise of German uniqueness and the "war of all against all" as the only organizing principle of 

international relations. 

Any claim for common traits among humankind was abhorred. The Nazis rejected the 

universality argument or any sort of economic or political internationalism because such 

assertions were rooted in a respectful acceptance of a commonality among human beings. In 

place of a universal creed, the National Socialists advocated an "enlarged tribal consciousness" 

(Arendt, 1973 :223). Such consciousness "... was supposed to unite all people of similar folk 

origin, independent of history and no matter where they happened to live" (ibid, 224). Tribal 

nationalism has always been predicated on the notion that "the tribe" is surrounded by "a world 

of enemies. " 

It claims its people to be unique, individual, incompatible with all others, and 
denies theoretically the very possibility of a common mankind long before it is 
used to destroy the humanity of man (ibid, 227). 

The reunification of the German people signified for many Germans not only the desire 

for a restored, proud Germany but also the widespread moral longing for social justice. The 

Nazis' envisioned means to achieve these gods was through a racial unification of all Germans 

into one community bound by blood and soil. Unification meant the organic incorporation of all 

Germans, wherever they lived, into a distinct, unitary entity. A boundless "living space" was a 



necessary condition for such a reunification. Continental conquest, as the way to create this 

"living space" for Germans was, therefore, an essential ingredient oft he Gemeinschaji 

interpretation of society and history. The Nazis purposefblly aimed at exploding accepted state 

(political) borders in order to achieve racial unification. The arbitrary restrictions of the state's 

boundaries had to be obliterated. Neither law nor political agreements among nations should 

block the necessary unification of the German people. Statehood and laws were a barrier to 

Reichtum and Aryan dominance based on Gemeimchaft, Lebensraum, and the Fuhretprinzip. 

The Nazis regarded state boundaries as a straitjacket on the legitimate desires and natural 

needs for expansion of their plan for an Aryan master race. The Law and its procedural 

regulation hindered the fiee expression of the Fuhrer. Since "the words of the Fuhrer have the 

force of law" (Fuhrenvorter M e n  Gesetzeskra#), the unchecked rule of the Fuhrer meant 

lawlessness and the reign of totalitarian terror. State and law were, therefore, opposed to 

L e b e w a m  and Fuhrerprinzxp. Statehood and laws, symbolizing as they did, fixed borders and 

legal written procedures, were therefore also barriers restricting the eternal movement of the 

Aryan race and the Nazi movement. The Nazi movement was the quintessential expression of the 

ever changing needs of the Aryan race. 

National Socialism, therefore was neither a political party nor a radical nationalist 

(Fascist) ideology. It was not a political party since forming a government was not its essential 

aim; it was not a Fascist ideology since the control of the state, for the Nazis, was only a mean 

for an end, not the end in itself (Shirer, l960:80-90). The aim was Aryan mastery of the world, 

the German state was only the vehicle by which to achieve that mastery. Nazism was a 

revolutionary movement geared toward changing human condition and the creation of a new 



world in the image of its apocalyptic vision of  eternal war and Aryan mastery over subject 

nations (Pfaff, 1993 : 72; Arendt, 1 973 :258-9). 

William Pfaff argues that "Nazism was an internationalist ideology, based on racial 

categorization and racial myth" (1993 :64). Its rival and contender for (world) power was 

Communist internationalism which was based on class theory and pseudoscientific 

millenarianism. Both were revolutionary movements aspiring to change the human condition; 

both had the world and history as their spheres of operation; both were anti- nationalistic and 

anti-state movements. 

While Nazism exploited national sentiment and the resentments of the "national 
movement" in Weimar Germany, making dramatic use of a theatre and rhetoric of 
nationalism, it was fkndamentally an internationalist ideology based on racialist 
theory. It conceived of itself as the vehicle of Aryan "Nordic" (not specifically 
German) supremacy over inferior races, of which the Jews were merely one - if, 
in Nazi eyes, the most powefil and dangerous. The Slavs were also inferior 
races, thought fit only to labour under Nordic domination (Pfaff, 1993:67). 

National Socialism combined anti-Semitism with continental imperiaIism. Its anti- 

Semitism repudiated all aspects of the existing moral and political order; its Pan-Germanism 

provided the ground for the "kbemraurn" policy. "Nazism and Bolshevism owe more to Pan- 

Germanism and Pan-SIavi'sm (respectively) than to any other ideology or political movement," is 

Hannah Arendt's opening sentence in the chapter on Continental Imperialism in The Owns of 

Totalitarianism (Arendt, 1973:222). Therefore, in any accounting of the Shoah (Holocaust), the 

Nazi's "final solution" of the so-called "Jewish problem" must be integrated with the Nazis' plan 

to achieve a "living space" for the Aryan race in Europe. 



The Nazis had two mortal enemies: the Weimar Republic and the Jews. The Weimar 

Republic was constituted on the rule of law and confrned by the Versailles Treaty which most 

Germans considered humiliating. These political borders had to be transcended and destroyed. 

The Jews, though a small minority in Germany and in the world, represented the gravest 

of enemies. According to Nazi ideology the Jews represented not only a pernicious world power, 

but also had claims for being the chosen people. More than any other element, this Jewish 

claim, seems to be the underpinning motor force motivating Nazism's obsession with the Jews. If 

the Aryan race was the jewel in nature's crown, Jews and their claim to be the chosen people 

represented the deadliest of all foes. Jews were the quintessential expression of the "other" that 

National Socialism repudiated. The Nazis, therefore, had to eliminate both the Weimar Republic 

and its constitution, and the Jewish people. The means to materialize these ends were through the 

concrete elaboration of the Gemeinschafi interpretation of reality. 

However, in order to reach a unity of heart among, the Germans, individualism as a social 

norm and as a personal feature also had to be destroyed. The National-Socialist GemeinschaB 

interpretation of social relations eradicated the notion of the individual as an ontological entity. 

The individual must be subjected to the collective; common good must be placed before personal 

advancement ("Gemeinnutz vor Eigennutz"). In order to create the German "Dragon," as 

Goebbels put it, German individuals must be transformed into "millions of worms" (Shoham, 

l992:3 1,46). This was, according to Abel, the leitmotif of the Hitler movement (1966: 137). 

From the twenties on, Nazi ideology had played on the emotional chords of hundred of 

thousand, then millions of Germans. Nazis fascinated millions with their National Socialist 

ideology, the charismatic leadership of Hitler and the racist doctrine of anti-Semitism. That 

fascination led to the nomination of Hitler as the German Chancellor on January 30, 1933. Allan 



Bullock, a historian of Hitler and the Nazi era, summed up this historical period by stating: "The 

street gangs had seized control of a great modem state, the gutter had come to power" (quoted in 

Fischer, l995:278). 

1. National Socialism 

National Socialism meant social justice and equality only for members of the racial 

(national) community. This was in direct contrast to the socialist tenet that advocated the 

interests of a "universal" working class. Socialist ideology promulgated universalism and 

individualism - both basic principles of the Enlightenment. 

In contrast, National Socialism argued for racial roots as the selection criteria for social 

association, and participation. National Socialism also advocated the complete absorption of the 

individual in the collective; it permitted personal identity only within the restricted boundaries of 

the racialized (nation) state. Nazism and Socialism represented the extreme poles in the struggle 

between the 18th century legacy of the Enlightenment and the Romantic Conservative Reaction 

of the 19th century. 

However, the Nazis integrated elements of socialism into their racialist perspective. This 

fusion aimed at providing an answer for all the classes in German speaking society. Throughout 

the 19th century, Nationalism and Socialism were the two most elaborate and competitive 

systems of political affiliations. The Nazis' unique addition, to their synthesis of socialism and 

nationalism was Social Darwinism based on the presumed superiority of the Aryan race and their 

alleged ability to overcome class conflict in the name of higher Gemeimchat principles. Such a 

combination captured the hearts and minds of many Germans who were despondent and 

resentfil as a result of the continuous failure of the Weimar democratic regime and the Social 



Democratic party to secure their interests. A member of the Nazi movement quoted in Abel's 

book articulates the appeal of the combination. 

Young as I was, I was puzzled by the denial of race and nation implicit in 
Marxism. Though I was interested in the betterment of the workingman's plight, I 
rejected it unconditionally. Instead, I often asked myself why socialism had to be 
tied up with internationalism - why it couldn't work as well or better in 
conjunction with nationalism (1966: 139). 

National Socialism had rules of exclusions and inclusions based on genetic origins. 

Membership was based on the alleged superiority of the Aryan blood. Thus, Nazi "sociaiism" 

was racially determined. Only to the extent that an individual genetically belonged to the Aryan 

race, could he partake in this blood association and enjoy the privileges of its "socialism." 

Distinction, privilege, and solution were offered without any efforts or merit demanded fiom the 

recipient. Anti-Semitism is, indeed, "a poor man's snobbery" (Sartre, 1 976:26-7). No wonder 

National Socialism was such a powefil addictive "opium." 

The National Socialist program offered a cure for d l  of Germany's ills. Against verbal 

parliamentarism, they offered dictatorship. Instead of class divisions, privileges, and advantages, 

they held out racial meritocracy and virtue as the only criteria for social mobility and 

advancement within the master race community. In contrast to the soft-talking and pliancy in 

foreign affairs, they proposed toughness and an uncompromising attitude. Against the plurality 

of parties in democracy, they proffered an one party system (Abel, 1966: 149). 

The political aim of such a major synthesis was the achievement of a Pan-Germanic 

unity. However, the Aryan-Germanic race encompassed more than the German republic; 

Germanic society included all those who descended fiom Aryan origins wherever they lived. 

Thus, National Socialism was not per se "nationalistic" it was an Aryan theory for the Aryan 



race. In this way, National Socialism transcended the distance between t'DeutschIancf' 

(Germany) and the "Gemanisch vol&" (Germanic people). This explains their war against the 

Weirnar Republic. The Nazis fixed their eyes on the "Gennanisch volk" because they wanted to 

create a "Gemanische welt. " 

The acceptance of National Socialism rested on the broad, prevalent and resentfid 

sentiment in Weimar Germany and the amazing skill of its promoters, especially that of Hitler. 

The Bismarckian legacy of the political exclusion of the working class undermined the 

legitimacy of the Social Democratic party and their participation in the government. The 

reluctance of the Junker aristocracy and military class to give way and to support a more 

comprehensive system of political participation and the rule of law played into the hands of 

extremist factions on the Left and on the Right. The timid, irresponsible self-seeking approach of 

members of the German middle class toward its social and political role lee the business of 

government to ad hoc coalitions with short term interests. 

Political responsibility was, indeed, a rare commodity in Weimar Germany. Neither the 

Social Democrats nor the middle classes or the aristocracy were able to promote a politically 

responsible method to deal with the consequences of the First World War and its economic 

aftermath. Into this vacuum of political irresponsibility, lack of responsiveness and tremendous 

economic obstacles and hardships, the Nazi formula supplied a panacea for all ills. 

The synthesis of what were in Germany opposites - nationalism, on the one hand, 
regarded as the monopoly of the conservative-aristocratic party, and socialism, on 
the other, as the doctrine of the internationally minded Marxist - was a stroke of 
genius. It gave to the Hitler movement the broadest possible basis of appeal to 
the German public, which was composed, for the most part, of nationalists who 
for social reasons refbsed to identi@ themselves with the privilege-seeking 
conservative party, and of socialists who for national reasons were opposed to the 
international doctrine of the Marxists (Abet 1966: 173). 



In fact none of the central tenets of the Nazi ideology were new. GI1 rested on known 

"teachings" in Germany of the late 19th century and the early 20th. The innovation lay in the 

Hitler's synthesis and in his ability to enchant people. 

2. Charismatic leadership: the Fuhrer and the Fuhrqrinzip 

Nazi ideology apotheosized Hitler and demanded that he be given a fi-ee hand in 

conducting the affairs of the German people. Since the only law in the land was Hitler's law, 

religious obedience to the decrees of Hitler was required. 

Hitler, so the Hitler's cult argued, personified the infallible needs and interests of the 

Aryan race. Individuals, the Nazis argued, are prone to make mistakes; a people however are 

never wrong about their interests. And Hitler, the Fuhrer, was the people's voice. This belief was 

an article of faith for the millions of Germans who voted him to power. 

By I936 not only was Hitler proclaimed Fuhrer of the Reich but he was also the 
final arbiter of law and justice and the supreme commander of the military 
organizations. With good reason Rudolf Hess could shout triumphantly at the 
Nuremberg Congress of that year: "Hifler ist Deutschimd!" (Abel, 1 966: x). 

The Nazis argued that only a leader can express, manifest and materialize the unity of the 

German people. Neither Nazism nor Nazi Germany can be understood without HitIer. "Hitler 

was Nazi Germany and Nazi Germany was Hitler" (Fischer, 1995:295). The democratic method 

of reaching an agreement through discussion and deliberation, was labelled by Hitler and the 

Nazis as irresoluteness and softness of character. Political debates were inefficient and 

ineffectual; consequently, the democratic method was not only discarded, but also regarded as 

the incarnation of evil itself The Nazis wanted the government to institute the rule of discipline 



and to establish a strict political hierarchy. Obedience and duty became the central values of the 

whole social system. Only on a foundation of total obedience to the leader and repression of law 

and individuality, could a unity of German hearts be achieved; and only by that unity could 

external reality be transformed, so the Nazis argued. 

