From the Vienna to the Paris System:
International Politics and the Entangled Histories of
Human Rights, Forced Deportations, and Civilizing Missions

ERIC D. WEITZ

THE TWENTIETH CENTURY WAS AN EPOCH of extreme violence. Yet it was also the era
of human rights and humanitarian protection of civilian populations, at least on the
level of international conventions and a thick web of institutions designed to im-
plement them. There is a common, perhaps universal, way of explaining this paradox.
The commission of atrocities inspires a reaction that leads to the expansion of human
rights and humanitarian measures. Stimulus, response. Point. counterpoint. The spray-
ing of poison gas over the trenches in World War I resulted in the 1925 Geneva Protocol
banning gas as a weapon of war; the Holocaust led to the Nuremberg Tribunal and
the legal and moral consecration of the concept “crimes against humanity.”

True enough—but also not deep enough. Inscribed in both the atrocities and the
human rights columns of the ledger are two items that developed in tandem in the
latter third of the nineteenth century and received full-blown articulation as part of
the Paris peace settlement from 1919 to 1923: forced deportations and minority
protection. These were, and are, two sides of the same coin (to change the meta-
phor)—an entirely new way of conceiving of politics focused on discrete populations
and the ideal of national homogeneity under the state. The emergence of minority
protection, with its quick slide into a concept of minority rights, was not just a re-
action to various massacres and other atrocities that attracted increased public at-
tention and the interests of the Great Powers over the course of the nineteenth
century. Stimulus and response is not the appropriate metaphor, because deporta-
tions and protection ran together—they emerged chronclogically at roughly the
same point in time, the 1860s, and were both legitimized by bilateral and multilateral
treaties that the Great Powers either signed or blessed. And they sit at the epicenter
of an array of words and policies that also marked the shift to a politics focused on
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populations, both within Europe and in the larger European imperial world: civi-
lizing mission, self-determination, minorities and majorities, mandates, and genocide.

At the international level, this tectonic shift in political conceptions and policies
can be described as the move from the Vienna system to the Paris system. Vienna
centered on dynastic legitimacy and state sovereignty within clearly defined borders.
Paris focused on populations and an ideal of state sovereignty rooted in national
homogeneity. The move from one to the other marks the shift from traditional di-
plomacy to population politics, from mere territorial adjustments to the handling of
entire population groups categorized by ethnicity, nationality, or race, or some com-
bination thereof.! “The Vienna system” is a common term; “the Paris system” is
a phrase we do not use, probably because of the rank failures of the post-World
War I settlements. But arguably, the Paris system has had as great an impact on the
course of the twentieth and even the early twenty-first century as the Vienna system
had on the nineteenth. The Paris system has partitioned territories along supposedly
ethnic, national, and religious lines; legitimized forced deportations; consecrated
civilization and humanitarianism as express political goals; and moved the protection
of rights from the purely national to the international level. At the same time, the
abject failure of the Paris system truly to protect minorities—evident most clearly
in the genocide of Jews—resulted after World War II in the partial reformulation
of rights as inhering in individuals, not in groups.?

There is much to be learned by locating the origins and determining the core
principles of the international system that succeeded Vienna, even when they might
not have been crystal clear to the participants sitting around elegant conference
venues in London, Berlin, Paris, and Lausanne, nor completely and uniformly im-
plemented. How, within a brief one hundred years, did the international system move
from the acceptance and promotion of multi-ethnic and multi-confessional societies
and states to a system in which the state was the presumed representative of one
nation, with both humanitarian and lethal consequences for populations great and
minor? It will be helpful to suspend any sense of the nation-state and population
homogeneity as natural and inevitable political forms.

The Paris system was the consequence of two preeminent factors: the liberal
principles that had risen to domination over the course of the nineteenth century,
and European imperialism, both formal and informal. As their influence expanded
into the Ottoman Empire and Africa, the European powers, collectively and indi-
vidually, had to learn how to manage populations more diverse and more unruly than
those they had encountered previously. They confronted rebellions by Bulgarian
peasants and cattle-herding Herero, demands issued by Armenian activists and Arab
nationalists, and power plays by individual European states in the eastern Medi-
terranean and the Congo basin. All of these unforeseen and conflict-laden situations

1 Here I would differ with Charles S. Maier by arguing that the defining feature of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries was not just a “rescaling” of territoriality, but a profound emphasis on distinctive
populations within clearly demarcated territories. See Maier, “Consigning the Twentieth Century to
History: Alternative Narratives for the Modern Era,” American Historical Review 105, no. 3 (June 2000):
807-831.

2 See Mark Mazower’s important article “The Strange Triumph of Human Rights, 1933-1950,”
Historical Journal 47, no. 2 (2004): 379-398, although I shall argue below that group rights continue to
be a constituent element of the post-World War I human rights regime.
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presented entirely new challenges to the state system brought to life at Vienna in
1815. The Paris system emerged not as some kind of natural unfolding of liberalism,
but as the consequence—at least in part—of popular challenges to imperial rule both
in Eastern Europe and in Africa, and of the excessive ambitions of particular states.

The situation became even more complex and problematic in World War 1. The
ever-expansive aims that states developed in the course of the war—a German-dom-
inated Mitteleuropa extending into the Urals; a revived Ottoman Empire purged of
Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians; a world of self-determining nations—placed
populations, not just borders or sovereign rulers, at the core of politics.® By 1917 at
the latest, all sorts of self-appointed movements and spokesmen were demanding
national independence; right after the war, the cry of self-determination spread far
beyond Europe. The result was the creation of an international system that prized
the homogeneity of populations under the state—even if the new system was im-
perfectly implemented, even if numerous anomalies remained—rather than the ac-
ceptance of multi-ethnicity as the preeminent form of society under dynastic rule.

To be sure, prior to the nineteenth century, states of all sorts had often focused
their energies on particular populations that were typically defined in religious or
ethno-religious terms. They had also moved around entire groups. Toleration, pro-
tection, and humanitarianism had been proclaimed in international treaties from the
Peace of Westphalia in 1648 (and even before) to the Vienna Treaty in 1815. But
the sea change in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries—-the great distinction be-
tween the Paris system and everything that came before, including Vienna-—involved
two critical points: the connection drawn between populations conceived in national
and racial terms and sovereignty, and the development of the civilizing mission into
a comprehensive program.* It is this profound transformation that has led in the
modern era to both the great intensification of forced deportations (sometimes lead-
ing into genocides) and the concept and practice of minority rights (later leading into
human rights).

All of this makes the history of human rights a great deal messier than many
accounts in this newly burgeoning field suggest. Typically we read of a fundamentally
linear, upwardly soaring history that begins (mostly) in the eighteenth century with
new conceptions of the self and the great Enlightenment-based emancipatory doc-
uments of the American and French revolutions. There may be a few blips in the line,
but we get quickly and directly from August 26, 1789, and the Declaration of the

? For an important argument on the transformational moment of 19141923 that links social rev-
olution and national development with the critical impact of the Bolshevik Revolution, see Geoff Eley,
“Remapping the Nation: War, Revolutionary Upheaval and State Formation in Eastern Europe, 1914~
1923,” in Howard Aster and Peter J. Potichnyj, eds., Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical Perspective
(Edmonton, 1990), 205-246.

* For effective and interesting treatments of the huge topic of sovereignty, see James J. Sheehan,
“The Problem of Sovereignty in European History,” American Historical Review 111, no. 1 (February
2006): 1-15; and Jeremy Adelman, “An Age of Imperial Revolutions,” American Historical Review 113,
no. 2 (April 2008): 319-340. For an important argument concerning the way colonialism shaped the
development of international law, concepts of sovereignty, and the civilizing mission, see Antony Anghie,
Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law (Cambridge, 2004). See also Martti Ko-
skenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer of Nations: The Rise and Fall of International Law, 1870-1960 (Cam-
bridge, 2002); and Gerrit W. Gong, The Standard of “Civilization” in International Society (Oxford, 1984).

AMERICAN HisTorICAL REVIEW Decemser 2008




1316 Eric D. Weitz

Rights of Man and Citizen to December 10, 1948, and the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights.?

But the origins of human rights standards are not so pristine and pure, nor so
completely and clearly the result of intentional political action. A major part of their
history lies in a way of thinking about populations—group protection and group
rights—that entailed the very same thought patterns that enabled and promoted
forced deportations, one of the most egregious violations of both individual and
collective rights. It is not an accident, nor mere hypocrisy, that leading statesmen
such as the Czechs Thomas Masaryk and Eduard Bene$ and the Greek prime min-
ister Eleutherios Venizelos (let alone Winston Churchill and Franklin Delano Roos-
evelt) could move without missing a beat from strong advocacy of democracy and
human rights to active promotion of compulsory deportations of minority popula-
tions.

Two global areas, rarely if ever considered together, constituted the critical sites
for the emergence of the Paris system: (1) the borderlands region of Central, East-
ern, and Southeastern Europe, which stretched from the Baltic to the Black and
Caspian seas and into Anatolia and was the meeting point of the Russian, German,
Habsburg, and Ottoman empires; and (2) the zones of imperial influence outside of
Europe, the formal colonies and informal spheres of influence, Africa and Anatolia
in particular.® In these two areas especially, the Great Powers proclaimed great prin-
ciples and had to learn how to manage difficult populations. The results—minority
protection and minority rights, deportations and genocides, civilizing efforts and
stark repression—were not necessarily planned or preordained. Historians have
completely distinct literatures for these regions: one for Central, Eastern, and South-
eastern Europe, which sometimes (but by no means always) includes Ottoman and
Republican Turkey, and still another for Africa. Yet their histories are intimately
linked, as the statesmen and experts who developed the Paris system clearly rec-
ognized.