This transformation meant, first and foremost the removal of the disgrace of the "Treaty 

of Versailles", or as Hitler used to call the people who signed them: "The November traitors". 

Hitler asserted, that all agreements related to Versailles were a shamefbl humiliation for the 

German people. The Nazis portrayed the Weimar Republic as an extreme manifestation of 

German weakness. Their struggle against the "Versailles legacy" included an open declaration of 

war against the German republic as a way of life, and against the legitimate authority of the 

government. All these were openly stated aims of the Nazis' social movement. 

Hitler worked relentlessly to delegitimize the Weimar Republic. The 1923 Putsch was 

only the beginning of his struggle to bring the Weimar Republic down. In the eyes of many 

Germans, Hitler's relentless agitations against the government, solidified his credibility and 

glorified his personality. 

Many members of the German society welcomed the Nazi party, and willingly embraced 

the totalitarian regime it instituted. Hitler saw in totalitarianism an end in itself Total authority 

entrusted in the hands of the Fuhrer become a sacrosanct principle. Already in 1924, Hitler 

declared his intention in this regard in Mein K'pJ 

There must be no majority decisions, but onIy responsible persons ... Surely every 
man will have advisers by his side, but the &cision will be made by one rnan (the 
italics are Hitler's) ... only he alone may possess the authority and the right to 
command ... it wiIl not be possible to dispense with Parliament. But their 
councillors will then actually give counsel ... In no chamber does a vote ever take 
place. They are working institutions and not voting machines. This principle - 



absolute responsibility unconditionally combined with absolute authority - will 
gradually breed an elite of leaders such as today, in this era of irresponsible 
parliamentarianism, is utterly inconceivable (quoted fiom S hirer, 1 960: 89). 

The Nazis wanted to transform Germany into an organized army moulded along the structured 

lines of the Prussian army. They envisioned a Germany in which its subjects would all become 

political soldiers. Eventually they succeeded. All German soldiers swore the following personal 

oath to Adolf Hitler: 

I swear before God this sacred oath: I will render unconditional obedience to 
Adolf Hitler, the Fuhrer of the German nation and people, Supreme Commander 
of the Armed Forces, and will be ready as a brave soldier to risk my life at any 
time for this oath (Fischer, 1995:293). 

Many hundred of thousands unconditionally obeyed all orders and millions of others paid with 

their lives for adhering to this oath to the Fuhrer. 

c. Racism and anti-Semitism 

Next to the attacks on the government, anti-Semitism was probably the most frequently 

discussed topic of Nazi propaganda (Abel, 1966: 154). "Essentially," says Goldhagen, "in 

Germany during the Nazi period, anti-Semitism was shouted fiom the rooftops: "The Jews are 

our misfortune," we must rid ourselves of them (1997:29). 

Anti-Semitism consisted of three elements: the assertion of biological superiority of the 

"Germanic" race; the promulgation of racial purity as the basis for national health and survival; 

and, the allegation that the Jewish race was responsible for all past and present evil. That all 

Germans were of common blood was taken for granted. 



The Nazi thought that once the German-Aryan population had come to acknowledge the 

importance of their blood affinity, this blood consciousness would override their self-interest and 

they would join together to ensure the reign of the common good. The Nazis attributed any lack 

of unity within the German people to weak blood and racial consciousness. They also argued that 

past governments' negligence of racial issues and their indifference to racial purity policies were 

a glaring symptom of a weak racial consciousness among the Germans. One of the Nazis main 

ideas and goals was, therefore, "making the German people race conscious" (Abel, 1966: 155). 

The Nazis had to Nazi@ the German people into a racially conscious group. However, neither 

Aryan superiority nor the "mysterious force of blood affinity" impressed the German people. 

According to Abel, "The data reveals that the propaganda value of the racial doctrine rested 

almost exclusively upon its anti-Semitic clause" (ibid, 155). 

The basic tenet of Nazi anti-Semitism was that Jews were an inferior race. Their mere 

presence was directly responsible for Germany's predicaments in the past and in the present. "As 

Hitler put it, 'countless illnesses are caused by one bacillus: the Jews!' [and] therefore it followed 

that "we will become healthy when we eliminate the Jews" (Goldhagen, 1997: 143). Jews were 

omnipresent, claimed the Nazis, so they must be destroyed and exterminated everywhere. 

The racial arguments were translated into the simple dictum "Destroy the power of the 

Jews in Germany". Or, as the popular slogan brutally expressed it: "Ju& verrecke" (die Juda). 

This slogan was easily comprehensible and had gained support easily. The Nazis encouraged 

such racial and anti-Semitic interpretation. The racial doctrine, especially its anti-Semitic 

emphasis, struck a popular note and in doing so, significantly contributed to the burgeoning 

success of the movement. Anti-Semitism was a prevalent sentiment in Germany and many of the 



new recruits to the National Socialist Party were anti-Semites even prior to joining the 

movement. 

There were then two developmental stages in the social analysis of the Jewish problem 

from the Second Reich to the Nazi period. First, the German social problem, the proverbial 

"misfortunes of the German Fatherland" was defined as the Jewish problem. Then, second, the 

Jewish problem became defined as the main or even the only problem. It was part and parcel of a 

worldwide conspiracy, so it was claimed. That was made readily acceptable by equating the 

Jewish plot with international Manrism. One of Abel's respondent gives vivid expression to such 

an analysis. He argued: 

... international Marxism and the Jewish problem are closely bound together. In 
this fact I recognized the cause of the political, moral, and cultural decay of my 
Fatherland. I studied the solutions proposed by various parties, and I convinced 
myself that the National Socialist program is not only thoroughly justified, but 
absolutely necessary for the rebirth of Germany (Abel, 1 966: 160). 

Anti-Semitism had at least a thousand years long tradition in Germany. As the previous 

chapter indicated, Christian anti-Semitism was a prevalent norm in Second Reich Germany and 

in the Hapsburg Empire. Its long historical and cultural roots played a major role in the 

acceptance of the Nazi racial anti-Semitism in the Weimar Republic. Crisis and dissatisfaction in 

Germany inevitably set off a revived wave of anti-Semitism. This was evident between 1873 and 

1893 and it was evident after the World War and in the 1930s. 

Because of their inferior and precarious social position in the structure of German 
society, because they are the strangers and oRen the pariahs, the Jews are more 
vulnerable to attack and less capable of defense than any other social group (Abel, 
1966: 163). 



The Jews were the target for annihilation for two main reasons. Jews played a substantial 

symbolic role in Nazi ideology; they represented "evil," "anti-race," and the "Untermensch." But 

in addition to this symbolic role as a threat and a menace, the Jews were a vulnerable minority, 

making them according to the criminologist Giora Shoham, (1 992:206-7) a . . . 

.. . helpless power symbols . .. therefore, an ideal victim. Their power and the level 
of the symbolic risk legitimized their persecution, but their helplessness in 
practice transformed the assault on them to a "secure" and risk-fiee operation 
(ibid, 3 8, my translation). 

Despite the propaganda's portrait of the Jews as the arch enemy of the Aryan race, the 

Nazis sensed, or even clearly knew, that they were dealing with a powerless group. Though they 

were not sure how weak, they quickly discovered that the Jews could not retaliate in any form or 

shape. Indeed, the Jews were an ideal victim for the Nazis. 

K. Nazi organizational structure 

While the higher echelons of the Nazi movement played a decisive role in promoting its 

viability during the 1925- 1933 period, the keystone for the movement success was the local 

group, the Ortsgruppe. 

The daily battles for the preservation and growth of the movement were carried 
on in the intimate face-to-face relationships of individual members of 
communities. For this reason the real burden of promotion rested upon the local 
party worker; its progress depending to a considerable extent upon his tenacity 
and initiative and his ability to adopt his procedure to local demands (Abel, 
1966:78). 

Abel also presents some social characteristics of the 127 new members who joined the 

movement between 1925-27. Over seventy percent were between seventeen and thirty two, 



almost half were workers, skilled and unskilled. An equal number worked in clerical occupations 

and for the government. Fifty four percent had a public school education. Only ten percent were 

university educated. Almost thirty percent reported that they came &om families with a strong 

nationalistic background and sentiment. Less than ten percent came fiom socialist or communists 

homes. Many had some acquaintance with the army, whether as veterans of the World War or as 

members of the Freikorps and other semi-military organizations. Most had secured jobs. Only 

nine percent were unemployed at the time of joining the movement (1966:81). These were also 

the main characteristics of many rank and file voters of the Nazi party; the Nazi movement, at its 

lower levels, was a grassroots social movement. While being a popular mass party at its 

grassroots level, nevertheless at its higher levels, the party adhered to a rigid elitist ideology and 

leadership style. 

Before the political victory and during the Nazi rule, the Nazi party finctioned on three 

levels: as a political organization in which the movement's leaders operated with no territorial 

restriction, at the level of territorial organizations in which leader were confined to specific 

temtories and on the level of affiliated associations. The highest level was comprised of the 

leadership cadre - Hitler and his close associates like Rudolf Hess, Martin Borrnann and the other 

leaders in the party chancellery. The second circle of leadership at the top level were the Reich 

leaders (Reichsleiter). There were eighteen such Reich leaders. "In general, the RezchZeiter 

executed policies that were not territorially restricted and pertained to a major social or economic 

interests throughout the Reich" (Fischer, 1995306). The most important among them were Josef 

Goebbels (propaganda), Hans Frank (law), Alfied Rosenberg (foreign policy and ideology), 

Viktor Lutze (SA), Heinrich Kimmler (SS), and Hermann Goring who had no party office and 

was also the Prussian minister of the interior. 



Below the ReichsZeiter were thirty-five regional leaders (Gauleiter). They were directly 

responsible to the Fuhrer who appointed them. Under the regional leaders were the district 

leaders who commanded the local groups leaders (Ortsgruppenleiter). The end link in this chain 

of command was the cell leader (Zellenleiter). Each cell leader supervised some forty to sixty 

households or four to eight blocks in a city or a town. 

The affiliated associations were responsible for the recruitment of a11 Germans not 

otherwise reached by the party divisions such as the Hitler Youth, the National Socialist 

Women's Organization, the National Socialist Student league, the SS and the SA. The most 

important affiliate organization was the German labour Front (DAF). It had a membership of 

twenty million people and it replaced all the labour unions and groups of the Weimar Republic. 

This elaborate organizational system developed slowly over time. Only after the Nazis were in 

power did it really reached its zenith. Still, the Nazi party was well organized before 1933. Its 

internal structure facilitated its eventual triumph. The fact that in between 1925-33, the 

development of the Nazi movement progressed almost independently of the party's political 

centre was a clear testimony to the embeddedness of the Nazi ideology and sentiment in the 

social fabric of the German society. "Contrary to the prevalent opinion, the work of the 

Qrtsgruppen was not financed by large-scale capitalists and landowners" (Abel, 1 966: 90). Most 

of that kind of money went to support the headquarters and the costly Reichstag election 

campaigns. With real "evangelistic" fervour (ibid, 91), party members supported the effort and 

the "cause" from their own pockets. During the lean years (1 925-29) "white-collar proletariat" - 
clerks, small shopkeepers, teachers - were the hard core of Nazi support. The Nazis were able to 

gamer the support of many, by its clever combination of promises designed to appease all 

interest groups (farmers, civil servants, small manufacturers etc.) coupled with the war to death 



against the 'Marxist republic'. Germany troubles were attributed to a series of scapegoats 

'Marxists', 'November traitors,' and the 'Jews'. The slogan of Germany awake (Deutschld 

emache) was invincible. It was based on the promises of a brighter fiture, a strong government, 

and a gifted leadership that would restore national pride. This propaganda campaign was seen 

fiom every street corner and rooftops (Cam, 1991 :298). 

The Nazi relentless propaganda campaign did, eventually, pay off. The number of new 

recruits leaped fiom 27,117 in 1925 to 108,717 in 1928. When the economic tide changed, as a 

result of the Wall Street crash - many more joined the Party. In 1928, the National Socialist 

polled 810,000 votes, or 2.6 percent of the total vote. However, in 1929 the Nazi landslide 

started to roll and became an avalanche in two years. In Thuringia the National Socialist gained 

11 -3 1 per cent of the vote and sent Dr. Frick to a ministerial post. By 1930 the rise of the 

National Socialist was an accomplished fact. Six million four hundred thousands voters cast their 

support to the Nazis in 1930; the National Socialists became the second strongest party in the 

Reichstag with 107 seats. The Communist vote increased too. In 193 0 the Communist had 77 

seats in the Reichstag. "Two out of every five Germans voted for parties bitterly opposed to the 

principles on which the republic rested" (ibid, 297). Extremism ruled Germany. Hence violence, 

open struggle, and street wars ensued firom now on. 

Quasi-military formations and uniforms were back in fashion in the early 1930s; 
the Nazis had enrolled over 400,000 men in the SA, a huge private army which 
protected party meetings and intimidated political opponents; ... whilst on the left 
Reichbmner Schwarz-Rot-Gold, trade unions and workers' athletic clubs formed 
the Eiserne republikanische Front zur Abwehr des Faschismus in December 193 1 
(The Republican iron fiont for defence against Fascism) (ibid,302). 



L. The creation of the Third Reich and the nazification of Germany 

In the April presidential election of 1932, von Hindenburg supported by the Centre and 

the Socialists received the majority of the votes i.e. 53% or 19,359,983 votes. Hitler, who was 

the candidate of the Nationalists and the Nazis, received in this round 37% of the votes. It was 

the second round of elections since the previous elections results were not conclusive, and a 

government could not be formed. It was clear that Hitler had the power to push Germany into a 

civil war. A taste of this civil war was already taking place in the streets of German cities. 

Hitler's private army, which included by now the SA and the SS, dominated the streets. 

Frightening Hitler's opponents and terrorizing German Jews. The Weimar Republic was unable 

to protect its citizens, and to keep law and order. Neither the Reichstag nor the chancellery had 

the political power to ensure law and order. 

Hitler's and the Nazis were by now a powerfUl and central political body. Their centrality 

forced the transference and delegation of some power and authority to their hands. The other 

alternatives, that is keeping them out of power, was less desirable since it could led to an open 

civil war. Thus, power was reluctantly transferred t o  Hitler. Franz von Papen was appointed as a 

chancellor after von Hindenburg dispensed with the services of his devoted chancellor Heinrich 

von Bruning in May 1932. Papen and Hindenburg hoped that some power would satiate the 

Corporal's desire for dominance; and they would be able, as Papen put it "to corner" Hitler and 

outmanoeuvre him. Some thought that power and authority would overwhelm him, and it might 

even suffocate him. Very soon it was revealed that all were wrong about Hitler and the Nazi 

Party. 

On January 30, 1933 Hitler was appointed Germany's Chancellor. This was when Hitler 

began in earnest the process of Nazification of Germany. The day after Hindenburg's death, in 



August 2, 1934, the ofices of the Chancellor and the president were united under the direct 

responsibility of Hitler. Hitler became the Fuhrer (the leader) and the Chancellor of the Third 

Reich; Hitler became the dictator of Germany. 

While the ultimate political implications of the Furherprinzip and the "lawless 

arbitrariness" of the Nazi regime (Arendt, 1973:23 1) were not readily apparent, their deceptive 

and murderous potential were clearly revealed after the Nazis democratically seized state power. 

Hitler and the Nazis never had any intentions to leave the wheels of power peacefully. As 

Goebbels already promised in 1932, "once we have power, we will never surrender it unless we 

are carried out of our offices as corpses"; and Hitler said "once I enter the government I do not 

intend to leave it" (Fischer, 1995:269). From January 30, 1933, the day Hitler was appointed as 

the Chancellor until August 1, 1934, the day of President Hindenburg's death, Hitler totally 

altered the political structure of Weimar Republic Germany. 

It took Adolf Hitler a mere eighteen months to eliminate his most serious 
opposition by a combination of tactics ranging fiorn manipulation of public 
opinion to behind the scenes settling of private scores and the conquest of the 
means of totalitarian control - police, government institutions, mass media, the 
economy, and the armed forces (ibid, 267). 

The Nazis started first with a ruthless war against the Weimar constitution and the civil rights of 

Germans. The initial victims were political activists of the Left and moderate liberals. Legal 

permission was given to police thugs to harass and even kill "political undesirables." The 

Reichstag was set ablaze on February 27, 1933; new election were called on March 5. The 

Communist Party was banned by the Nazis &om participation. Despite of all these measures and 

having the state machine in their hands, the Nazis were not able to garner a majority of votes. 

Only 43.9 percent (1 7,277,180 out of 39,343,300) of the Germans voted for Hitler; he needed the 



help of the Nationalists to obtain a majority in the Reichstag. From then on, Hitler's dictatorship 

progressed rapidly. "Political opponents" and many Jews were thrown into concentration camps 

which appeared all over Germany; the Enabling Law, legally granting Hitler dictatorial rights, 

was ratified by the Reichstag's scared delegates on March 24, 1933. 

The next stage in instituting the Nazi totalitarian regime was the process of Coordination 

of the German states with the Reich (Gleichschalhrrzg). That entailed first stripping the states of 

any independent authority they still had. With that, the Nazis completely abolished the federal 

system of the Weimar Constitution. Secondly, the mass mobilization of a1 1 citizens for the 

National Socialist cause was required. This necessitated the abolishment of any independent 

organization that could serve as a buffer zone or nucleus of independent power between the Nazi 

regime and its Aryan subjects. Political parties, workers-unions, peasants associations, religious 

authorities (Catholic as well as Protestants), even right wing association, all were either 

dismantled and incorporated into National Socialist organizations or outlawed. The system of 

law and justice was no exception to this process. The new axioms for the pursuance of justice 

were defined as "Law is what is useful to the German people" or "Law must be interpreted 

through healthy folk emotions." It was the end of the rule of law (Staatmecht)). 

A special law (decree) for the Prevention of Progeny with Hereditary Diseases - in the 

Nazi language "lives not worth living" - was passed by the Nazi regime in order to achieve its 

aim of creating a master race. It is estimated that over one hundred thousand Germans were 

"legally" gassed to death in this program (Fischer, l995:282). The so-called euthanasia program 

was only one instance in which mass murder of Germans had been legitimized by the highest 

authority on the land, Hitler (Fischer, 1995:278-284). Another instance was Operation 



Hummingbird: the (Ernest) Rohrn Purge or the incorporation of the SA into the direct authority 

of Adolf Hitler, Hermann Goring, Heinrich Himmler, and Reinhard Heydrich. 

With the accession of the Nazis to power the SA storm troopers became a liability. The 

SA revolutionary zeal targeted many of the traditional institutions of Germany like private 

property and capitalism still left intact by the Nazis, but particularly the Junker aristocracy and 

army. The SA wanted to stage a "second revolution" since they believed that the Nazi revolution 

had not gone fm enough. Many of the SA soldiers were recruited fiom the unemployed and 

desperate men who roamed the streets of  Germany before the Nazi seizure of power. By the 

summer of 1934, it was a private army led by Ernest Rohm with some four million members. 

Both the army and the higher echelons of the Nazi movement were apprehensive about the future 

steps of  Rohm and his SA private army. The Army was threatened since the SA had the potential 

of becoming a popular militia supplanting the old regime's military class. In 1934, the SS was 

still part. of the SA and therefore subject to Rohm's command. Both Hermann Goring and 

Heinrich Himmler as well as Reinhard Heydrich wanted Rohm's SA out of their way. Pressed by 

his own staff, the president and the higher echelons of  the army, Hitler himself came to fear the 

possibility that the SA was about to stage their own "second revolution." In the "Night of the 

Long Knives," which took place on July 1, 1934, some eighty-five leaders of the SA were 

murdered by their erstwhile comrades fiom the Nazi movement. 

On August 2, 1934 President Hindenburg died. The offices of the president and the 

chancellor were merged. Adolf Hitler had become head of state as well as supreme commander 

of the armed forces. "The unlimited nature of Hitler's dictatorship had thus been established" 

(Fischer, 1 W5:293). 



Totalitarian regimes act violently not only against their opponents, but also against their 

adherents. This feature is in contrast to tyrannical regimes in the past which persecuted their 

enemies, not their proponents. Under the modem totalitarian rule, however, the regime uses 

violence against those who obey its laws as well as against those who oppose it. Violence and 

persecution are completely arbitrary; it is the method of rule. Violence has nothing to do with the 

individual's acts or behaviour, and the punishments an individual receive are dissociated from 

hidher actions. This is the ultimate rule of fear and terror. The Nazis terrorized the Germans as 

well as the Jews. The Nazification of Germany meant, first and foremost, the institution of terror 

as the method of rule. 

Jews had been portrayed as the enemies of the Nazi regime and the Aryan race, 

regardless of any acts they had done or refrained fiom doing. The fact that they were Jews was 

the only cause for their culpability and annihilation. In regard to the Jews, the Nazification of 

Germany meant the implementation of race rules which later on became known as the 

Nuremberg Laws of 193 5. 

The Nuremberg Laws redefined citizenship, prohibited "racial pollution," and required 

couples to undergo medical examination before being allowed to marry (Fischer, 1 995 :3 85-7). 

The new Reich Citizenship Law distinguished between citizens and subjects. The Jews became 

subjects belonging to the state without political rights and without protection of the state. A 

citizen was a German or kindred blood with fir11 political rights. The distinction between Jews 

and Germans rested on the following rationale offered by Hans Blobke, one of the men who 

drafted the law. 

National Socialism opposes to the theories of the equality of all men and of the 
findamentally unlimited fieedom of the individual vis-a-vis the state, the harsh 



but necessary recognition of the inequality of men and of the differences between 
them based on the laws of nature. Inevitably, differences in the rights and duties 
of the individual derive fkom the differences in character between races, nations, 
and people (Fischer, 1995:386). 

A "fill Jew" was defined as a person who has three Jewish grandparents. There were 

half-breeds (Mischlinge) of the first degree those who had two Jewish grandparents, and half- 

breeds of the second degree who had one Jewish grandparent. The level of Jewishness of the 

half-breeds of the first degree was contingent on factors such as whether or not the individual 

belonged to a Jewish religious community, was married to a Jew, was the offspring of marriages 

contracted with Jews after June 15, 1935, and if he or she were born out of wedlock to Jews. 

The Law for the Protection of German Blood and Honour prohibited marriage and sexual 

relations between Jews and Germans. The third law in the Nuremberg code was titled: The Law 

for the Protection of the Genetic Health of the German People. It stipulated that prospective 

couples for marriage submit themselves to medical examination prior to marriage. This law was 

a "preventive" measure, to forestall any racial damage before it occurred. Any person with some 

hereditary or contagious diseases could not receive the "Certificates of Fitness to Marry" &om 

the public health authorities. If a couple did not have a certificate, they could not receive their 

marriage licenses. 

These new racial laws created a new class of crimes. From then on, new crimes of 

"pollution" were instituted. One could betray or dishonour his or her race. One could be accused 

of treason if she or he slept or consorted with a Jew or other "carriers of non-German or related 

blood. " Abortion was also defined as treason against the German people (Fischer, 19953 86-7). 

Simultaneously with the Nazification of Germany Hitler also began the rebuilding 

Germany's military power. Six years after his nomination to the post of chancellor, Hitler led 

Germany into war. Hitler had promised the German people that the Third Reich would last a 



thousand years. It survived exactly 12 years and four months, causing untold damage and 

destruction, unparalleled in world history. 

M. Anti-Semitism and Genocide: Comparison of Second Reich's anti-Semitism 
and Nazism 

The comparison between the anti-Semitic movement of the Second Reich and the Nazi 

movement in the Weimar Republic and the Third Reich sharpens the distinction between the 

various contributory factors necessary for the occurrence of genocide. While in both periods 

there was a social movement which supported total exclusion of the Jewish minority, only in the 

Third Reich were radical (segregationists) anti-Semites able to ascend to power and take over the 

state machinery. Only by holding state power were the Nazis able to put their ideology into 

practice. 

The radicalization of the Nazi policy is divided into four periods and methods (see for a 

similar though not parallel periodization, Remmling, 1987: 185-201). In the first stage, between 

1933-1938, the Nazi regime established itself in Germany. In this period the exclusion of Jews 

was achieved through the introduction of legalized discrimination (e.g. the Law of the 

Restoration of the Civil Service - "Aryanism" as a prerequisite (April 7, 1933), a law against the 

overcrowding of German Schools (April 25, 1933) and the Nuremberg racial laws of 1935). In 

the second stage, the Nazis began to deport German and Austrian Jews and stripped them of their 

property. By the end of November 1938, more than 300,000 German and Austrian Jews were 

forced to leave Nazi territory (Fischer, 1995393). In the third stage (1939-41), the stage in which 

most of Europe was already conquered, mass deportation of Jews to the Eastern provinces of 

Poland -- to the "General Government" territory -- took place. However, deportation continued 

all along the Nazi period. Murdering of Jews were a common practice throughout this period. 



Only in the fourth stage, which started with the attack on the Soviet Union (June 1941), did the 

Nazis start implementing in a systemized manner the mass destruction of Jews in mass 

shootings, death camps, and death marches. The Nazis' initia! actions were perpetrated against 

German and Austrian Jews (Kristallnacht and forced immigration were the two first steps), but, 

with the progression of World War II, the destruction of European and world Jewry became the 

declared aim of the Nazi regime. 