INTERNATIONAL SYSTEMS ENABLE AND CONSTRAIN POLITICS. They make possible, and
they limit, certain kinds of agreements, certain types of interventions, certain ways
of thinking.” They are never totally fixed and solid and are always subject to chal-
lenge. Moreover, whatever particular label one places on an international system—

5 See Paul Gordon Lauren, The Evolution of International Human Rights: Visions Seen (Philadel-
phia, 1998); Micheline Ishay, The History of Human Rights: From Ancient Times to the Globalization Era
(Berkeley, Calif., 2004); and Lynn Hunt, Inventing Human Rights: A History (New York, 2007). Other
histories take World War II as the jumping-off point for the human rights “revolution.” See, for example,
A. W. Brian Simpson, Human Rights and the End of Empire: Britain and the Genesis of the European
Convention (Oxford, 2001); and Elizabeth Borgwardt, A New Deal for the World: America’s Vision for
Human Rights (Cambridge, Mass., 2005).

6 On the importance of the borderlands region, see the Project Overview of the research project
“Borderlands: Ethnicity, Identity, and Violence in the Shatter-Zone of Empires since 1848, http://
www.watsoninstitute.org/borderlands/ (accessed November 16, 2008).

7 See Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Boston, 1979), esp. 69-73, 99; Andreas
Hasenclever, Peter Mayer, and Volker Rittberger, Theories of International Regimes (Cambridge, 1997),
esp. 8-22; Torbjorn L. Knutsen, A History of International Relations Theory, 2nd ed. (Manchester, 1997),
208-286; and Paul W. Schroeder, Systems, Stability, and Statecraft: Essays on the International History of
Modern Europe, ed. David Wetzel, Robert Jervis, and Jack S. Levy (New York, 2004).
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Westphalian, Pax Britannica, Vienna, Paris—these are iceal types that designate
predominant trends. Within each system, there were contradictions and elements of
new formations that would fully emerge only later. Moreover, as European power
expanded over the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries into Anatolia,
the Middle East, and Africa, the Great Powers would have to determine how the
principles enunciated for the European state system would apply—if at all—to the
imperial realms abroad. Conventions such as the London Protocol of 1830 and the
Berlin Congress of 1878 would prove to be relevant also for Europe’s formal colonies
and informal spheres of influence.

State interests as codified at Vienna were quite simple. According to the historian
Paul Schroeder, they signified peace, security, and territorial integrity for all the
members, and participation in a European state system built on independent states.
In Schroeder’s unreservedly positive evaluation, the Vienna system meant restraint,
commonly agreed-upon norms, and commitment to a lasting peace.®

The Vienna Treaty, like many others before it, had its humanitarian provisions.
The Great Powers affirmed the right of Poles to use their own language and to
exercise some degree of autonomy. In an ancillary declaration attached to the treaty,
the signatories also declared that the slave trade was morally repugnant and “in
principle” should be abolished.? Many treaties prior to 1815 had provided protection
for religious minorities. But in none of these cases was it ever contemplated that
Maronite, Orthodox, or Armenian Christians in the Ottoman Empire, Russian Em-
pire Jews, or Catholics in Protestant territories could be the source of sovereignty;
nor did any of these treaties seriously envisage a civilizing process in which the state,
over time, would foster the transformation of Christians into Muslims, or Jews into
Christians. Diversity under the state was an accepted fact of life (despite anomalies
such as Spain under Ferdinand and Isabella).

The London Protocol of 1830 was different. By establishing the territorial and
political contours of independent Greece, it marked the first time that the powers
clearly linked a specific population and sovereignty—that is, the Greek state con-
sidered as representative of the Greek people. Notably, the Great Powers affirmed
the rights of Muslims in Greece and Christians in the Ottoman Empire to pursue
their livelihoods and religious beliefs. In sharp distinction to the Lausanne Treaty
nearly one hundred years later—the last of the post-World War I Paris system trea-
ties—the London Protocol affirmed the multi-ethnic and multi-confessional char-
acter of Greece and the Ottoman Empire.!® The recognition of an independent
Greece thus stood on the cusp of two worlds, the one of population diversity, the
other of population homogeneity.

The truly critical transitional period from the Vienna to the Paris system came

¥ Paul W. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics, 1765-1848 (Oxford, 1994); for his
concluding comments on Napoleon, see 394-395, and generally for his appraisal, see 575-582.

? Text of the Vienna Treaty in Augustus Oakes and R. B. Mowat, eds., The Great European Treaties
of the Nineteenth Century (Oxford, 1918), 32-33, 98.

10 Articles 5 and 6 of the London Protocol, ibid., 121. None of the following major works in dip-
lomatic history recognizes the significance of these clauses: M. S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774
1923: A Study in International Relations (London, 1966), 73-77; Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Es-
tablishment of the Balkan National States, 1804-1920 (Seattle, 1977), 48-52; Schroeder, The
Transformation of European Politics, 662-664. In contrast, see Dan Diner, Das Jahrhundert verstehen:
Eine universalhistorische Deutung (Munich, 1999), 30-31.
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FIGURE 1: “The Congress,” by Johann Michael Voltz (1784-1858). Alexander I of Russia, Franz I of Austria,
and Friedrich Wilhelm III of Prussia divide up Europe while Napoleon looks on in the distance > island
of Elba. The three dynastic rulers point at the map of Europe spread out before them on the table. The Vienna
Congress was primarily about dynastic sovereignty within clearly demarcated territorial boundaries: it gave
little attention to populations. Reproduced by permission of Bildarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz/Art Resource
N.Y.

not with the revolutions of 1848, but in the twenty-five years between 1860 and 1885,
an era most often noted as the high-water mark of domestic liberal reform and of
state- and constitution-building in a wide variety of regions and countries—the Brit-
ish Reform Act of 1867, the unification of Germany and Italy, the Austro-Hungarian
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Ausgleich, and further afield the reconstitution of the American republic in the Civil
War and Reconstruction, Russian reforms, and the Meiji Restoration.!! This was
also the period when population politics became inscribed at the international level
through the Berlin Congress of 1878, the Berlin West Africa Conference of 1884—
1885, and bilateral treaties involving population exchanges. Even though these de-
velopments did not yet have the encompassing character they would attain after
World War I, the various agreements laid out the contours of a system that defined
majorities and minorities in ethnic and national terms. Depending on the category
to which they were assigned, populations could be protected, deported, or civilized.

Historians almost never consider the two Berlin meetings together. Diplomatic
histories of Europe refer to the Berlin West Africa Conference only in passing, if
at all.’> Historians of Africa almost never discuss the Berlin Congress.'? Studies in
international legal history reproduce this division.'* Yet the documents that ulti-
mately emerged out of the two meetings, the Berlin Treaty of 1878 and the General
Act of 1885, were intimately related, as the participants and their successors after
World War I understood.

Both meetings were the result of entirely unanticipated events to which the Great
Powers were forced to react: peasant rebellions against Ottoman suzerainty in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, and Bulgaria; and the excessive ambitions of Russia in
Southeastern Europe, and Britain, with the minor power of Portugal in tow, in Af-
rica. The negotiations at both conclaves were rife with competing interests and agen-
das. All sorts of matters came into play, and the outcomes were hardly preordained.s
The German chancellor, Otto von Bismarck, convened both meetings to assert the
power of a newly unified Germany within the international system and to restore the
vaunted balance among the major states that everyone understood as the key to
stability. Much that transpired at these gatherings evoked all the elements of the “old
diplomacy” of the Vienna system. The Great Powers drew boundaries in South-
eastern Europe and Anatolia and in Africa—notably rolling back Russia’s excessive

1 See Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Capital, 1848-1875 (London, 1975). Notably, this is also the
period when international law rose to prominence and articulated a powerful progressive optimism. See
Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer.

'? See especially Stig Forster, Wolfgang J. Mommsen, and Ronald Robinson, eds., Bismarck, Europe,
and Africa: The Berlin Africa Conference, 1884-1885, and the Onset of Partition (Oxford, 1988); and the
earlier study by S. E. Crowe, The Berlin West African Conference, 1884-1885 (London, 1942). Some
important documents are collected in R. J. Gavin and J. A. Betley, eds.. The Scramble for Africa: Doc-
uments on the Berlin West African Conference and Related Subjects, 1844/85 (Ibadan, 1972). The dip-
lomatic histories and the histories of Germany cited below in n. 16 largely ignore the Berlin Conference
and fail to see its intimate connection to the Berlin Congress. Otto Pflanze, for example, in Bismarck
and the Development of Germany, vol. 3: The Period of Fortification, 18801898 (Princeton, N.J., 1990),
devotes all of one-half of one paragraph to it (131).

13 For example, there is no mention of the Berlin Congress in Roland Oliver and G. N. Sanderson,
eds., The Cambridge History of Africa, vol. 6: From 1870 to 1905 (Cambridge, 1985).

'* For example, Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law; Gong, The
Standard of “Civilization”; and Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer, discuss only the West Africa Con-
ference, while Simpson, Human Rights and the End of Empire, discusses only the Berlin Congress.

15 Germany in 1878, for example, was embroiled in difficulties with Romania over failed investments
in Romanian railroads. Bismarck used Romania’s appalling treatment of Jews as a club to win recovery
of these investments and other commercial advantages for Germany. See Fritz Stern, Gold and Iron:
Bismarck, Bleichroder, and the Building of the German Empire (New York, 1977), 350393, for a very
thorough discussion. See also Carole Fink, Defending the Rights of Others: The Great Powers, the Jews,
and International Minority Protection, 1878-1938 (Cambridge, 2004), 3-18, for an excellent account of
the various state interests at play at the congress.
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gains at the expense of the Ottomans in the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 and
Britain’s efforts to establish exclusive hegemony in West Africa—encouraged com-
mercial relations, and designated the rulers of new states and territories.