Imperial Germany, had rejected the political demands of both "conventional" and 

"radical" anti-Semites, whereas, in Nazi Germany racial anti-Semitism was the basis for the 

operation of the regime. While the "conventional" anti-Semites were ready to accept 

"Germanized" Jews, the "radical" anti-Semites and the Nazis rejected the very possibility of Jews 

living in Germany or in Europe. Conquering Europe, the Nazis proscribed Jewish existence in 

the whole world. These various levels of exclusion were made possible by yoking the state to the 

aims of the party or ruling ideology. Control of the state is the most crucial distinguishing 

element between Nazi and Second Reich anti-Semitism. 

The "conventional" anti-Semites repudiated modernity, the liberal state, citizenship and 

the obligations and rights that accompanied them. These rights were granted to Jews (1 869). As 

members of the German society, their citizenship rights granted Jews legitimate participation in 

German society and politics, and protection against arbitrariness. For the conventional anti- 

Semites, the political legitimate community was the German people, which meant all those who 

actually spoke German and lived in the German empire and were German citizens. Thus, 

converted Jews could belong as German citizens. In contrast, for the Nazis, the legitimate 

political community was the "Volkish" family or the "Aryan" community. The criterion for 

belonging was biological. The exhaustive definition of this criterion was a negative one. "Aryan" 



was first and foremost a non-Jew (Shoham, 1992:42). A good Aryan was anyone able to show 

that hidher parents and grandparents were "pure-blooded" Germans (in sum dhe needed 7 

"German" birth certificates). But most importantly, the racial biological argument's dynamics 

were totalistic and encompassed biology, geography and history; history and biology were 

subjected to Nazi ideology. The exclusion of Jews from this political and civil frame was final 

and ultimate and thus rendered the Jews vulnerable and defenceless. 

In Nazi Germany, an authoritarian state that wuld not withstand any double or 
vague meaning, the Jew was presented as the anti-thesis of the Teutonic superior 
man. The Jew, stereotypicaly portrayed, was more than just the anti-thesis to the 
Nazi superior man; he was an essential part of the Nazi ideology. Thesis and anti- 
thesis, the ideal and its negation, were usually uttered together (Shoham, 1992:40, 
my translation). 

The radicalization process of Nazi policy toward the Jews progressed in tandem with the 

accentuation of their vulnerability and weakness. As Shoham says, "The Jews were, indeed, the 

ideal scapegoat: a powerless symbol of power" (1992:43). 

Over time it became clear to the Nazis that their policies toward the Jews would not 

prompt any reaction fiom European or other states. The Iegalized discrimination and harassment 

of Jews in Germany between 1933-1 93 8 were known in detail all over the world. Yet, nothing 

was done to protect German Jews. Even church institutions in Germany and the Vatican in Rome 

did not object to the crimes committed against Jews. Eventually, this policy of disregard, came to 

haunt those who looked away, as the German pastor, Niemoller, later admitted. "First," he said, 

the Nazis went after the Jews, but I was not a Jew, so I did not object. Then they 
went after the Catholics, but I was not a Catholic, so I did not object. Then they 
went after the trade-unionists, but I was not a trade-unionist, so I did not object. 
Then they came after me, and there was no one left to object (Fischer, 1995:364). 



With the beginning of the war in 1939, the Jews as a group were firther marginalized. 

Testimonies of what was going on in Germany, Poland and all over Europe were being heard 

throughout the world public, but no action was taken. From June 1941, when the war was being 

fought on two fronts, the Jews were completely abandoned to the fate the Nazis had in store for 

them. Throughout the twelve years of their regime, the Nazis clearly knew and thus acted with 

the assurance that no state or international institution would intervene on behalf of the Jews. The 

abandonment of the Jews within and outside Germany, intensified Jews' vulnerability and 

therefore their victimization. Apart fiom private incidents in which individuals helped Jews, 

organized efforts were few and far between (Shoham, 1992:39). 

Efforts to rescue Jews, resist Nazi's deportation orders or sabotage the deportation, efforts 

when enacted, invariably reduced the number of Jews murdered by the Nazis. The resolute acts 

against Nazi plans to deport the Danish and refbgee Jews in Denmark performed by the Danish 

government, administration, and people are the most documented. The cooperation between the 

Swedish and the Danish governments and peoples produced what Raul Hillberg calls "the 

strangest rescue operation in history" (1 96 1 :362). "When the operation was over, 59 19 full Jews, 

13 10 part Jews, and 686 nordews who were married to Jews had been ferried across. Danish 

Jewry was s d e  in Sweden" (ibid, 363). The efforts invested by the Belgian and Bulgarian 

governments (the former in exile), the respective resistance movements, church organizations 

and dignitaries, political parties of various factions, politicians and ordinary people, helped to 

delay and procrastinate (Hilberg, 1961:478) the deportation process which crippled the Nazi 

scheme to murder the Jews (see Arendt, 1976: 17 1 - 175 especially p. 175; Fein, 1979: 143 - 164; 

Hilberg, 1961:382-389 on Belgium, 421-432 on Italy, and 473-484 on Bulgaria). Almost all 

Danish Jews survived the war; many Belgian Jews were saved; close to ail "old" Bulgarian Jews 



were saved because concerted efforts went into stalling their total exclusion. This, however was 

not the fate of most Jews in conquered Europe (Fein, 1979:79-92). No government openly 

declared that it would provide resources in an effort to rescue its Jewish minority; the most 

governments did was to sabotage and delay the execution of the deportation orders (like Italy). 

As a result, most Jews in Europe were easy prey to the Nazi destruction machine (Arendt, 

1976: 15 1-205). 

The destruction of the Jewish people was a declared aim of the Nazi state. Despite the 

fact that there is no direct evidence of the order to exterminate the Jewish people, many 

indications of the intent and plans are known (Bauer, 1991: 129-149, especially pp. 145 and 147; 

Shoham, 1992:38), and the destruction took place. Furthermore, the process by which the Jewish 

group was transformed into the epitome of the "other", the "other" being perceived as the main 

and constant threat to the very existence of the German majority group, was manifested in the 

violent policies of the Nazi regime fiom its first day in power. In effect the Jews were excluded 

fkom "the sphere of obligation" by violent means. The level and depth of the interaction and 

integration of the Jewish minority group in the German majority group reached such an extent 

that the state needed to decree special laws proscribing the contacts between current "Aryan" and 

their erstwhile fiiends and family members of the inferior "race". Desegregation must be 

implemented by violent means. Moreover, to be considered as an "Aryan", a member of the Nazi 

Volkish state, an individual had to prove that there were no "stains" in hidher blood over three 

prior generations. It can be argued that the legitimizing basis for the existence of the whole Nazi 

regime was exclusively based on the definition of the Jews as the ultimate "other". Without 

understanding the depth of this alienation, it is impossible to comprehend the blind zealousness 

with which the Nazi regime acted against the Jews. This was especially apparent toward the end 



of the war when the very survival of the regime was in grave doubt; despite such doubts trains 

f i l l  of Jews kept on rolling to the death camps (Shoham, 1992: 16-7,36). 



End Notes 

' The North German Parliament declared in 1867 that: 

rights of residence, settlement, vocational pursuit or acquisition of property [were not to 
be refirsed] on grounds of religious belief or lack of local citizenship quoted in Pulzer, 
1964:8). 

The law promulgated by the king of Prussia and signed by Bismarck was more explicit. It stated that: 

AN still existing limitations of civil and civic rights based on diflerences of religious 
creed are hereby abolished Particularly the right to participate in municipal and state 
government, and to hold public oflce shall not be dependent on religious creed 
(Massing, 1949:4). 

The emancipation of Jews became a law in Prussia on July 3, 1869. 
It was extended to Bavaria when the three southern states joined the North German Confederation. The other two 
states anticipated the action of the Confederation in this matter: Baden in 1862, Wurttemberg in 1864 (Pulzer, 
1964:s-9). 

'. "Our state never viewed the Jews as anything but a religious community," wrote Treitschke in his polemic with 
Graetz (a Jewish German historian) "and it granted them equal civil rights onIy in the expectation that they would 
strive to be like their fellow citizens ... if, however, Judaism demands that it be acknowledged as a nationality, the 
legaI foundation on which emancipation rests will collapse. .." (Bein, 1990:270). Bein also emphasizes that 
Treitschke's essay, Ein wort uber unser Judenhrm ( A  word about our Jewry), "...probably contributed more to the 
spread of anti-Jewish tendencies than the radical anti-Semitic literature, and in this way it helped the more radical 
teachings to fall on fertile soil (l!NO:2S 1,618). Treitschke's conclusion in the essay: "The Jews are our misfortune" 
became one of the most celebrated slogans of the Nazis (Goldhagen, 1997:96,428,603). 

Mainly recruited b m  the Conservative motestants] and National Liberal parties, who formed the political Kartell 
[January 18871 and were, especially after the defeat of the Liberals on 1878, the leading political parities throughout 
the Second Reich. 

MencheSterism was a code word to describe all the detested elements in capitalist liberal practice. Its 
greed, the deg~ildation it imposes on human beings, the eradication of human ties and social solidarity, al l  
were perceived as resulting h m  the "unrestricted freedom of trade and movement" (Otto Glagau). Many 
anti-Semites, like Otto Glagau, argued that "Jewry is applied Menchesterism in the extreme" (Massing, 
I949: 11). 

' See on the dynamics of the "Split labour Market," Bonacich, 1973. 

Theodore Abel, presently to be discussed, presents the social chamcteristic of adherents of the Hitler 
movement. Abel collected a pool of 600 Life histories of such members as part of a prize contest which he 
initiated. The contest took place on June 1934, in Gennany i.e before the war. Abel reports: 

Anti-Semitic sentiments are most frequently recorded in the life histories of the older 
generation (forty years and over). Thus 50 percent of this generation, against 26 per cent 
of the younger men (twenty to forty) expressed antagonism against the Jews. Anti- 
Semitism also is more fkquent in towns and cities than in rural districts (40 against 23 
per cent) and more firequent among the middle and upper classes thau among workers (47 
against 29 per cent). Correspondingly, the number of anti-Semites is higher among those 
occupied in government service, clerical jobs, profasions and trade than among those 
engaged in industry and agriculture (48 against 29 per cent). Finally, anti-Semitism is less 



frequent among those who had only a public school education than among those who 
went to high school and attended a university (32 against 46 per cent) (1966: 164). 

7 The main differences between the German and the Austrian Pan Germanism can be briefly, though not 
conclusively summarized in this manner: Whereas the German Pan-Germanism was mainly concerned 
with overseas colonial policies the Austrian Pan-Germanism was concerned with the "living space" of 
Germans on continental Europe; German Pan-Germanism was of a middle class origins and has strong 
linkages to the German Junker aristocracy. The Austrian brand of Pan-Germanism was of Mittelstand, 
grass-root movement Furthermore, German Pan-Gefmanism was a law abiding organization, loyal to the 
state, to the Chancellor and Kaiser. Austrian Pan-Germanism vowed to fight the Austrian state and the 
Hapsburg monarchy to death. As a result the style of their political struggles and campaigns was worlds 
apart (Wertheimer, 1924: 13-48; Arendt, 1973:222-266). 

For a full presentation of the impact of a split labour market on ethnic identity see Bonacich, 1973. 

Though according to his own testimony he "was and remained a pagant' (Pulzer, 1964:208). 

l o  Goldhagen estimate that the number of perpetrators who perpetrated the Holocaust "...was certainly 
over one hundred thousand " His estimate of those who committed grievous crimes to be between 
500,000 to 1,000,000 or more. Goldhagen admits that the definition of a "petpemtort' is difficult to 
establish Basing himself on the Federal Republic of Germany's postwar legal investigation of Nazi war 
criminals files who were investigated and in some cases prosecuted (see Goldhagen, 199753743), the 
extent of the murder, and the number of concentration camps (see ibid, 167), argues that the number of 
perpetrators is "huge" and "enonnous." He says: 

If ten thousand Germans were perpetrators, then the perpetration of the Holocaust, 
perhaps the Holocaust itself, is a phenomenon of one kind, perhaps the deed of a select, 
unrepresentative group. If five hundred thousand or one million Germans were 
perpetrators, then it is a phenomenon of another kind, perhaps best conceived as a 
German national project (1997: 11, see also, 167-8,458-9,47O-l,6 10-1 1). 

Discussing the agents and machinery of destruction Goldhagen says: 

Tf the men and women using and dragooning slave labourers are included (over 7.6 
millions in the German Reich in August 1944). then the number of Germans who 
perpetrated grievous crimes might run into the miltions Of these, the number who 
became perpetrators ofthe Holocaust (in the sense that it is meant here) was certainly 
over one hundred thousandr. It would not be surprising ifthe number turned out to be 
live hundred thousand or more (my italics, 1997: 166-7). 