But both meetings also went well beyond the limited politics of the Vienna sys-
tem. In a ringing assertion of the connection between liberalism and the political
form of the nation-state, the Great Powers, in the Berlin Treaty of 1878, mandated
religious freedom and civil and political rights for all citizens of the new Balkan states
constituted by the treaty—Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania—and of the
Ottoman Empire as well.’® Most renowned, in part because they were so often ig-
nored and violated, were articles 44 and 61. The former ensured the Jews of Romania
civil rights; the latter forced the Sublime Porte to guarantee the security of Arme-
nians, carry out “improvements and reforms” of their situation, and submit periodic
reports on their status to the Powers.!” The General Act of 1885, the final document
of the Berlin Conference, provided for protection and support of subject African
populations in a humanitarian (certainly not a human rights) sense. It enshrined a
new language at the international, not just the individual state, level: the language
of civilizing mission. The act required the signatories to work to suppress slavery and
slave trading, limit the sale of alcohol, and disseminate Christianity and civilization
for the improvement and well-being of native populations. Like the Berlin Treaty,
the General Act also mandated the protection of all religious or charitable insti-
tutions and religious toleration and freedom of conscience.'®

Overwhelmingly, the articles of the Vienna Treaty had addressed states, terri-
torial borders, and the proper titles for rulers (“His Highness [the King of Prussia]
shall add to his titles [that] of Duke of Saxony” (among others); “His Highness the
Duke of Saxe-Weimar shall assume the title of the Grand Duke of Saxe-Weimar™”).!?
In sharp contrast, the articles of the Berlin Treaty and the Berlin General Act dealt
in significant part with populations as well as states and boundaries. When the Great
Powers denoted Bulgarians, Romanians, Serbs, and so on, they were clearly thinking
of them as nations or even races (to use common nineteenth-century parlance), and
not as religious communities. They were admissible to the community of civilized

16 Diplomatic historians and historians of Germany have largely failed to draw out the significance
of the Berlin Treaty’s focus on populations. See A. 1. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe,
1848-1918 (Oxford, 1954); Anderson, The Eastern Question; and Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establish-
ment of the Balkan National States. Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, 3-38, and Stern, Gold and Iron,
351-393, recognize the pathbreaking character of the Berlin Congress, but both focus only on Jews and
neglect the discussions on the fate of the Armenians and other Christians in the Ottoman Empire.
Historians of Germany interpret the meeting as an example of Bismarck’s artful statecraft, but miss the
larger significance of the congress. See, for example, Otto Pflanze, Bismarck and the Development of
Germany, vol. 2: The Period of Consolidation (Princeton, N.J., 1990), 415-441; and Klaus Hildebrand,
Das vergangene Reich: Deutsche Aufenpolitik von Bismarck bis Hitler 1871-1945 (Stuttgart, 1995), 34-65.

17 See Oakes and Mowat, The Great European Treaties, 332-360, for the text of the Berlin Treaty,
especially articles 4, 5, and 12 (Bulgaria), 335-336, 339; articles 27 and 30 (Montenegro), 345-346,
348-349; articles 35 and 39 (Serbia), 350, 352-353; articles 43 and 44 (Romania), 353-354; article 61
(Armenians), 358; and article 62 (Ottoman Empire), 358-359. See also Donald Bloxham, “Introduction:
Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing in Europe’s Long Twentieth Century,” in Bloxham, Genocide, the World
Wars and the Unweaving of Europe (London, 2008), 1-16.

18 See Horst Griinder, “Christian Missionary Activities in Africa in the Age of Imperialism and the
Berlin Conference of 1884-85,” in Férster, Mommsen, and Robinson, Bismarck, Europe, and Africa,
85-103; and L. H. Gann, “The Berlin Conference and the Humanitarian Conscience,” ibid., 320-331.

19 Text of Vienna Treaty in Oakes and Mowat, The Great European Treaties, 37-98, quotes from
article 16 (44) and article 36 (57).
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nations, but only if they adopted the practices of civilization—in short, the prevailing
liberal principles of the nineteenth century. In this fashion, the Berlin Treaty pro-
vided international sanction for a politics of individual national sovereignties and a
civilizing process of East Europeans.20

Armenians and Jews stood at the nodal points of the emerging system. By their
very existence, they posed most acutely all of the issues of sovereignty and rights.
Both groups lived dispersed over large territories; both looked to the Great Powers
as lifelines of support. Articles 44 and 61 made their protection a constituent element
of the international system, not the cause of an individual state, but in fact it en-
tangled them in the vicissitudes of Great Power politics.2! Armenians and Jews would
experience both sides of the new population politics—protection and rights, as well
as forced deportations and genocide.

The European powers never thought of Africans as sovereign peoples. Instead,
the General Act in essence rooted sovereignty not just in ethnicity or nationality (the
tendency of the Berlin Treaty) but in race, in the domination of Africans by settler
colonists and administrators dispatched from the European capitals. However, the
entire logic of the civilizing mission implied that at some distant point in the future,
Africans would become developed enough to exercise sovereignty, with the result
that the political map of Africa would more closely resemble that of Europe.22 Even
the deliberations and pronouncements at the Berlin Conference, focused on inter-
national law and humanitarianism, foreshadow the Paris Peace Conference and the
League of Nations much more than they resemble the Vienna Congress and the Holy
Alliance.??

To be sure, neither international agreement created a halcyon period of liberty
and progress in the Balkans and Africa. For decades, Romania blatantly discrimi-
nated against Jews in open violation of the civil and political provisions of the Berlin
Treaty. Even before the genocide of 1915-1916, Armenians suffered pogroms in
1895 and 1909 that were far more deadly than those endured by Jews in the Russian
Empire. Colonial rule brought with it immense violence directed at African pop-
ulations, and Africans were deprived of huge stretches of territory. Many of the
eminently liberal and humanitarian provisions enunciated at Berlin, including free-

?0 Again, it is the sovereignty issue that marks off these provisions from all sorts of previous treaties
that provided for the protection of religious populations and secured rights of property and person for
Europeans abroad, as in the capitulations treaties with the Ottoman Empire and other extraterritorial
treaties that the European powers more or less imposed on Asian states Gong, The Standard of “Civ-
ilization,” 64-69, 140146, and Simpson, Human Rights and the End of Enpire, 108-117, overemphasize
the continuities from these treaties into the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as do the older works
of C. A. Macartney, National States and National Minorities (London, 1934), and Ernst Flachbarth,
System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes (Budapest, 1937).

! On the Armenian issue in international politics, see especially Donald Bloxham, The Great Game
of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of the Ottomen Armenians (Oxford, 2005).

** See especially Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of international Law, who argues
that only by positing “cultural difference” could Europeans sustain the commitment to the universalism
of law and deprive the colonized of sovereignty; at the same time, the civilizing process would move
Africans toward sovereignty. See also Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer, 71-78, 126-135: Alice L. Conk-
lin, A Mission to Civilize: The Republican Idea of Empire in France and Wes: Africa, 1895-1930 (Stanford,
Calif., 1997); and Gong, The Standard of “Civilization.”

23 See H. L. Wesseling, “The Berlin Conference and the Expansion of Europe: A Conclusion,” in
Forster, Mommsen, and Robinson, Bismarck, Europe, and Africa, 527-540, here 527.
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dom of trade, remained dead letters.?* Bismarck’s attention to the plight of Ro-
manian Jews, Ottoman Armenians, and African slaves was remarkably fickle; prob-
ably the only difference between him and his counterparts was that he expressed his
disparaging views so baldly and dramatically.?s

Still, it does not suffice to dismiss the rhetoric of liberty and civilization or the
provisions delineating political and civil rights as mere window dressing or hypoc-
risy.26 Both Berlin agreements established new standards that made populations, not
just territory, the central object of the international system and provided statesmen,
reformers, and revolutionaries with powerful rhetorical tools.

As additional signs of the emergence of the Paris system, forced deportations in
Europe intensified in number and scale between 1860 and 1885. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Muslims, anticipating that their life circumstances would be drastically re-
duced in a Bulgarian or Serbian national state, made their way in long refugee col-
umns to Ottoman domains. Moreover, beginning in 1862 and 1863, the Russian and
Ottoman empires agreed on a series of population exchanges of Christians and Mus-
lims in the Caucasus, probably the first bilateral agreements of this sort. These ac-
tions were driven primarily by security and religious concerns; they were not total
in character, the way the deportations of the twentieth century would be, and they
were not yet geared toward creating ethnic, national, or racial homogeneity as an
intrinsic aspect of state- and nation-building.?” In that sense, they bear all the hall-
marks of traditional politics. But the fact that the Ottoman and Russian empires
concluded treaties legitimizing the compulsory removal of populations was a har-
binger of things to come.?® Indeed, following the Balkan Wars, treaties among
Greece, Bulgaria, and the Ottoman Empire led to new rounds of deportations, each
designed to make the respective states more homogeneous.?’ Tens of thousands of
Muslims were forced out of their homelands and fled to Anatolia, and some 100,000
Pontic Greeks were compulsorily removed beginning in 1913. The deportations con-

24 Crowe, The Berlin West African Conference, 3-5, emphasizes the failures of the liberal provisions
and does not even deign to write about the humanitarian articles, which she considers completely ir-
relevant. On free trade, see Immanuel Geiss, “Free Trade, Internationalization of the Congo Basin, and
the Principle of Effective Occupation,” in Forster, Mommsen, and Robinson, Bismarck, Europe, and
Africa, 263-280. But note Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law, 97, who
argues correctly that the expansion of commerce in the colonies was considered part of the civilizing
mission.

25 Bismarck wrote: “I care for the Rumanians as I do for my glass when it is empty” (emphasis in
original). He was similarly disparaging about Jews, whom, he said, “I need to coddle, win over and who
can be very useful to me in Germany and whom I like to pay in Rumanian money.” Quoted in Stern,
Gold and Iron, 383.

26 For one study that takes the civilizing mission very seriously and shows its evolution over time,
see Conklin, A Mission to Civilize.

27 For an analysis of the modern character of subsequent deportations, see Fikret Adanir and Hilmar
Kaiser, “Migration, Deportation, and Nation-Building: The Case of the Ottoman Empire,” in René
Leboutte, ed., Migrations et migrants dans une perspective historique: Permanences et innovations (Brus-
sels, 2000), 273-292.

28 See Kemal H. Karpat, Ottoman Population, 1830-1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics
(Madison, Wis., 1985), 60-77. I thank Peter Holquist for first pointing out to me the existence and
importance of the Russian-Ottoman agreements. See also his chapter “To Count, to Extract, and to
Exterminate: Population Statistics and Population Politics in Late Imperial and Soviet Russia,” in Ron-
ald Grigor Suny and Terry Martin, eds., 4 State of Nations: Empire and Nation-Making in the Age of Lenin
and Stalin (New York, 2001), 111-144.

2 Stephen Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities: Bulgaria, Greece, and Turkey (New York, 1932), 15-16,
18.
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tinued during World War 1.3° The deportations of Pontic Greeks were but one aspect
of a burgeoning policy of demographic engineering undertaken by the Young Turks,
which would ultimately affect virtually every group in the empire, most lethally Ar-
menians and Assyrians.?!

Moreover, in the two decades before World War 1, colonial violence intensified
as Europeans repressed numerous revolts. In the most deadly campaign, the German
army carried out a genocide of the Herero and Nama in Southwest Africa (present-
day Namibia)—the first genocide of the twentieth century. In many ways, the Nami-
bian War announced the opening of the violent twentieth century. Its suppression
was not just another chapter in the long catalog of European brutalities abroad. The
German army that carried out the genocide came armed with the formal ideology
of race. To Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha, the commander of the German
troops in Southwest Africa, the suppression of the revolt was part of an epic, global
struggle between the races, a position he articulated with dutiful references to
Charles Darwin.?? In the aftermath of the genocide, which killed somewhere between
60 and 80 percent of the Herero and 40 to 60 percent of the Nama, Germany es-
tablished an apartheid system in Southwest Africa, its first explicitly racial state and
society.??

WORLD WAR I was A WATERSHED that concentrated and expanded all the tendencies
toward population politics. What had started as a war between states swiftly became
also a war among peoples.** In the course of the conflict, the goals of the belligerents

3 Adanir and Kaiser, “Migration, Deportation, and Nation-Building * 280, 283-284; Fikret Adanir,
“Ethnicities in Thrace: From Imperial Core to National Periphery, 1850-1950s" (paper presented at the
Borderlands Final Conference, Herder-Institut, Marburg, Germany, May 17-20, 2007), cited by per-
mission. See also Dzovinar Kévonian, Réfugiés et diplomatie humanitaire: Les acteurs européens et la scéne
proche-orientale pendant ['entre-deux-guerres (Paris, 2004), 195-207.

3! See the recent pathbreaking work of Taner Akgam, A Shameful Act: The Armenian Genocide and
the Question of Turkish Responsibility, trans. Paul Bessemer (New York, 2006); Fiat Diindar,
“L’'Ingénierie ethnique du Comité Union et Progres et la turcisation de I'Anatolie (1913-1918)" (Thése
de Doctorat, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, 2006); and David Gaunt, Massacres, Re-
sistance, Protectors: Muslim-Christian Relations in Eastern Anatolia during World War I (Piscataway, N.J.,
2007).

32 See the notable quotes assembled by Isabel V. Hull in Absolute Destruction: Military Culture and
the Practices of War in Imperial Germany (Ithaca, N.Y., 2005), 26-33, 47-69; and by Gesine Kriiger in
Kriegsbewiltigung und Geschichtshewuftsein: Realitit, Deutung und Verarbeitung des deutschen Kolo-
nialkriegs in Namibia 1904 bis 1917 (Géttingen, 1999), 52-53, 65-66 (the Darwin quote), and 78-79. On
a theoretical level, see Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law, 103, on how
Africans’ lack of sovereignty meant that the European powers placed no limits on the conduct of colonial
wars. However, Anghie connects even these actions with the civilizing mission. But if populations could
not be civilized, which was certainly Trotha's view, the only response was removal or annihilation if they
challenged European rule.

¥ Even more than the orders issued in Berlin, the communiqués o! local colonial administrators
demonstrate the realities of the apartheid system, which involved building separate settlements for each
tribe (as defined by the Germans), requiring passports for all Africans with the exception of the mixed-
race Reheboth Bastars, administering “rational” rather than arbitrary corporal punishment, and closely
supervising even the Boers. See documents in the National Archives of Namibia relating to the districts
of Okahandja and Reheboth: BRE 14/B.10.3/4, 4RS, 9RS; BRE 14/B.10.a/1; BRE 22/E.1.¢/10: BRE
26/E.1.8.1/7; DOK 29/E.4.a, Bd. 1/ 4, 5, 25, 17, 31; DOK29/E.4.d, Bd. 7/17RS. See also Jirgen Zimmerer,
Deutsche Herrschaft iiber Afrikaner: Staatlicher Machtanspruch und Wirklichkeit im kolonialen Namibia
(Miinster, 2002).

 See George L. Mosse, Fallen Soldiers: Reshaping the Memory of the World Wars (New York, 1990).
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FIGURE 2: “The Flight of Turkish Peasants toward Constantinople.” Muslim refugees flec during the first
Balkan War. Their flight added to the hundreds of thousands of Muslims who had already been deported or
had fled from the 1860s onward as Ottoman power receded in the Crimea, the Caucasus, and the Balkans.
Following the Balkan Wars, the Ottoman Empire, Bulgaria, and Greece concluded population-exchange trea-
ties. From Le Petit Journal (Paris), November 24, 1912. Reproduced by permission of akg-images.
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FIGURE 3: The missionary leader Heinrich Vedder preaches in the Swakopmund concentration camp in South-
west Africa in 1904. The German military established a string of camps in Southwest Africa alongside the
suppression of the Herero-Nama revolt. By official German military statistics, the mortality rate in the camps
was 45 percent, and the true figure was probably even higher. Only through the intervention of missionaries
who opposed General Lothar von Trotha’s annihilation campaign did conditions in the camps improve some-
what. Missionaries believed in the redemptive (and economic) value of labor, which, in conjunction with Chris-
tianity, would civilize indigenous populations. Photo from Jiirgen Zimmerer and Joachim Zeller, eds., Vlk-
ermord in Deutsch-Siidwestafrika: Der Kolonialkrieg (1904-1908) in Namibia und seine Folgen (Berlin, 2003),
69. © Stadt Niirnberg Stadtarchiv. Reproduced by permission.

became ever more expansive and went way beyond the conquest of territory or self-
defense. Germany’s imagined Mitteleuropa contained within it an understanding of
discrete populations, some of which might be allied with Germany, while others,
notably Slavs, were slighted for economic exploitation and subjugation to a German
elite.?s In Oberost, the Baltic territory ruled directly by the German army, Germany
began to implement the configurations of this future system. '® In Russian occupation
zones in Galicia and Anatolia, Jews and Muslims, respectively, were treated ipso
facto as security threats and deported, although such policies were also subject to
dispute within Russian ruling circles and between particular ministries and the army
command.?” The Ottoman Empire under the Young Turks implemented the most

** While the impact of Mitteleuropa on populations is not fully developed in Fritz Fischer's classic
work, the outlines are clear, See Fischer, Germany's Aims in the First World War (New York, 1967).

' See Vejas G. Liulevicius, War Land on the Eastern Front: Culture, National Identity and German
Occupation in World War I (Cambridge, 2000).

*7 On Russian occupations, which often involved targeting specific ethnic or national groups, see
the following papers by Peter Holquist: * ‘It Was a Nightmarish Scene’: The Politics and Practice of the
Russian Occupation of Armenia™ (Borderlands Workshop, University of Minnesota, September 2004);
“Forms of Violence during the Russian Occupation of Ottoman Territory and in Northern Persia (Uru-

miah and Astrabad), October 1914-December 1917 (Workshop for Armenian Turkish Scholarship,
Salzburg, Austria, April 2005); and “‘In the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78 Russian Forces Conducted
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extreme population politics imaginable by carrying out a genocide of Armenians and
Assyrians. The United States proclaimed a radically different set of war aims, but
ones that also involved a conception of discrete population groups, each of which
would constitute a state. To every “civilized” population a state; then the world
would be at peace: so ran the Wilsonian ideals proclaimed in the nineteen months
of American belligerency.

But the peace settlement went even further and fully committed the international
system to the pursuit of population politics. At Paris and Lausanne, where the last
of the World War I treaties was negotiated and signed, the Allied powers consecrated
a new political language and new policies that had earlier emerged only in frag-
mentary fashion: majorities and minorities in reference to ethnicities and nation-
alities; minority protection and minority rights; population exchange and, worst of
all, the British diplomat Lord Curzon’s coinage, the “unmixing of peoples™; and,
finally, self-determination and mandates. Taken together, these terms defined a new
international system that received its most bristling articulation in the fourfold cre-
ation of the Paris Peace Conference: national states in Central and Eastern Europe
and Anatolia, the minority protection treaties, forced deportations, and the mandate
system. The result was a world made safe not for democracy (the hallowed words
of U.S. president Woodrow Wilson), but for national and racial politics, an inter-
national system focused around a conception of discrete population groups, of ma-
jorities and minorities within states that represented one particular nationality, and,
outside of Europe, of “civilizing” the natives toward self-rule. The liberal and dem-
ocratic provisions of the treaties were certainly important, but by and large, they did
not survive the turmoil of interwar politics and economics in the new states. National
and racial politics, in contrast, left deep, defining traces all through the twentieth
century and into the twenty-first.