11 According to Goldhagen, elimimtionist anti-Semitism is a variant of anti-Semitism which calls for "...the 
elimination of Jewish influence or of Jews themselves from German society." Eliminationist ideology is "...the belief 
that Jewish influence, by nature destructive, must be eliminated irrevocably from society" (1997:23,48). 

l 2  GoIdhagen adopts an anthropological approach to study Germany before and during the Nazi period. 
He argues that unacknowledged assumptions about the Germans before and during the Nazi period must 
be carefirlly scrutinized. Goldhagen questions the validity of a the 'shilarityl assumption. That is, he 
questions the prevalent assumption made by many, that the Germans More and during the Nazi period 
were more or less similar to "how we represent ourselves to be: rational, sober children of the 
Enlightenment, who are not governed by "magical thinking," but rooted in "objective reality." 
(Goldhagen, 1997:27). Goldhagen rejects this hdamental assumption. 

He argues that the study of Germany and the Germans before and during the Nazi period 
"...quires us to question our assumptions about that society's similarity to our own" (ibid, 28). 



- 

Goldhagen contends that the Germans during the Nazi period were not "like us." They were governed by 
"magical thinking." Such a "magical thinking" was their defining characteristic; it provided most 
Germans during that period with a cognitive map for comprehending reality. The Germans' cognitive map 
during the Nazi period was based on the axiomatic assumption, that the "Jews are evil." Germans' anti- 
Semitism was based on that self-evident claim for truth. Few Germans during the Nazi period questioned 
the validity and trutMdness of their society's anti-Semitic axiomatic beliefs. 

Goldhagen asserts that axiomatic beliefs form people's "natural worId." Such beliefs structure 
the "natural order" of things; axiomatic beliefk are taken for granted. They are ingrained in people's way 
of thinking and acting they constitute part of people's basic understanding of the world and of 
themselves. Germany during the Nazi period was the society that produced the Holocaust - an 
"unimagined, and unimaginable" event and anti-Semitism was an axiomatic belief in Nazi Germany. 
Understanding Germans' cognitive map during the Nazi period is essential for the understanding of what 
transpired in the Holocaust. Germans' rabid anti-Semitism blinded them from commonsensical reality. 
Hence German society before and during the Nazi period was not like o w  own, Goldhagen concludes. 



Part IX. Conclusion: State Persecution and Vulnerability 
Chapter 21 
A. The French Third Republic and the Dreyfus Affair 

It is one thing to  want to make all citizens of Utopia speak Utopian, and quite 
another to want to make all Utopiphones citizens of Utopia. Crudely put, the 
former represents the French, the latter the German model of nationhood. 
Whether juridical (as in naturalization) or cultural, assimilation presupposes a 
political conception of membership and the belief, which France took from the 
Roman tradition, that the state can turn strangers into citizens, peasants - or 
immigrant workers - into Frenchmen (Brubaker, l992:8). 

In the methodologkal chapter, I proposed to integrate Third Republic France as a 

"negative case" by underlying the differences between France during the Dreyfirs Affair and 

Third Reich Germany. Third Republic France provides a suitable setting because during the 

Dreyfh Affair the anti-Semitic reaction against the formal incorporation of Jews, granted as a 

consequence of the French Revolution and ratified in the constitution of 1875, reached a climax. 

Nevertheless, the French government did not decree the elimination of Jews nor did it formally 

condone the social persecution of the French Jewish minority. Despite the combined attack of 

monarchist forces, anti-republican agitation and anti-Semitic mob disturbances against the Third 

Republic, the French state survived the onslaught. 

The anti-Semitic social movement had an articulate ideology and recognized leadership; 

it also had much popular support based on a growing resentment, a response produced by the 

social precariousness engendered by constant economic as well as political crisis. Why then did 

state-sanctioned, legalized persecution of the Jews not take place in Third Republic France at the 

time of the Dreyfh affair despite the fact that during the 1880s and the 1890s there was a well 

organized anti-Semitic movement? 

This state's refrain is especially intriguing if one considers the organized nature of the 

hostility against the Third Republic itself, The Third Republic was an embattled state. The 



antagonism to the Republican system of rule was socially widespread and particullarly 

pronounced in the army, in the Catholic Church and in nobility circles. 

Most of the Generals in the high command of the army were Catholic and Royalist. The 

system of promotion within the army had exclusively been in the hands of a Catholic Royalist 

clique and above all, "the Army" had a tremendous emotional hold a prestige. The army was also 

replete with anti-Semitic stereotypes and policies. The French Catholic Church was a powefil 

institution with a firm grip on French society; it had an involvement in politics and an incredible 

influence in the army. Though its religious services and monopolistic control of the educational 

system, it exerted an immense power and, disseminated, its religious anti-Judaism and anti- 

republicanism throughout the country. Anti-republican sentiment was so prevalent in the French 

Catholic Church partly because this Republic had granted once again civil rights to the Jews in 

the Constitution of 1875. Anti-republican forces were organized into various political parties as 

monarchists of the Orleanist, Bourbonist or Bonapartist Ieanings. The anti-republican sentiment 

inundated much of the French nobility of the ancient regime as well as resentfir1 fiactions of 

urban and rural French society. Hence, anti-republicanism coalesced with anti-Judaism and 

appeared as a coherent political demand to reverse the political processes of social and economic 

modernization. 

The French Jewish minority was small, dispersed and vulnerable. Some Jews had played 

conspicuous roles in several economic disasters such as the Union General Bank collapse (1882) 

and the Panama scandal (1 892). The legendary Rothschild bankers family was believed to 

control French economy through its European-wide banking network. Traditional Catholic anti- 

Judaism was strengthen by the military, economic and political crisis that the Third Republic was 

immersed in. 



All these forces, oRen in tandem, but mostly as distinct entities, were apparent in the 

Dreyfbs Affair. Many Frenchmen and Frenchwomen regarded the abrogation of the civil rights 

of the Jews as their main criticism against the Third Republic. Still, the Dreyfbs affair failed to 

procure the total exclusionary policies and the violent murderous demands manifested in the 

anti-Semites1 slogans of "Death to the Jews! " and "France for the French! " 

The above question is especially intriguing bearing in mind what had occurred in 

Germany three decades later. In the late Weimar Germany and in Third Reich Germany, the 

persecution of German citizens of Jewish origins reached the magnitude of t h e  Shoah 

(Holocaust) which would engulf the whole of European Jewry. Why then did Third Republic 

France refkain from implementing total exclusionary measures despite the prevalence of anti- 

Semitic agitation, and the vehement demand of the anti-Semitic social movement to expel or 

massacre of French citizens of Jewish origins? 

The differences between ethnic politics in Third Republic France and Third Reich 

Germany highIights the crucial importance of state politics in relation to status politics and total 

exclusion. It also highlights the need for historical specificity in designating the necessary pre- 

conditions of expulsion and genocide, as has been elaborated in the work. Likewise, it highlights 

the crucial role of human agency and responsibility in the field of ethnic politics. 

Thus the central question in this chapter is in what ways was Third Republic France 

during the Dreyfbs Affair (1894-1 906) different fiom the antecedent period to Nazi Germany? 

How were the German social conditions conducive to the eruption of such murderous emotional 

reaction manifested in the destruction of European Jewry? What were the French social 

conditions that thwarted the development of eliminationist, total exclusionary anti-Semitism 

during the Drefis Affair? 



B. The Dreyfus Case and the Dreyfus Affair 

On October 29th 1894, "Alfred Dreyfbs, a Jewish officer of the French General Staff, 

was accused and convicted of espionage for Germany. The verdict, lifelong deportation to 

Devil's Island, was unanimously adopted. The trial took place behind closed doors" (Arendt, 

1979:89). Initially, neither the trial nor the verdict drew much attention. Only at the end of 1897 

was the case transformed into an Affair due to the investigation carried out by Colonel Picquart, 

an upright French citizen who, according to several reports, was an anti-Semite (Zola, 1996:49). 

From 1896 Colonel Picquart was the head of the counterespionage Division of the French 

General Staff. In March of 1896, the Intelligence Bureau intercepted a telegram (petit bleu) sent 

by the German military attache' in Paris, Max von Schwartzkoppen, to Major Ferdinand Walsin- 

Esterhazy a French officer in the General Staff Headquarters. After investigating the note and 

reviewing the material, Picquart became convinced of Dreyfbs' innocence and of Esterhazy's 

guilt (Arendt, 1979:89; Brogan, 1967:330-34; Shirer, l969:57-59). 

Wanting to silence Picquart, the army authorities sent him to a dangerous post in Tunisia. 

Unaware of Picquart's revelations, others were attempting to initiate a revision of the Dreyfbs 

trial. Among this relatively small group were Dreyfid wife Madame Lucie Dreyfbs, his brother 

Mathieu Dreyfus and Dreyfus's lawyer, Maitre Demange. Bernard Lazare, a man of letters, 

political activist and a Jew, was asked by the Dreyfiis family to investigate the case and write 

about it. On November 6, 1896, in Brussels, Bernard-Lazare published his first pamphlet on the 

Mair,  entitled Une erreur judiciare: La verite sur I'a#air Dref i s  ( A  miscarriage of justice: The 

truth about the Dreyfbs AfFair). In this pamphlet in unequivocal language, Bernard Lazare, 

argued that Dreyfbs was fiamed and the sole reason for his imprisonment was that he was a Jew. 



Did I not say that Captain Dreyfbs belonged to a class of pariahs? He is a soldier, 
but he is a Jew, and it is as a Jew above all that he was prosecuted. Because he 
was a Jew he was arrested, because he was a Jew he was convicted, because he 
was a Jew the voices of justice and of truth could not be heard in his favour, and 
the responsibility of condemning this man falls entirely upon those who provoked 
it by their shamefbl excitations, by their lies, and by their calumny (Bernard 
Lazare, Une erreur judiciaire: le ve 'rite' sur Z'A.uire Dreyfis, 1896. In Michael 
R. Marms, Z%e Politics of Assimilation, 1 97 1 : 1 83). 

The lawyer Louis Leblois, to whom Picquart had confided his conviction that Dreyfis 

was innocent, joined this small group of "revisionists". Picquart also left with Leblois a sealed 

envelope 'with a full narrative of his investigations and conclusions. The sealed envelope was to 

be sent to the President of the Republic if Picquart were to die in Tunisia. Leblois contacted 

politicians such as Auguste Scheurer-Kestner, Vice President of the Senate, who was himself in 

doubt "...both about Dreyfirs's guilt and what was best to be done" (Brogan, 1967:333). By the 

end of 1897, Georges Clemenceau, the radical republican and the editor of L'Aurore, Emile Zola, 

the reputable author, and Jean Jaures, the leader of the Socialist Party at that time, joined the 

slowly growing camp of people demanding the revision of the sacred "chose Jugee"' of the 

military court-martial. The Dreyfisards political campaign began early in 1898. 

As William L. Shier says in 7he Collapse of the Third Republic, 'The whole truth about 

the Dreyfh Affair probably never will be known" (1969:49). However, enough idormation 

about the Dreyfus case is known to make a clear decision as to the supposed betrayal of Alfied 

Dreyfbs. On the basis of known information, it is clear that Dreyfbs had nothing to do with 

espionage for Germany. His conviction, his trial and punishment were all fabricated by military 

personnel who were thoroughly anti-Semitic and resentfbl of the participation of Jews in the 

French army. 

Nevertheless, this does not give an explanation to the Dreyfbs Affair. A brief narration of 

the Dreyfits case is, therefore in order. 



Captain Alfied Dreyfus was convicted on the charge of espionage for Germany by a 

court-martial on the basis of one document, called the Bordereau. It was an itemized list of 

documents to be delivered to Colonel Max von Schwarzkoppen the German military attache' in 

Paris by a French officer fiom the French General Staff in Paris. Apparently the documents 

reached the German Colonel, but the list - the Bordereau - landed in the hands of the French 

counterespionage office (the deuxieme Bureau, the Section of Statistics of the Second Bureau of 

the French General Staff). The Bordereau listed secret information about a new 120-mm. gun, 

the organization of French artillery and other specific information relating to French artillery 

methods of operations. 

The officers in charge of the investigation in'the counterespionage office therefore 

concluded that the traitor had to be an officer in the General Staff who was knowledgable about 

artillery and the work of the General Staff. They obtained fbrther information from another note 

sent by the German Colonel, Schwarzkoppen to his Italian Colleague, Colonel Panizzardi. The 

note stated: "Enclosed are twelve detail maps of Nice that the scoundrel D left with me for 

you" (Shirer, 196950). Combining the information in these two notes, a search for officers in the 

General St@ with the letter D as their initials was conducted. Dreyfks was not only an artillery 

officer serving in the General Staff Headquarters who spoke fluent German, but he was also a 

Jew. It seemed that the traitor and the spy was found in the person of Alfred Dreyfus. 

A comparison of Dreyfh handwriting with the handwriting in the Bordereau, was the 

only basis for Dreyfbs's conviction even though the experts' assessment was inconclusive. The 

investigation could not, however, establish a motive for Dreyfbs's treason. He was a Ioyal officer 

fiom a rich Alsatian Jewish family. Clearly, money was not his motive, and his service in the 

army demonstrated his patriotic feeling toward France. The only motive as interpreted by many 



anti-Semites, was that the action was part of some invidious conspiratorial plot since, after all, 

Dreyfbs was as a member of the dangerous Jewish "race" or the "Syndicate." 