While the language and policies of the Paris system marked a dramatic departure
in international politics, the Paris treaties were not written sui generis, as the liter-
ature so often suggests. The statesmen, the legions of experts who accompanied them
to Paris, and other interested parties drew extensively from the nineteenth-century
treaties, namely the London Protocol of 1830, the Berlin Treaty, and the Berlin
General Act. The drafters also understood the intimate connection between the
provisions for the colonial areas and for Europe, although historians have developed
entirely separate historiographies, one for the mandates, another for the nationality
issues in Central and Eastern Europe.?® While the drafters were developing their

Themselves Differently—But That was a Different Era’: Forms of Violence in the First (1914-1915) and
Second (1916-1917) Russian Occupations of Galicia and Bukovina” (Degeneration of Warfare Con-
ference, Yale University, 2004), all cited by permission.

38 On the importance of the nineteenth-century precedents for the decisions at Paris, see Erwin
Viefhaus, Die Minderheitenfrage und die Entstehung der Minderheitenschutzvertrige auf der Pariser
Friedenskonferenz 1919 (Wiirzburg, 1960), 46-49; and Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minder-
heitenrechtes, 1-29, who tracks the precedents back to the sixteenth century and the accords providing
for religious toleration. But this position ignores the critical question of sovereignty and underplays the
distinctiveness of national versus religious identities. For a statement by one of the participants that also
links policies in the borderlands region and Africa, see Manley O. Hudson, “The Protection of Minorities
and Natives in Transferred Territories,” in Edward Mandell House and Charles Seymour, eds., What
Really Happened at Paris: The Story of the Peace Conference, 1918-19 (New York, 1921), 204-230, here
209-210. French prime minister Georges Clemenceau, in his cover letter to Polish prime minister Ignace
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FIGURE 4: Government officials drafting the Versailles Treaty, December 2, 1918. Greek prime minister Eleu-
therios Venizelos is on the right side of the table, second from left. Other dignitaries include French premier
Georges Clemenceau; English prime minister David Lloyd George; President Woodrow Wilson’s major ad-
viser, Colonel House; and the Italian minister of foreign affairs, Giorgio Sonniro. Unlike the Vienna Congress,
the Paris Peace Conference was fundamentally concerned with populations as well as territorial boundaries.
The legions of experts arrived with volumes of maps and statistics concerning the ethnic and national com-
position of various regions. © Bettmann/CORBIS. Reproduced by permission.

peace plans, the key figures at Paris also had to respond to unanticipated events on
the ground, notably the dissolution of the Habsburg Empire, which required far more
extensive consideration of the “minority question” than had originally been foreseen,
and the threat and appeal of Bolshevism.* Shortly thereafter, they also had to con-
tend with the surprising emergence of Mustafa Kemal’s nationalist army in Turkey.
And everyone had to deal with the powerful rhetoric emanating from the United
States, notably about self-determination.

“Self-determination” was the most famous phrase to emerge out of the entire
peace process. Its impact has resonated down to the present day through countless
United Nations resolutions and the battle cries of nearly every political group that
demands independence. A huge literature exists on Wilsonianism, and on self-de-
termination in particular.*® Here it is important to underscore that the term, as fa-

Jan Paderewski that accompanied the Polish Treaty, referred especially to the Berlin Congress and
Berlin Treaty and also to the provisions of the London Protocol of 1820. In somewhat exaggerated
fashion, Clemenceau claimed that the treaty “does not constitute any fresh departure.” See United
States, Department of State, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: Paris Peace
Conference [hereafter FRUS: PPC], 13 vols. (Washington, D.C., 1942-1947), 6: 629-634, quote from 630.

3 The planning for the Paris Peace Conference was extensively covered in the older literature, such
as Viefhaus, Minderheitenfrage, and Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes, but is
treated only sketchily in the most recent accounts, such as Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months
That Changed the World (New York, 2001), and Fink, Defending the Rights of Others.

40 Most recently, see Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment: Self-Determination and the International
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mous as it became, did not exist in isolation, but was one key element of the general
shift toward population politics.

In its origins, self-determination was an Enlightenment concept used in reference
to individuals, not to collectivities. Its derivation is especially from German Enlight-
enment figures, including Immanuel Kant and Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, to early
German socialists such as Moses Hess and Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, all of
whom wrote about freedom as a process of individual Selbstbestimmung.*' By the turn
into the twentieth century, the term had gained some currency in the socialist move-
ment in regard to nationalities, not just individuals. The Austro-Marxists, searching
for a political formula that would meld socialism and nationalism, probably pio-
neered the use of the term in this fashion, and it was quickly picked up by others,
including V. I. Lenin in 1916.42

But only when “self-determination” was thundered from the stage of the Russian
Revolution—first by the Provisional Government in April 1917, then as a central
component of Bolshevik rhetoric from the October Revolution onward—did it be-
come such a hugely successful political slogan. Wilson used the phrase, which he
dubbed “an imperative principle of action,” in his speech to Congress on February
11, 1918.43 He and British prime minister David Lloyd George, who had adopted the
phrase even earlier, were trying to limit the appeal of Bolshevism and regain the
peace initiative. Wilson considered “self-determination” synonymous with “govern-
ment by consent.” He was thinking in the democratic terms of the Anglo-American
tradition—that self-determination meant free men joining together consensually to
found a political community governed by democratic norms.*

Wilson pondered neither the inherent difficulties of reconciling individual and
collective rights nor the implications of his language for political movements all over
the globe, especially those that claimed to represent people living under imperial
control; nor did he consider the entrenched difficulties of carving homogeneous
states out of ethnically diverse areas such as Eastern Europe and the Middle East
that lacked the particularity of the American ode to immigration.*s His slogan res-
onated far and wide, and immediately raised the difficult issue: self-determination
for whom?

That issue bogged down the Paris Peace Conference all through the spring and

Origins of Anticolonial Nationalism (New York, 2007). Among many others, see Arno J. Mayer, Political
Origins of the New Diplomacy, 1917-1918 (New Haven, Conn., 1959), esp. 75-86, 185-186, 298-304;
Michla Pomerance, “The United States and Self-Determination: Perspectives on the Wilsonian Con-
ception,” American Journal of International Law 70, no. 1 (1976): 1-27; and Allen Lynch, “Woodrow
Wilson and the Principle of ‘National Self-Determination’: A Reconsideration,” Review of International
Studies 28 (2002): 419-436.

41 See various references in Otto Brunner, Werner Conze, and Reinhart Koselleck, eds., Geschicht-
liche Grundbegriffe: Historisches Lexicon zur politisch-sozialen Sprache in Deutschland, 8 vols. (Stuttgart,
1972-1997), 1: 98-99, 206; 2: 501; 3: 150, 224, 1081-1082; 4: 751.

42V, 1. Lenin, “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Determination” (1916),
in Lenin, Collected Works, vol. 22: December 1915-July 1916 (Moscow, 1964), 143-156. See also Manela,
The Wilsonian Moment, 37-38; Eley, “Remapping the Nation”; and Mayer, Political Origins, 298-304.

43 Woodrow Wilson, Address to Congress, February 11, 1918, in Wilson, The Papers of Woodrow
Wilson, ed. Arthur S. Link, vol. 46: January 16-March 12, 1918 (Princeton, N.J., 1984), 318-324, quote
from 321.

44 See Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 39-43.

45 See Manela, The Wilsonian Moment.
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FIGURE 5: Prince Faisal at the Paris Peace Conference. Prince Faisal was the son of Hussain of Mecca and
would become the British-selected king of Iraq. He is posed with some of his advisers in this famous photo.
T. E. Lawrence is third from right. French and British officials were aghast that Lawrence adopted Arab head
attire. The presence of Arabs and Asians indicated the global, not just European, significance of the Paris
Peace. © Bettmann/CORBIS. Reproduced by permission.

summer of 1919. The Allies were committed to the creation of a new Polish state,
and were mostly agreeable to the formation of a Czech state. But the dissolution of
the Habsburg, Ottoman, and Russian empires raised a slew of questions about which
nationalities actually deserved states and what would be their borders. As they
granted select nationalities their individual states (sometimes creating those very
nationalities, as in the Middle East), the fate of those who remained within the state’s
borders but were of a different nationality became a pressing matter. The logic of
self-determination, posed implicitly at the Berlin Congress, became explicit and took
on even greater urgency at Paris. Two solutions emerged: populations could be either
protected or removed. They would be either the recipients of rights or the objects
of deportations. But first they had to be defined and labeled as either minorities or
majorities, another innovation of the Paris process.

In its origins, the terminology of “majority” and “minority” had strong demo-
cratic connotations.*® In the nineteenth century, the words had been used in relation
to popular elections and political representation in legislatures. At the Frankfurt and

6 On the important and usually neglected history of the terminology of “minority” and “majority,”
see Kai Struve, “ ‘Nationale Minderheit'—Begriffsgeschichtliches zu Gleichheit und Differenz,” Leip-
ziger Beitrige zur Jidischen Geschichte und Kultur 2 (2004): 233-258; and Viefhaus, Minderheitenfrage,
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Vienna parliaments in the Revolution of 1848, the delegates wrestled with the con-
tours of, respectively, a future German national state and an Austrian federal em-
pire. Yet only very sporadically did a few delegates use the words in reference to
ethnicities or nationalities. But by the 1860s, a sophisticated literature had begun to
emerge in legal, philosophical, and political circles, primarily in the Habsburg Em-
pire, about the highly problematic relationship between nationalities and democracy.
To most commentators, the existence of defined nationalities had a profoundly lim-
iting impact on the democratic principle. In a homogeneous population, any political
minority could seek to become a majority, and indeed had a responsibility to do so.
But in a multinational state, a national minority could never become a majority, and
the untrammeled exercise of the democratic principle would necessarily mean the
domination of one nation over the others. In the view of most writers on the problem,
membership in a nation was a fate of birth and ran in one’s bloodlines: a Slav could
not become a German, or vice versa; hence, any democratic polity had to provide
protections for subordinate ethnic or national populations.*’

By the start of World War I, the intellectual discourse of majorities and minorities
had been picked up and developed by three political movements: Austro-Marxism,
with its program for some kind of federal, democratic socialist system in the
Habsburg lands; Jewish organizations that promoted civil and political rights for
Jews, especially in Eastern Europe; and international reform and pacifist associa-
tions. All of these groups promoted minority protection in individual countries and
at the international level; almost imperceptibly, “protection” and “rights” became
virtually indistinguishable. None of the groups fully addressed the thorny relation-
ship between individual and collective rights; all of them wrote and spoke as if in-
dividuals’ freedom of speech and a collective’s right to representation as a group
were one and the same thing.

But it was only at Paris that this language of minorities and majorities became
a central feature of international politics. It was a fateful move with profound policy
implications, because it presumed the domination of one population in the state, and
others who would be wards of the international system and therefore subject to all
the hesitations and contradictions of Great Power politics. The language and policies
of minorities and majorities enshrined a concept of rights as inhering in groups,
which existed uneasily with all the democratic provisions for individual rights that
the new states established at Paris were mandated to introduce. This same approach
meant that if a minority was deemed too large or too recalcitrant, then the solution
lay not in protection, not in rights, but in removals.

In the drafting of the Paris treaties, Jewish representatives exercised some in-
fluence, especially on the American delegation. Jewish leaders built on their prewar
advocacy of protection for Jews in Romania and other countries, and found a sym-
pathetic hearing from Wilson, his chief adviser, Colonel Edward House, and David

8-19, 28-34, 39-53. The tendency to use the term “minorities” for nineteenth-century developments is,
in my view, anachronistic. The term does not appear, for example, in the Berlin Treaty of 1878.

47 The writers and publicists on the problem conveniently ignored the fluidity of national identi-
fications. On this matter, see especially Gary B. Cohen, The Politics of Ethnic Survival: Germans in Prague,
1861-1914, 2nd ed. (West Lafayette, Ind., 2006); and Pieter Judson, Guardians of the Nation: Activisis
on the Language Frontiers of Imperial Austria (Cambridge, Mass., 2006).
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Hunter Miller, legal counsel to the U.S. delegation and a major U.S. participant in
the Committee on New States. But Jewish representations were by no means de-
termining; to the extent that they won a hearing, it was because Jewish demands for
minority protection accorded with an entire complex of policies in regard to pop-
ulations, including concerns for the treatment of Christians in Muslim countries.*

The Commission of Inquiry, established by Wilson in 1917 to plan the peace,
continually used the language of majorities and minorities. It wrote about the need
for “safeguarding . . . minorities or weak [i.e., colonized] peoples™ and ran together
widely strewn geographic areas, including Russia, the Balkans, Anatolia, Pacific is-
lands, and Africa, indicating how closely the planners linked Eastern Europe with
Africa and other imperial zones.*® These populations needed protection, while new
states had to be forced to abide by liberal standards in order to be admitted into the
family of “civilized nations.”s?

The major Allied statesmen did not go down the road of minority protection and
minority rights willingly or happily. Britain, worried as ever about the impact of such
language on its empire, ensured that the minority protection clauses were not con-
tained in the five main treaties concluded between the Entente and the defeated
Central Powers—Versailles with Germany, Saint-Germain with Austria, Trianon
with Hungary, Neuilly with Bulgaria, and Sévres with Turkey—but were shunted to
individual agreements with particular states. With Britain leading the charge, the
Allies also denied corporate legal status to minorities, a demand raised explicitly by
the Jewish delegations that had gathered in Paris.5! The Great Powers worried that
the new states would be inherently unstable if minorities as such were granted legal
status.52

While the leading figures hesitated, the target states—Foland especially—com-
plained and protested; they charged that explicit minority protection clauses signi-
fied unwarranted interference in their internal affairs, and they raised the telling
critique that Britain, France, the United States, and Italy did not have to sign such
provisions for their own countries.”® All to no avail. Too much was at stake. The

* For more recent arguments that the Jewish role has been much exaggerated, see David Engel,
“Perceptions of Power: Poland and World Jewry,” Jahirbuch des Simon-Dubnow-Instituts 1 (2002): 17-28;
and Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, 133-169. Mark Levene emphasizes the role of British Jewry,
and in particular Lucien Wolf, in the formulation of the minority treatics in War, Jews, and the New
Europe: The Diplomacy of Lucien Wolf, 1914-1919 (Oxford, 1992).

49 Commission of Inquiry, “Preliminary Survey” [n.d.], in FRUS: PPC, 1: 17-21, here 18-20. See also
Hudson, “The Protection of Minorities and Natives in Transferred Territories.”

0 The commitment to establishing states based on homogeneous populations is also evident in the
commission’s call for maps that were based on “racial boundary lines.” See Commission of Inquiry,
“Preliminary Survey,” 20.

1 See “Memorandum of the Committee of the Jewish Delegations at the Paris Peace Conference,”
submitted May 10, 1919, in Jacob Robinson et al., Were the Minorities Treaties a Failure? (New York,
1943), 319-325. For a full account of the development of the minority treaties, see Fink, Defending the
Rights of Others, 133-264. MacMillan, Paris 1919, has amazingly little on this critical topic; she mentions
the minority treaties only in the conclusion (486-487, 493), where she writes that “in 1919 the world
still shrank from the expulsion of minorities and frowned on forcible assimilation” (486). She may be
correct about assimilation, but certainly not about expulsions.

2 A concise statement of this sort appears in David Hunter Miller, “The Making of the League of
Nations,” in House and Seymour, What Really Happened at Paris, 398-424.

%3 See, for example, the memorandum of Polish prime minister Ignace Jan Paderewski to the Allied
leaders, June 15, 1919, in FRUS: PPC, 6: 535-540, and Clemenceau’s response, the cover letter to
Paderewski accompanying the Polish Treaty, June 1919 [no further datel, ibid., 629-634,
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Bolsheviks were in power in Russia, the Habsburg Empire had unraveled, and Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe seemed adrift in pogroms and civil wars. The victorious
Allies were convinced that, as in 1878, the new states were not completely “civilized”
and had to be obligated to adhere to the liberal principles of advanced societies.>
The Poles, Czechs, and others would get their respective states if they signed—as
they did, including the Turkish government, even though its immediate predecessor
had just committed a genocide, not exactly a stirring example of minority protection
and minority rights.

The treaty with Poland, signed at Versailles on June 28, 1919, the same day that
Germany reluctantly signed its treaty, served as the model for all the other agree-
ments. Its provisions built explicitly on the Berlin Treaty of 1878. Typically, the Pol-
ish Treaty did not define minorities very clearly; it simply called them “inhabitants
of Poland who differ from the majority of the population in race, language, or re-
ligion.”ss But it did afford them civil and political rights. Despite the Allies’ rejection
of formal legal status for minorities, in reality the Polish Treaty and virtually all of
the other agreements recognized Jews and other minorities as corporate entities in
the realms of religion and education.’¢

Minority treaties and provisions blanketed Eastern Europe, the Middle East, and
other parts of the world in the interwar years.5” In most of these agreements, the
League of Nations was defined as the guarantor, with supervisory and interventionist
powers in regard to the treatment of minorities (in contrast to the Berlin Congress,
in which the Great Powers granted themselves supervisory rights).>® Most important,
the League of Nations established an elaborate mechanism for protecting minori-
ties.5 Over the span of its existence until 1939, the Minorities Committees estab-
lished by the League Council investigated hundreds of petitions concerning viola-
tions of minority rights and issued hundreds of reports. Sometimes, in very specific
cases of discrimination, the Minorities Committees actually had an impact, even
though the overall conditions of life for so many minorities deteriorated drastically
in the interwar period—with the notable exception of the Soviet Union in the 1920s
and even the 1930s, which promoted the cultural and economic development of many
(though certainly not all) nationalities. Whatever its particular successes and fail-
ures, the Paris Peace Conference and the League of Nations brought the concept
of minority rights and protection into the very center of the international system. But
the same concept that protected minorities—the understanding of sovereignty as

54 On the explicit definition of “civilization” developed by international lawyers just before World
War I, see Gong, The Standard of “Civilization,” 24-53, and Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer, 71-78.

55 Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes, 122. Text at http://net.lib.byu.edu/
~rdh7/wwi/versa/versa2.html (accessed November 16, 2008).

s6 For a highly detailed delineation and examination, see Flachbarth, System des internationalen
Minderheitenrechtes, 148-153, 360-365, 376-475. In a few instances, minorities, including the Szekler,
a group related to Hungarians, and Saxons (German-speakers) in the Transylvania region of Romania,
were granted some political autonomy.

s7 Viefhaus, Minderheitenfrage, provides an excruciatingly detailed account of the drafting of all
these treaties, agreements, and declarations related to minority issues. See also Robinson, Were the
Minorities Treaties a Failure?