Dreyfbs was arrested on October 15, 18%. He never confessed and always affirmed his 

innocence. The court-martial, with no artillery experts among the judges, began on December 19, 

1894 in camera. In the court-martial and during his testimony, Major Hubert Henry, an officer of 

the counterespionage office swore that "an unimpeachable gentlemantt warned him of the 

existence of "a wolf or two in your sheepfold." Namely that there was a traitor in the General 

StaEHeadquarters. The traitor, Major Henry declared, was DreyfLs. When the defense lawyer 

demanded that Major Henry disclose the name of this "unimpeachabIe gentleman" who was the 

accuser, Major Henry replied that there were secrets that a French officer could not even tell his 

cap. The presiding judge came to his aid demanding only that he swear "on [his] word of honor 

as an officer that this person told you the traitor was Drefis." Major Henry swore and Dreyfbs 

was convicted. 

In addition, the War Minister, General Mercier, prepared a secret file, a "dossier", which 

was not presented as an item in the trial or to the defense counsel, but was shown and read to the 

judges before they reached their decision. This was clearly an illegal act. In the file, Mercier 

wrote that the writer of the Borderem, the mysterious "scoundrel D." who had provided the 

Germans with maps, and Captain Dreyfus "can only be one and the same person" (ibid, 54). The 

war minister then ordered that the secret file's documents be dispersed after the trial, and his 

letter destroyed. The file, however, was kept in a safe in the Second Bureau's office in Paris. 

Dreyfbs was convicted in a unanimous verdict. A public degradation of the convict took 

place at the Ecole Milifaire and Dreyfbs was shipped of to Devil's Island. As far as the 

government, the army and the French public were concerned, the Dreyfus case was closed. This 



could have been the case, had not the counterespionage ofice intercepted a new letter fiom the 

German military attache' in Paris to a French Army officer. The letter asked for more information 

and was addressed to Major Count Ferdinand Walsin-Esterhazy. The letter was intercepted on 

March 1896, over a year after Dreyfh had been shipped off to Devil's Island. Colonel Picquart, 

now the head of the French Intelligence Service, thought that there was another "wolf in the 

sheepfold." Picquart did not think then that Dreyfbs had been innocently condemned. This 

intercepted letter, the petit belu, became as famous as the previous one, the Bordereau. 

Major Walsin-Esterhazy served in the infantry, but was "abnormally interested ... in 

artillery matters" and he was also an "old acquaintance of Henry's" the intelligence officer 

(Brogan, 1967:330). In addition, Esterhazy's handwriting exactly matched the handwriting on the 

Bordereau. Picquart's conclusion were simple: "...Esterhazy had been a traitor in 1894 as he was 

in 1896" (ibid, 33 1). 

However, Picquart was not able to persuade his military superiors, General de Boisdefie, 

the Chief of St&, General Gonse, and General Biilot, the new Minister of War that he had 

discovered the real traitor and that an innocent man was being punished and was suffering for no 

reason on Devil's Island. Picquart recommended that his superiors act swiftly because hrther 

delay would cause a crisis "a h-1, useless crisis, which could be avoided by doing justice in 

time" (ibid, 33 1). But his recommendation was not heeded. 

Instead, Picquart was transferred to a post in Tunisia. By the end of 1897, however, there 

were more people who knew who was the author of the Bordkreau, and thus were demanding a 

revision of the trial. The Dreyfbs case was openly debated in the Parliament, in the Senate and on 

the newspapers. On November 16, 1897 Mathieu Dreyfiis publicly denounced Esterhazy as the 

author of the Bordereau. 



An administrative investigation, which was later to become a judicial body, began an 

investigation into Esterhazy's activities. By December 26, 1897, the handwriting experts of the 

investigating body concluded that the Bordereau and thepetit bleu were not the work of 

Esterhazy. Major Ravary, the head of the investigating committee, then recommended that the 

case against Esterhazy be dismissed. Esterhazy's trial, nevertheless, took place on January 1 1, 

1 898. The court-martial unanimously acquitted him whereas Picquart who testified in this trial, 

was arrested. In the anti-Semitic newspapers, especially in the Libre Parole, Esterhazy was 

conferred the status of a national hero. h the streets of Paris the mob shouted "Long live 

Esterhazy! Long live the Army! Death to the Jews" (Shirer, 1969:59). "Outside France," writes 

Brogan, "all well-informed people knew that Dreyfbs was not the author of the Bordereau, 

which proved them, in the eyes of stout patriots, allies or dupes of the [Jewish] Syndicate" 

(1967:334). 

In his celebrated "J'accuse", published in L'Aurore on January 13, 1898 as a letter to M. 

Fe'lix Faure the President of the Republic, Emile Zola wrote "...feeling ran very high, for if 

Esterhazy was found guilty, then inevitably the Dreyfus verdict would have to be revised, and 

that was what the General Staffwas determined to avoid at all costs" (201% 1996:47). Accusing 

the highest authorities in the Army and in the War Ministry of framing Dreyfus and of ordering 

the acquittal of Esterhazy, Zola concluded his important and sentimental letter with these words: 

"I have but one goal: that light be shed, in the name of mankind which has suffered so much and 

has the right to happiness. My ardent protest is merely a cry from my very soul. Let them dare to 

summon me before a court of law! Let the inquiry be held in broad daylight! I am waiting" 

(199653). 



Zola did not have to wait long for soon he was charged and convicted. After his trial, the 

Parisian mob who invaded the Palace of Justice in Paris, were shouting "Death to Zola! Death to 

the Jews!" Zola was fortunate to leave the court alive. His sentence was a year in prison and a 

3,000-fiancs fine. However, his lawyers appealed the verdict. In the second trial, which took 

place in Versailles he was convicted again, in abstenia. On the day of his trial, before he could be 

arrested, Zola fled to London. 

With Picquart's transfer to Tunisia (January 16, 1897) and arrest in January 1898, and 

with Emile Zola's "J'accuse" and the ardent demand for a revision of the DreyfLs trial, the 

Dreyfus case was transformed into the Dreyfbs Aflair. As Zola said in his open letter, he used 

"revolutionary means to hasten the revelation of truth and justice" (ibid, 53) and revolutionary it 

was. The "Dreyfus Revolution", as Brogan called it, was becoming more explosive day by day. 

Its ramifications in terms of the Third Republic's rule, army and state relations, and the 

separation of Church from state, were far reaching (Brogan, 3 57-3 87). 

Following Picquart testimony and Zola's "J'accuse" two clear camps emerged. On the one 

hand, there was a huge and vociferous anti-Dreyfusard lobby clamouring against revision and the 

Parliamentary Third Republic. In the name of "chose jugge"' (legality), military honour and 

pride, and social and political resentment, they sought to achieve the affirmation of the court- 

martial ruling and to express their frustration against the Republic. Though many of the anti- 

DreyfUsards were monarchists, anti-republicans who catered and fed mob's fienzied resentment, 

they were joined by many government's officials, military officers, Church notables, journalists, 

Chamber and Senate deputies who condoned the Dreyhs verdict and the rejectionist actions 

taken by the government. Hence, the anti-Dreyfisards forces were not an illegitimate force 

acting outside state's institutions and respectfbl public bodies. The anti-Dreyhs campaigners 



were part and parcel of the very institutions of Third Republic France. In fact they represented, 

by far, the majority of French citizens. 

On the other hand, segments of the French intelligentsia, or "the intellectuals" as they 

were disparagingly called, and others who supported the Dreyfus cause argued, no less ardently, 

in favour of a revision of the court-martial decision, an acquittal of Dreyfirs and the 

condemnation of the officers who fiamed Dreyfbs and twisted justice and truth. They were, 

however, a relatively small group. In 1898, they created "the League of the Rights of Man." It 

claimed to be the mouthpiece of "all those who, without distinction of religious beiief, wish for a 

sincere union between all Frenchmen and are convinced that every kind of arbitrary action or 

intolerance threatens civil disturbance and is a menace to civilization and progress" (Brogan, 

1967:340). By January 1898, the common denominator of this group was the belief that the 

Dreyfirs Mai r  indicated that the major conquests of the French Revolution were endangered as 

well as the Third Republic itself. 

The anti-Dreyfusards revived the League of Patriots, later to be invaded by the L i p s  de 

la Partie Francaise. The consolidation of power on the right meant that a renewed support for a 

rnilitw coup d'etat was brewing. The transformation by force of the hated parliamentary 

Republic was an old desire of many monarchists and anti-republican forces such as the Army, 

the Church and segments of the upper classes. The last failed attempt was made ten years earlier 

by General Boulanger in 1889 in the name of revenging the Germans for the defeat at Saden on 

1870. Many people still hoped to restore the grandeur of France and of their own social position 

by the help of a "General on a horseback." Hence, the Dreyfbs Affair, famed fresh air into the 

political scheme of renewing "Boulangism without Boulanger" (Brogan, 1967:343). 



On July 7, 1 898 the new War Minister Godefioy Cavaignac, declared in the Parliament 

that he has three documents which were "irrefbtable proof' of Dreyfbs guilt. Picquart published a 

letter in L'Aurore on July 10, claiming that he was "..in a position to establish before a suitable 

court that the two documents dated 1894 do not refer to Dreyfbs and that the one dated 1896 has 

all the marks of forgery" (Shirer, 1969:61). Indeed it was a forgery. Colonel Hubert Henry from 

the Second Bureau, who was being investigated by his Minister, confessed that he forged these 

documents allegedly verifLing Dreyfbs's connections with the Italian military attache. Major 

Henry was arrested. His accomplice, the Chief of Staffresigned few days later, only to be 

followed by the War Minister, Cavaignac. A day after his arrest Major Hubert Henry committed 

suicide in his cell. He became the hero and a martyr of the anti-DreyfLsards crusade against the 

Jewish "Syndicate." The cauldron of the Dreyfbs Affair kept on boiling. 

In August 1898, Esterhazy was discharged fiom the army for conduct unbecoming an 

officer. Now the land was burning under Esterhazy's feet, he fled to London - and there told an 

English newspaper - that he, not Dreyfh, on orders of his military superiors, forged the 

notorious "Bordereau." On October 29, 1898, the Criminal Branch of the High Court of Appeals 

agreed to review the Dreyfbs case after being formally petitioned by Madame Lucie Dreyfus. 

Felix Faure, the President of the Republic, who objected the review of the Dreyfbs case, 

died suddenly of a stroke in his office on February 16, 1899. Ernile Loubet, the new President, 

was in favour of a review. However, the ultra-nationalists &om the tigue des Patriotes, led by 

Paul Deroulede, an old Boulanger supporter, tried to stage a coup d'etat on the day of the fimeral 

of President (February 23, 1899). One of their major demands was the abolition of the 1875 

Constitution. The February coup failed. On August 1899, Deroulede with the help of Orleanists, 

Bonapartists and the anti-Semitic leaders attempted to stage another coup d'etat. This time it 



encountered a vigorous government's response. Deroulede was convicted and sentenced to ten 

years' banishment &om France. 

At the same time, in August 1899, a revision trial took place in Rennes. Despite the 

general belief that the new court-martial would acquit Dreyhs, he was found guilty, again. The 

anti-Dreyfusards demanded a death sentence for Dreyfbs and the deportation of all the Jews in 

France (Shirer, 1969:65). However, Dreyfbs's verdict which was delivered on September 9, was 

reduced to ten years' imprisonment as a result of "extenuating circumstances." It was a ridiculous 

verdict. How could there be extenuating circumstances in committing treason? One either does 

or does not commit treason. A week later, Dreyfbs was pardoned by the President of the 

Republic. In 1906, a Court of Appeal annulled the sentence of Rennes and acquitted Dreyfus of 

all charges. The Court of Appeal, however, had no authority to acquit Dreyhs; therefore, 

DreyfUs's case was never resolved in court. It became "a kind of shibboleth in French politics," 

says Arendt, designating the political chasm between the Dreyfbsards and the anti-republican, 

antidemocratic, and anti-Semitic anti-Dreyfbsards. The ramification of the Dreyfbs AfEair 

resurfaced later in the trial of Marshal Pe'tain, the head of the Vichy government under the Nazis. 

The Vichy government was seen by many French as the revanche of the anti-Dreyfbsards 

(Arendt, 1979: 89-92). 

C. The French Jewish Community During the Dreyfus Affair 

The reaction of the organized French Jewish community to the Dreyfbs Affair 

demonstrated the far-reaching integration of Jews into French society. Dreyfbs' trial was an 

indication of the burgeoning resistance and resentment to the depth of the integration of Jews 

into the French army, politics, and society (Hyman, 1987:25-36). French Jewry, committed as 



they were, to what Michael R. Marms has aptly called the "politics of assimilation" (1971), were 

truly paralyzed by the events that unfolded during the affair. The official governmental organs of 

the Jewish community such as the Central Consistory (Consistoire Centrar), the Consistory of 

Paris (Consistoire de Paris), responded to the wave of political anti-Semitism by a 'systematic 

silence' or what the classical scholar Theodore Reinach, the youngest brother of Joseph Reinach 

called 'the silence of disdain' (Marrus, 1971: 142-4,218,23 1; on the Consistory see Cohen Albert, 

1977:45-55 and Hyman, 1987:27). Their strategies consisted of not openly challenging the anti- 

Semitic wave; asserting their patriotism, and thus trusting that the French government would 

protect them since they were loyal French citizens. 

Jews seem to have concluded, in agreement with the Consistoire, that their best 
hope was to do nothing provocative, and to trust in the healing and unifLing force 
of French opinion. Patriotism and devotion to the fatherland were constant themes 
of Jewish rhetoric at the time (Marrus, 1971 :200). 

Their principal strategy was, therefore, a willed public disregard of the affair and when it 

became impossible to ignore it any longer, the established Jewish leadership vehemently asserted 

their patriotism. This policy was bound, as Michael R. Marms asserts to precipitate a profound 

crisis in the Jewish community. It seemed as if the established Jewish authority in the name of 

social peace were prepared to sacrifice Jews, argued Mams (ibid, 203). 

The Alliance Israe'Zite Universelle was faced with a similar conundrum. The Alliance 

was a French Jewish organization devoted to fighting anti-Semitism all over the world. Its 

declared method of doing so was the dissemination of the French ideal of Jewish emancipation 

and assimilation. That being the case, how could it report or do anything to acknowledge anti- 

Semitism in France? (Marrus, 1971 :239). 



Though the leaders of the community organized the Committee of Defense against Anti- 

Sernitism (Comite' contre L 'Antise'mitisme) at the end of 1894, its existence and its minimal 

actions was kept secret (Marrus, 1971 :240-2; Cohen, 1980:294). When its existence was 

discovered, anti-Semites attacked it as a sign of "Jewish conspiracy." As the historian Paula E. 

Hyman incisively puts it: "This experience points to the quandary faced by the leaders of the 

organized Jewish community in attempting to find an effective response to anti-Semitism. Their 

silence was taken for shame, admission of guilt, or cowardice; their organized opposition as 

proof of a Jewish plot or of Jewish clannishness" (1 987:32). 

According to Mams, this passivity and inaction was dictated by the perverse logic of 

their assimilation. Since Jews were expected to be good citizens, and to conduct themselves "not 

as Jews living in France, but as citoyensfrancais d'origine Juive whose rights were threatened, 

they regarded the state as their sole protector. The Consistory members defined themselves as 

part of the government bureaucracy and as such, they were obliged to remain aloof fiom any 

political involvement. "The consistories, the organs of the Jewish community, were not 

independent bodies, but were linked to the governmental bureaucracy; French rabbis, as state 

fhctionaries, depended on the government for their salaries (Hyman, l987:3 1). 

Consequently, they did not provide any leadership for the threatened community. Nor 

was the Alliance able to adjust to the new threatening circumstances. The end result was that the 

Jewish leadership, as well as the Jewish community, responded to the Dreyfbs Affair and the 

violent outburst of anti-Semitism as individual citizens, as if it was part of French politics rather 

than an expression of a Jewish problem. 

Those few Jewish leaders who acknowledged the dangerous aspects of the Dreyfks 

Mair, just hoped it would be over and done with. As much as the Jewish community wanted the 



Dreyfbs Affair just to disappear and closed their eyes to the blatant anti-Semitism now out in the 

open, anti-Semitism did exist as a social movement that questioned the legitimacy and 

desirability of the very existence of Jews in modem France. 

The organized nature of the anti-Semitic movement and its consistent demand for a 

fbndamental change in the structure of modem France, escaped the notice of the organized 

leadership of the Jewish community. However, it did not escape the attention of several Jewish 

publicists and some political leaders in France. For example, Bernard Lazare, pointed out in his 

writings, the deep roots and the organized nature of the anti-Semitic agitation, the inadequate 

response of the Jewish community and leadership, and advocated different methods of 

addressing it: Jewish Nationalism and Zionism. His stern analysis and inflamed writing caused 

the leading figures in the Jewish community to dissociate themselves fiom him (Marrus, 

1971: 163-195; Wilson, 1978: 121-157; Wistrich, 1995:~-xx; Lazare, 1995: 149-1 83). However, it 

also provided a strong initial initiative for the creation of the Dreyfbsards campaign that clearly 

understood that the anti-Semitic crusade was aiming at the destruction of the Third Republic via 

agitation against the Jews. 

D. French anti-Semitism 

Marrus (1987) delineates three strains in French popular anti-Semitism. The fist is what 

he defines as the cri de coeur of the petit bourgeois - the small shopkeepers, artisans, employees 

in small businesses and people for whom the modernization of French economic life provided 

more threats than prospects. This strain was rooted in the general process of economic and 

industrial development, but was clearly manifested in two economic catastrophes: the collapse of 

the Catholic banking house, the Union Generale in 1882 and the Panama scandal of 1 892. In 



both of these economic catastrophes, the Jews were viewed as the initiators of and participants in 

these economic schemes in which hundred of thousands of  French petit bourgeois and members 

of the bourgeoisie class lost much of their savings. 

The union Generale bank had been founded by Catholics in order to block what they 

perceived as the Jewish and Protestant monopoly in the banking industry. Catholics were 

encouraged to invest in the bank, and many did. Church institutions and Catholic families all 

over the country saw in this bank a means not only of investing their capital, but also to express 

their religious and nationalistic identity. When the bank failed, because of severe 

mismanagement, it was the Jews fault. The bank was "Killed by the Jews" said the French 

Ambassador to St. Petersburg, the Viscount de Vougue (Marrus, 1987:52). 

In 1892 the Panama Canal scandal broke out. The project led by Ferdinand de Lesspes, 

the creator of the Suez Canal, was, unlike the Suez, a major failure. During the 1880s huge 

amounts of money from small and big investors were raised within France. "The secret of the 

company's success", says Hannah Arendt "lies in the fact that its several public loans were 

invariably backed by Parliament" (Arendt, 1979:SO). Though it was a private enterprise, it was 

regarded as a public and national project. When it failed, the foreign policy of the republic was 

regarded to be at fault. However, most of the parliamentary support for the canal was lubricated 

by "baksheesh" and solicited by two 'vote-farmers' who were Jews: Jacques Reinach and 

Cornelius Hertz. 

Everybody who had a position of influence on parliamentary decision concerning the 

project, was bribed in order to get the support of the Chambers Deputies. Hence most of the loan 

money went into the private pockets of journalists, editors of the newspapers, half of the 

Parliament and higher officials. No wonder there was no money left to undertake the project 



itself When the company went bankrupt, the scandal was overwhelming. The ruination of some 

half-million investors of middle class background shocked the French society. 

Before committing suicide, Jacques Reinach had given to the Libre Parole, Edouard 

Drumont's anti-Semitic daily, a list of all the Parliamentarians who had benefited fiom the 

scandal. That golden opportunity was used by Drumont "with consummate care and skill." The 

consequences of Reinach's act, says Arendt "can scarcely be exaggerated" (ibid, 96). 

The second anti-Semitic strain was a product of popular Catholicism's resentment against 

dechristianization and secularization. These processes manifested themselves in the constant 

encroachment of republican and democratic forces on Church's positions and prestige within the 

French society, state, and army. Though clericalism had already been under attack under the 

imperial reign of Napoleon III (1 85 1- 187O), its traditional role and influence in the educational 

system and in rendering confessional services in the army were lost only under the Third 

Republic and as a consequence of the Dreyfbs Mai r  (Recouly, 1928: 1 04-5; Arendt, 1979: 100-6; 

Marrus, 1987:57). 

The Jews were regarded, by many findamental Catholics as the main beneficiaries of 

both democracy and the republican state. Hence democracy and republicanism were depicted as 

part of the traditional Jewish challenge to the Church. Old charges against the Jews as the 

deicidal people were resurrected and reissued as a secularized-religious argument against the 

Jews as promoters of secularization and the atheist world as represented by formal institutions of 

the Parliamentary state. 

According to La Croix [the journal of the Assumptionist Order with huge 
audience in France M. A.] the Jews had virtually taken over the Republic, and they 
had invented socialism, anticlericalism and materialism to fbrther their godless 



aims.. .Every incident was linked to the purported conspiracy of Jews to subvert 
Christianity and French society ( M m s ,  198759). 

In this fashion, Catholic French Christianity attempted to rejuvenate its own position in 

the French society. Castigating the Jews would provide this brand of religious anti-Semites with 

their honourable and lost place and portray them as "innocent victims of modernity" (ibid, 59). 

The third strain of anti-Semitic agitation was presented by the forces of the Right which 

spoke in the language of organic nationalism. All political forces in late 19th century France, 

including the French Jewish community were nationalist. However, not all nationalists were anti- 

Semites. Organic nationalism was thoroughly anti-Semitic. Though this brand of nationalistic 

sentiment crystallized into a social force during the Dreyfbs AfYair, its origins can be traced back 

to the great schism created by the French Revolution which established a perception of "the two 

Frances." This fissure delineated the dividing line between the social forces who brought the 

French Revolution and wanted to preserve its political legacies and the social forces which 

resented the Revolution and its social and political consequences. The fissure reemerged several 

times in the tumultuous history of France during the 19th century (Shirer, 1969:68-9). 

This cleavage was present in the emergence of the Second Republic of 1848, and in its 

suppression by Louis Napoleon in Second December 185 1; it was also present in the bloodiest 

suppression of the Paris Commune of 1871. Hence the Third Republic was constituted out of the 

military defeat at Sedan on September 1870 and out of the social upheaval of the Paris Commune 

of May 1871. Third Republic France was a default compromise emerging as a consequence of 

the inability of the different monarchist forces to enthrone one of the contenders to the crown 

(Brogan, 1967:77- 105; Recouly, 1928:45-69). Hence, the Third Republic had, literally, to fight 

for survival and legitimacy. The Dreyfiis Mair, like the Boulanger episode (1 886- 1889) and the 

bitter struggle between church and state (1 90% 1 gOS), represented one of these events in which 



the legacies of the French Revolution were contested and the Third Republic was put to a severe 

test. Questioning the "belongingness" of the Jews as citizens of the French Republic was the 

major vehicle by which nationalist anti-Semites questioned the desirability of the existence of the 

Third Republic itself 

For many nationalists, Dreyfbs' guilt was not a question, but a premise. "I need no one to 

tell me why Dreyfbs committed treason," said Maurice Barres, one of the most celebrated 

nationalists writers dwing the Dreyfks Mair, "That Dreyfbs is capable of treason, I conclude 

f?om his race" (Manus, l987:Sg). Questioning the viability of the incorporation of Jews into 

French society was a major theme in Edouard Drumont's France hive: Essaz d'histoire 

contemporrrine which was published in 1886. His premise was that throughout French history a 

gigantic struggle between "Aryans" and "Semites" had been going on. According to Drumont, 

the predatory Jewish inferior race was the main reason for France's economic and social 

problems. Despite their inferior racial origins the Jews made themselves the masters of modem 

France through economic machinations and financial swindling (Marrus, 198752; Katz, 

1980:294; Eiiati, 1980: 15 5-1 60). This theme had been earlier elaborated in Alphonse Toussenel's 

book: Les Jui f  Rois is L'epoque published in 1845, but, in fact, was a recurring argument in 

French Leftist anti-Semitism (Arendt, 1979:47; Eilati, 1980: 152- 154). Drumont's book was a 

phenomenal success, turning Drumont into one of the best known public figures in France. Its 

popularity overrode any of the anti-Semitic books in Germany and was even more popular than 

Hitler's Mein Kampf (Cohen, 1980:301). 

The Drefisards stood for France of 1789. They believed in democracy, fieedom, 

equality and justice and so created the League for the Rights of Man (la Ligue de Droits de 

I'Homme) to achieve that end. They declared that neither the evidence or the procedure by which 



Dreyfbs' guilt had been advanced had validity. They also claimed that the invalidation of the 

French Law and the annulment of the principles on which the Third Republic had been 

constituted were the real aims of the anti-DreyfLsards. Thus they perceived the Dreyfus case as a 

real threat to the Third Republic. For them, it was not an isolated incident of discrimination 

against an individual. Jew. Therefore, the struggle for a retrial for Dreyfus was a struggle 

primarily to defend the Third Republic and the Jews as French citizens, and not as much for 

Dreyfbs the individual and the gross injustice perpetrated against him. 

However, any portrayal or the struggle between the "camps" as ". . a titanic struggle 

between the 'two Frances,' the one progressive, liberal and republican, and the other reactionary, 

highly nationalist and monarchist," is a wrong interpretation (Marrus, 1971:201). Most French, 

including the Jews wanted a peacefil settlement (volonte' de paix) of the public order. The 

Dreyfhsards, therefore, were a tiny minority "..a small and embattled coalition of idealists and 

relatives of Dreyfbs, whose persistent and resolute agitation alone was able to keep the cause 

alive". Only their vociferous struggle to preserve a fragile public order fiom what they perceived 

as a virtual coup d'etat precipitated the crisis (Marrus, 197 1 :202). 