58 Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes, 153.

59 For details on the workings of the Minorities Committees, see Julius Stone, International Guar-
antee of Minority Rights: Procedure of the Council of the League of Nations in Theory and Practice (London,

1932); Robinson, Were the Minority Treaties a Failure?, Viefhaus, Minderheitenfrage ; Flachbarth, System
des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes; and Fink, Defending the Rights of Others.
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FIGURE 6: A grand event with hundreds present, and thousands more looking on or waiting in the streets, the
Treaty of Versailles was signed on June 28, 1918, in the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles. Right afterward, the
treaty with Poland, which included the minority protection provisions, was also signed. © Bettmann/CORBIS.
Reproduced by permission.

rooted in the nation—also underpinned the legitimation of forced removals of mi-
nority populations.

THE FINAL WORLD WAR I PEACE SETTLEMENT was the Lausanne Treaty of 1923. It is
often considered separately—or, more typically, not at all-—but it was in fact the
culmination of the Paris Peace Conference, and not just because it was the last of
the treaties. Mustafa Kemal's successful nationalist movement had completely un-
dermined the original Treaty of Sévres between the Allies and the successor state
of the Ottoman Empire. His armies had defeated the Greek invasion of Anatolia,
launched in 1919 with the support of the British and French. and had assumed con-
trol over a significantly larger region than Sévres had envisioned. In the process, the
Turkish nationalist army destroyed the megali (great) idea of a revived Greek Med-
iterranean empire and the hopes of both Armenians and Kurds for the states that
each had been promised by the Allies in the Treaty of Sévres. The Allies, who con-
vened the Lausanne conference in November 1922, now had a number of critical
items that they had to resolve with Turkey: they had to fix Turkey’s borders, come
to a new agreement on ship traffic through the Straits, determine various restitution
and reparations claims, decide on the capitulations (the privileges that Europeans
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FiGURE 7: The Turkish delegation at Lausanne, July 15, 1923. The Lausanne Treaty marked the first inter-
national legitimation of forced deportations. Many Greek refugees had already fled Anatolia, but the treaty
made compulsory the removal of the remaining Greeks as well as Muslims from Greece. In total, nearly 1.5
million people were displaced. Ismet Pasha, foreign minister and leader of the Turkish delegation, is seated
fourth from left. He would go on to become a long-serving prime minister and then president of the Republic
of Turkey. Reproduced by permission of ullstein bild/The Granger Collection, New York.

had been granted in the Ottoman Empire), and settle the fate of the oil-rich city and
region of Mosul, whether it would become part of British-dominated Iraq or of Tur-
key.

Most significantly, Lausanne took the meaning of the five Paris treaties to their
logical conclusion by legitimizing and making compulsory the deportations of more
than 1,000,000 Christians from Anatolia to Greece and around 350,000 Muslims
from Greece to Turkey. The Paris treaties were based on the supposed principle of
self-determination, which nearly always signified nationally homogeneous states. To
some defenders of the Paris system, the “population exchange,” as it was called, was
a grave violation of the liberal spirit of the Peace Conference, with all the provisions
for self-determination coupled with minority protection.® In fact, the Lausanne pop-
ulation exchange was no violation; it was an intrinsic element of the principles enun-
ciated at Paris.

There were precedents, many of them close at hand. The population exchanges
that had taken place during and after the Balkan Wars were commonly known. At
Paris the Czechs had presented a liberal, tolerant approach to nationalities conflicts

60 For example, Robinson, Were the Minorities Treaties a Failure? 57.
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and given assurances that they would establish a new Switzerland in the heart of
Europe. As a result, they generally received a positive hearing during the peace
conference. But Thomas Masaryk’s The New Europe made it very clear that the mi-
norities within the new country should be just that—small in number.¢! Masaryk’s
colleague Eduard Bene$ went further: to the British official Cecil Gosling, he floated
the idea of a population exchange involving Magyars in Slovakia and Slovaks in
Hungary.®? The Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria proved even more decisive: article
56 opened the way to a separate agreement signed by Grecce and Bulgaria on No-
vember 27, 1919, which contained provisions for the supposedly voluntary exchange
of populations, ultimately involving 200,000 Slavs in northern Greece and 170,000
Greeks who lived on Bulgaria’s Black Sea coast.®

The idea for the Greek-Bulgarian exchange came initially from the Greek prime
minister, Eleutherios Venizelos.* He was enraptured with the notion of moving
around hundreds of thousands of people to create homogeneous states. He had pro-
posed the idea in London in 1913 at the conference to settle the Balkan Wars, and
afterward in negotiations with the Ottoman Empire and Bulgaria.®® He raised it at
Paris in conjunction with Neuilly, and afterward at the Lausanne Conference. For
Venizelos, the peace conference offered the opportunity “to fix the political frontiers
of the European states in exact accordance, or at any rate in approximate accordance,
with the limits of their ethnical domain. In this way the indispensable basis of the
Society of Nations will be created.”®® Venizelos, born and raised in Crete, was not
repelled by the back-and-forth deportations of Muslims and Christians that he had
witnessed. Quite the contrary: he became a fervent advocate of a homogeneous cit-
izenry, and merely wanted to ensure that the deportations were systematic and total.

At Paris the Allied powers were at first hesitant about the Greek-Bulgarian ex-
change. The inevitable problem of compulsion, of violations of basic rights that any
exchange entailed, troubled them. However, their advisers on the Committee on
New States were strongly in favor of it, including David Hunter Miller for the United
States. Indeed, the experts suggested that the exchange be extended to the entire

% Thomas G. Masaryk, The New Europe (The Slav Standpoint), ed. W. Preston Warren and William
B. Weist (1918; repr., Lewisburg, Pa., 1972). Masaryk writes that because of the legacy of history, there
will still be national minorities in the new Europe. “The problem is to make these minorities as small
as possible” (84).

52 Cecil Gosling to Earl Curzon, November 6, 1919, in Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919~
1939, 1st Series, vol. 6 (London, 1956), 335-337, here 336.

63 Text of the provision in Lawrence Martin, The Treaties of Peace, 1919-1923, 2 vols. (New York,
1924), 2: 669, See also Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes, 343-359, whose num-
bers are too low; Viethaus, Minderheitenfrage, 212-226; and Adanir, “Ethnicities in Thrace,” with many
citations.

% There is no good biography in English, French, Italian, or German, and one is left with older
hagiographies in which Venizelos is portrayed by British or American graecophiles as the great reviver
of Hellenism in the modern world; e.g., Herbert Adams Gibbons, Venizelos (Boston, 1920). For a brief,
colorful account of Venizelos, see MacMillan, Paris 1919, 347-365, 429-437. More recent scholarship
on Venizelos is evident in Paschalis M. Kitromilides, ed., Eleftherios Vinizelos: The Trials of States-
manship (Edinburgh, 2006), but even this volume cannot always manage to avoid idealized treatments
of its hero.

65 Viefhaus, Minderheitenfrage, 214-215.

% Eleutherios Venizelos, Greece before the Peace Congress of 1919: A Memorandum Dealing with the
Rights of Greece (New York, 1919), 1.
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Balkans.®” But the Allied leaders must not have been too worried, because ultimately
they agreed to a “voluntary” exchange, as Venizelos had originally proposed.5®
The initial idea for the Greek-Turkish exchange came either from Venizelos or
from Fridtjof Nansen, the League of Nations’ first High Commissioner for Refu-
gees. Venizelos had finally come to the realization that the dream of a revived
Greek Mediterranean empire had turned into an “Asia Minor catastrophe,” typified
symbolically by the burning of Smyrna (Izmir) in September 1922 and the hasty and
chaotic evacuation of Greeks and Armenians as the Turkish nationalist army took
the city. Venizelos proposed the exchange to Mustafa Kemal, who responded to the
idea with alacrity. By this time, hundreds of thousands of Greeks had already fled
Anatolia for Greece, so the convention that was concluded on January 30, 1923,
partly legitimated in international law the facts on the ground. The agreement was
then attached to—and thereby received international sanction from—the Lausanne
Treaty, which was signed on July 24, 1923. Article 1 of the convention read:

As from the 1st May, 1923, there shall take place a compulsory exchange of Turkish nationals
of the Greek Orthodox religion established in Turkish territory, and of Greek nationals of
the Moslem religion established in Greek territory.

These persons shall not return to live in Turkey or Greece respectively without the au-
thorisation of the Turkish Government or of the Greek Government respectively.”

The obligatory and sweeping character of the exchange could not have been more
clearly and forcefully stated. Lausanne enshrined the overarching principle of na-
tional homogeneity, even at the cost of moving more than 1.5 million people.”
As with the minority protection provisions, the major powers were not enthu-
siastic about the population exchange; many international legal experts strongly ob-
jected to it.”2 According to the stenographer’s report, Lord Curzon, the British for-
eign minister and the chief figure at Lausanne, claimed that a compulsory exchange
of populations was a “solution extremely vicious and for which the world will bear
a heavy price for a hundred years to come. He is repulsed by it.””* Later on, toward
the close of the first round of the negotiations, Curzon asserted that “all of the

67 See the minutes of the Council of the Heads of Delegations for August 6, 1919, and Appendix
F with the draft letter prepared by the Committee on New States along with Venizelos’s draft proposal
in FRUS: PPC, 7: 547-565, 590-595.

68 Article 1 in Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minderheitenrechtes, 345.

69 Tbid., 81-82; and Roland Huntford, Fridtjof Nansen and the Unmixing of Greeks and Turks in 1924
(Oslo, 1999).

70 Article 1, “Convention Concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations,” in Martin,
The Treaties of Peace, 2: 1036.