The Dreyfhsards succeeded only afker they were able to convince the majority of 

Republicans and the Socialist members of the Senate and Chamber of Deputies of the impending 

danger. Only this coalition between the Republicans and the Socialists would be able to forestall 

the emergence of an anti-Semitic dictatorship. Finally, only after Jean Jaures joined Clemenceau 

were they able to crush the power of the anti-Dreyfbsards in the Army, the government and in 

the streets (Arendt, 1979: 1 13). The case of Dreyfbs was settled by the confessions of Esterhazy 

and Henry, but the anti-Semitic movement was crushed by a political alliance of these forces 



who saw in the protecting of the Jews as citizens the protection of the political system in which 

Jews were formal members. 

This, therefore was a major point of difference between Third Republic France and 

Second Reich and late Weimar Germany in which the political coalitions were based on a 

"negative bond." Political parties sought to block the participation and influence of the SociaI 

Democratic party and used anti-Semitism as the cement of their "negative integration. " In 

Germany, throughout the period of 1871 to 1933, the ruling political coalitions fought against the 

rising power of the Social Democrats and Socialist parties. Whereas, in France, the political 

leaders were able to create coalitions for the preservation of the inclusive character of the 

Republic. 

Anti-Semitism, that is the demand to exclude the Jews fiom civic participation because of 

their different religion or their so-called "race" was used in both societies. The ability to "see" 

through this vociferous demand to the true goal of the rabble-rousers was contingent, not just 

upon power, party interests and political culture, but also on the "naive" adherence of some, to 

the moral aims of justice and equality. In the Dreyfbs Mair, Hannah Arendt singles out, not 

Emile Zola, but two other individuals. The first is Picquart, the second is Clemenceau. 

Concerning Picquart, she says that despite the fact that he "...possessed . . a good Catholic 

background, excellent military prospects, and the "proper" degree of antipathy toward the Jews, 

[he] had yet not adopted the principle that the end justifies the means." As for Clemenceau, she 

says that "the greatness of Clemenceau's approach lies in the fact that it was not directed against 

a particular miscarriage of justice, but was based upon such "abstract" ideas as justice, liberty, 

and civic virtue" (Arendt, 1979: 109-10). What made the Third Republic collapse in World War 

II was not the power of the fascist groups such as Action Francaise, but "what made France fall 



was the fact that she had no more true Dreyfbsards, no one who believed that democracy and 

fieedom, equality and justice could any longer be defended or realized under the republic" (ibid, 

93). 

E. Conclusion 

This work has evolved along two core issues: Jewish religious and ethnic particularity 

and the relevancy of Jewish experiences of persecution, massacre and genocide to other cases of 

ethnic persecution. These two issues are presented in both the theoretical discussions of the so- 

called Jewish Question and in the exposition of the historical cases in which Jews, Armenians 

and Indians were persecuted, expelled and/or murdered. 

Though the Jewish experiences were historically unique and had aspects that did not 

appear in the case of the genocide perpetrated against the Armenians and the expulsion of 

Ugandan Indians, a similar pattern of social development can be discerned in all these cases. In 

all four cases, the host society veered toward total exclusionary policies and vehement ethnic 

violence at a specific moment in their historical development. As this work has demonstrated, 

these political policies were rooted in analogous, though by no means equal, social, cultural and 

political developments. 

Two crucial points have been stressed. First, the equalization of status between the 

majority and the minority group is perceived in the work as a revolutionary development. 

Though it was scarcely perceptible factor in its initial stages, over time, the equalization of status 

exerted tremendous impact on the relations between these minorities and their host societies - an 

impact which set these inter-ethnic relations on a new and revolutionary track of social 



development. My claim was that formal equality, whether as conversion to Christianity or 

citizenship status, served as the catalyst for that revolutionary social process. 

In Catholic Spain, the conversion of Jews to Christianity created a new social category of 

peopIe - the so-called "New Christians." This group was fervently resented. In the other cases, 

the contemplated or actual granting of citizenship rights to the minority group contributed to the 

development of social hostility. 

Formal equality and civic incorporation, artificial as both might have been, radically 

altered the social horizons of these peoples and groups. Individuals as well as collectivities began 

to perceive themselves on a different basis. Formal equality transformed the taken-for-granted 

and rarely articulated cultural identities of these social groups, into a socia1 problem as well as 

politicizing social membership. 

The problematization of the "old regime" social and cultural identities, and the projected 

fbture image that status equalization entailed, revolutionized the notion of membership and 

participation in these newly created collectivities. Formal equality introduced factors that forced 

all members of these societies, including the minority groups, into a reflective relationship for 

which they had inadequate political and cultural tools to cope with. The equalization of status 

involved the eradication of past identities, yet provided only abstract formalistic answers to the 

question of what would be the common ground for the creation of the new social identity. 

Membership in the new polity would be constituted on the rule of (religious or secular) law. This 

process denationalized the notion of the nation-state and created states instead. In a deeper level 

of meaning, formal equality secularized religion and nation. It established, unabashedly and as a 

matter of course, the sociological, historical elemental truth that humankind is the sole actor in 

its history. The destruction of the cultural limits of religion and community and the creation of 



the open-ended world of possibilities disoriented many, and caused a strong backlash against 

such unbounded potentiality. Indeed, the equalization of formal status was and still is a 

revolutionary development. 

The political unification of Aragon and Castile in Spain, the modernization process in 

Gemany and the creation of the Second Reich, the reform movements in late Ottoman Turkey 

and the destruction of the Ottoman Empire, the economic developments in late colonial Uganda 

as well as independence in post-Colonial Uganda, all these events forced the members of these 

societies to forge new identities and to grant meaning to historical developments that were 

completely new for all. Not only was this new "commonality" rejected, but also the projected 

future image of the new society appeared intangible and uncertain. This uncertainty bred anxiety 

in both the majority and the minority groups. Formal equality was especially aggravating for 

many since it surfaced simultaneously with other threatening economic and political changes. 

These unwelcomed processes of  change displaced and ruined, for many, their previous social 

positions and world views. 

Hence, in these specific societies, the formalistic base of social and political participation 

was ecstatically rejected by significant segments. Formal equality could not supply an emotional 

substitute for the lost identity or the so-called "organic bond" of these societies. The resentment 

engendered by these social changes and the rejection of their implications, coalesced into a social 

movement seeking to remedy the lost sense of identity by excluding the minority group. It was 

an assertion, through negative means, of their lost, nostalgic identity. However, such processes 

did not invariably develop in all societies which went through analogous economic and political 

developmental processes. What were, then, the specific characteristics of the "old regime" 

status order in these societies that were conducive to such an emotional eruption? 



The ancient regime status order of these four societies was based on an entrenched notion 

of social honour. Formal equality, assimilation and social mobility (especially in the cases of the 

Jews) utterly destroyed the legitimacy of the previous social honour. In medieval Catholic Spain, 

in Ottoman Turkey, in Second Reich Germany and in pre-colonial Uganda, the social order was 

based on a strict adherence to norms of social distance based on caste-like social circles and 

hierarchies. Honour-based societies are constituted on rigid status inequalities. In contrast, 

formal equality grants to all the dignity of the citizen. The politics of recognition of equal dignity 

was therefore the harshest "assault" on the notion of social honour (Taylor, 1994:27). The 

emotional reaction against the destruction of the honour-based system was as severe as the 

consequences of the universalization of honour (civic dignity) would have entailed. 

Consequently, equality of status was rejected. 

Second, the reaction of both minority and majority groups toward these political 

developments was of a radically new sort. The formal equality measures and their social, cultural 

and political implications dawned with a stunning force. The relinquishing of habitual modes of 

social actions, perceptions and stereotypes proved to be a demanding challenge. The reaction of 

substantial segments of majority groupst members, therefore, fielled resentment against the new 

realities and rejection of the implications that these realities entailed. This resentment and 

rejection converged in relations toward the minority group. For these segments of the majority 

group population, the minority group members aroused all their apprehensions and anxieties 

emerging fiom the confirsion over the transformation of traditional and taken-for-granted-social 

identities and habitual practices, and their ability to cope with these changes. Indeed, social 

institutions die hard. 



However, the vehement reaction against the minorities had new properties lacking in 

traditional means of excluding the said groups. A new set of rules was forged to account for, and 

in response to these new developments. The new rules were manifested in the fabrication of an 

imagined racial community that completely and utterIy excluded the minority group. The total 

and active exclusion of the minority fiom any association with the host society was presented as 

the only solution for a precarious present and threatening future. Thus, totally excluding the 

minority served as a substitute for facing harsh reality - a reality that had little to do with the 

minority group. 

Total, active exclusion was based, in the last analysis, on the fallaciousness of the 

argument of the "naturalt' origins of races. Racial ideology is, therefore, the ultimate barrier 

against social association. Racism was (is) therefore the major challenge and threat to 

democracy. In addition, racism served as the ideological and cultural underpinning, legitimizing 

the politics of a "final solution." 

Hence both the timing and the intensity of the reaction were rooted in revolutionary 

developments emerging out of status equalization. As well, the violent ethnocentric eruptions 

represented revolutionary reactions. These ethnic minorities were traditional targets long before 

the ethnocentric eruptions. However "final solutions" - expulsion and genocide - represented 

unique new ideas and politics of exclusion (Gamson, 1995). Therefore, the historical uniqueness 

of the final solutions must be articulated if an understanding of the social preconditions of such 

momentous events is to be sociologically comprehensible. 

Three pre-conditions were elaborated in the work: the emergence of a total ideology 

social movement, the shaping or seizure of state power, and the intensification of the 

vulnerability of the minority groups. The historical discussions in each of the cases established 



the presence of all these pre-conditions. The anti-Marrano social movement in 15th century 

Catholic Spain, though never strong enough to seize state power, was powerfid enough to shape 

government policies and pressure the Spanish monarchs to establish the Inquisition. The Young 

Turks were able to depose Sultan Abdul h m i t  and institute their authoritarian regime through 

a coup d'etat. The Nazi movement won the German election, Nazified Germany, waged a World 

War and destroyed European Jewry. President Milton Obote demolished the federal structure of 

post-colonial Uganda by violently subjugating the Buganda kingdom, as well as other kingdoms, 

to the rule of a unitary and centralized Ugandan state. By instituting the notion of a unitary state 

and establishing a new constitution, he  abrogated the previous status order prevalent in the 

Protectorate. Obote was followed by the mthless Idi Amin who carried Obote's unitary state to 

its ultimate end: a state bureaucracy ruled by a racial ideology which violently crushed its own 

citizens through expulsion and murder. It takes a specific kind of regime to undertake such 

atrocities. The legalized murder of citizens by state agencies was a common characteristic of 

these regimes. Terror was their method of rule, not simply a method of subjugating their 

enemies. 

The third pre-condition focused on the asymmetry of power relations between minority 

and majority groups. I argued that intense vulnerability, more than any other social or economic 

factor, was the main characteristic of the minority group in these ethnic relations. Demographic 

imbalance, social entrapment, and political isolation were the root causes of this vulnerability. 

However, as elaborated in the work, ethnic vulnerability has its own properties. Ethnic groups' 

vulnerability was intensified by rejecting members of the minority group as legitimate 

participants in the new polities which emerged with the formal civic incorporation. The 

emergence of a social movement advocating the active exclusion of the minority on the basis of 



their presumed racial origins intensified the potential ground of victimization. As the minority 

lost the support and the protection of the powers that be, their vulnerability was intensified and 

their helplessness deepened. Their hopelessness could have been avoided either by a clear 

assertion by the government of its commitment to protect them, or by an external force or state 

that would have demanded the protection of their well-being, or by a concerted action of 

members of the majority group defending the minority group's life integrity rights (Fein, 1990). 

In all four societies in which the persecution reached the level of a "final solution", none 

of these developments took place. The governments of these regimes legalized, enforced and 

executed the persecution of the minority. And the vast majority of the populace willingly 

supported the regime's policies. As for any external forces, they were either indifferent, 

cooperated or were equivocal or provided only the most meagre support to the minority group. 

However, in Third Republic France during the Dreyfus AfYair, all of these three anti- 

isolation measures were present. The government however, never formally abdicated its 

obligation toward its citizens of a Jewish background. As wel!, other external bodies (the Pope in 

Rome) and other states declared their dissatisfaction with the persecution of French Jewry 

(Arendt, 1979: 104). Most importantly, a vigorous and adamant group fiom within the French 

society "voiced" its concerns and protected Dreyfbs and the Jewish French citizens in the name 

of their common French citizenship. The Dreyfirsards campaign demanded the protection of the 

rights of Jews as French citizens not as Jews. The result of all these concomitant factors was that 

the social exclusion of the Jewish French citizens did not reach the level of political, active and 

total exclusion during the Dreyfbs Mair.  Hence, the French anti-Semitic social movement failed 

to achieve its political aims of a "final solution" for the so-called French Jewish Question. 
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