71 On the treaty provisions and their impact, see Flachbarth, System des internationalen Minder-
heitenrechtes, 348-359; Renée Hirschon, ed., Crossing the Aegean: An Appraisal of the 1923 Compulsory
Population Exchange between Greece and Turkey (New York, 2003); and Kévonian, Réfugiés et diplomatie
humanitaire, 71, 109-129. As Kévonian writes, although the Lausanne Treaty defined the communities
subject to the exchange by religion (Orthodox Christians or Muslims), it really signified a conception
of the nation characterized by homogeneity in which religion blended into nation or race (71, 135-136).
For a recent account that mentions the population exchange but somehow fails to grasp its significance,
see MacMillan, Paris 1919, 442-455. On the background to Lausanne, see Michael Llewellyn Smith,
Ionian Visions: Greece in Asia Minor, 1919-1922 (New York, 1973). A few areas and populations were
excluded from the agreement and were thenceforth designated as minorities. Since the Lausanne Treaty
also contained clauses on the Polish Treaty model, the minorities who remained were supposed to be
protected, and their situation was to be subject to League of Nations supervision.

72 For some of the criticisms, see Kévonian, Réfugiés et diplomatie humanitaire, 122-124, 252-261.

73 France, Ministére des affaires Etrangéres, Documents diplomatiques: Conférence de Lausanne, vol.
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FIGURE 8: Greek and Armenian refugees from the war in Anatolia and the population “exchange” of 1923.
The children, many of them orphans, are in a refugee camp built with the financial support of Greek Americans.
They are lined up by the school. Reproduced by permission of ullstein bild/The Granger Collection, New York.

delegations, and particularly those of the two powers especially interested—Turkey
and Greece—view with horror and almost consternation the principle of obligatory
exchange.” He asserted that the conference had agreed to it only because “the
greater homogeneity of the population [will result in] the disappearance of the
causes of ancient and deep-rooted conflicts.”? Venizelos claimed that Greece
viewed the compulsory exchange with “particular antipathy.” 75 If true (most unlikely,
at least in the case of Venizelos and the leading Turkish delegate, Ismet Pasha), such
sentiments did little to impede the flow of events. Curzon had spent years admin-
istering the empire, especially as viceroy of India, where he had sought to engineer
the partition of Bengal, reportedly for administrative purposes. But there was an
ethno-religious dimension to this effort because it would have entailed a partial
separation of Muslim and Hindu populations.” As for the other powers, their del-
egates raised only a few scruples.

Two terms entered the diplomatic parlance at Lausanne—-“population exchange”
and “population unmixing.” Both pallid phrases, they masked the sheer misery and
desperation of the Muslims and Christians who were being forced out of their an-
cestral homes, leaving Anatolia for the first time in two millennia mostly devoid of
a Greek population, and a good part of Greece for the first time in nearly six hundred
years mostly devoid of a Turkic population. For each group, the integration into the
Greek or Turkish national state and society was a wrenching experience that con-

1: 21 Novembre 1922-1er Février 1923 (Paris, 1923), meeting of December 13, 1922, 170-178, quote from
175. Curzon disingenuously claimed that Greece had nothing to do with proposing the exchange.

74 Ibid., meeting of January 27, 1923, 307-317, quote from 311.

75 Ibid., 310.

76 1 thank Stephen Blake for pointing out to me Curzon’s plan for Fengal.
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tinued over generations, traces of which can still be found today. About one-quarter
of Greece’s population after 1923 was composed of refugees from Turkey; in Turkey
the exiled numbers were smaller, forming about 4 percent of the total population,
but these individuals were added to an almost continual stream of refugees produced
since the 1860s.77 Neither reality comes close to being captured by the term “pop-
ulation exchange,” the phrase used in the official documents of the Lausanne Treaty,
nor the even more egregious term invented by Lord Curzon, “unmixing of peoples,”
as if there were something unnatural in the fact that people of different identities
lived side by side and interwoven.”

The Lausanne Treaty was a major twentieth-century event, even if it is barely
known today except to specialists on the region. It settled Turkey’s borders and the
Straits issue, awarded Mosul to Iraq, and abolished, despite fierce Allied resistance,
the privileges that the European powers had exercised in the Ottoman Empire. But
the most dramatic result of the conference was the “exchange” of nearly 1.5 million
people.” For the first time in a prime arena of international politics, forced pop-
ulation movements were not the result of the exclusive actions of a victorious state
or, as in the 1860s and in the wake of the Balkan Wars, of a bilateral agreement, but
of a multilateral treaty. And statesmen and diplomats remembered. For decades
afterward, they considered Lausanne a great accomplishment, a model way of han-
dling ethnic and national conflicts.

For EUROPE AND ANATOLIA, THE PARIS sYSTEM signified national states, minority pro-
tection, and forced deportations—the elaboration of the tendencies of the Berlin
Treaty of 1878. For Africa and the Middle East, it meant mandates—the elaboration
of the principles of the General Act of 1885. In conception, mandates and minority
protection were closely linked. Both presumed states and societies that were not
quite civilized enough; hence the need for a supervisory power either directly
through an international body such as the League of Nations or through individual
powers acting as “mandates” for the League. Most observers credit the South African
statesman Jan Smuts with originating the idea in his early proposal for the League
of Nations, a draft that Wilson found quite impressive.5" But George Louis Beer, a

77 Figures in Renée Hirschon, “The Consequences of the Lausanne Convention: An Overview,” in
Hirschon, Crossing the Aegean, 13-20, here 14-15. On the movement of Muslims since the 1860s, see
Karpat, Ottoman Population, and Justin McCarthy, Death and Exile: The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottoman
Muslims, 1821-1922 (Princeton, N.J., 1995).

78 In a most unfortunate move, Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the Na-
tional Question in the New Europe (New York, 1995), takes up the phrase “population unmixing” in an
entirely uncritical fashion. For the human tragedy that this pallid phrase masks, see many of the con-
tributions in Hirschon, Crossing the Aegean. For a very good, briefer account, see Norman M. Naimark,
Fires of Hatred: Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-Century Europe (Cambridge, Mass., 2001), 52-56.

79 The forced deportations seem not to have registered very greatly even on its key figures and their
associates. Curzon’s official biographer never mentions this aspect of the agreement, and ten years later,
Harold Nicolson gave it short shrift in his account of Curzon’s life and career. See Earl of Ronaldshay,
The Life of Lord Curzon: Being the Authorized Biography of George Nathaniel Marquess Curzon of
Kedleston, K. G., 3 vols. (London, 1928), 3: 322-343; and Harold Nicolson, Curzon: The Last Phase,
1919-1925—A Study in Post-War Diplomacy (London, 1934), 281-350. A briefer account of Curzon’s life,
his strengths, and his shortcomings is in MacMillan, Paris 1919, 438-455.

80 David Hunter Miller, The Drafting of the Covenant (New York, 1928), 34.
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member of the Commission of Inquiry and then head of the Colonial Division of the
American delegation, probably invented the term “mandates” in early 1918 in two
articles, one on Mesopotamia and the other on the German colonies.®’

To be sure, it was the defeat of the Ottomans and Germans that opened the way
for the occupation and division of their territories. Already in 1916, as is well known,
the French and British were deep into discussions about dividing the Middle East
between them, which led to the Sykes-Picot Agreement.52 Still, the rhetoric used to
justify the seizure of territory had immediate policy consequences, because it helped
to inscribe the civilizing mission into the international system via the League of
Nations. The Allied powers gathered at Paris and the British and American experts
justified their division of former Ottoman lands and ex-German colonies by con-
tending that the Germans and the Ottomans had proved unworthy of holding foreign
peoples and territories. Instead of civilizing, they merely exploited and killed. In-
stead of developing, they simply extracted resources for their own use. For Beer, the
German colonies had become a “dumping ground” for “shady characters, family
failures and wrecked lives.” The German administration’s “disregard” for the natives
resulted in the Herero rebellion, and its “suppression was marked not only by callous
brutality, but by extreme unwisdom . . . Germany pursued a war of extermination,”*?
Turkish rule over Arabs was little better: it was characterized by “constant misrule
and extortion,” reducing once-flourishing lands to poverty.*4

All of the provisions in the Paris documents about the civilizing mission, gov-
ernance for the benefit of natives, free trade, and eliminating the scourges of slavery
and liquor derived from the General Act of 1885.55 The drafters enhanced their

application through three instruments: article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant,
which laid out the mandate principle; the explicit reinscription and revision of the
General Act (and the Brussels General Act of 1890); and the various mandate agree-
ments.® Article 22 resoundingly proclaimed the civilizing principle:

81 George Louis Beer, “The Future of Mesopotamia,” January 1, 1918, in Beer, African Questions
at the Paris Peace Conference: With Papers on Egypt, Mesopotamia, and the Colonial Settlement, ed. Louis
Herbert Gray (New York, 1923), 411-427, here 421-424 (term “mandates™ on 424); and Beer, “The
German Colonies in Africa,” February 12-26, 1918, ibid., 67. See also Louis Herbert Gray, “Introduc-
tion,” ibid., xv—xliv, xviii—xxi on the origin of the term “mandates.” Gray served under Beer as secretary
of the Colonial Division.

82 Amid a very substantial literature, see the account in Christopher M. Andrew and A. S. Kanya-
Forstner, The Climax of French Imperial Expansion, 1914-1924 (Stanford. Calif., 1981), which largely
depicts the ineptitude of French policy in the Middle East and the triumph of the British. On the impact
on Jewish diplomacy, see Levene, War, Jews, and the New Europe, 77-107.

3 Beer, “The German Colonies in Africa,” February 12-26, 1918, in Beer, African Questions, 11-12,
14, 15, 30, 33, 38-39. See also the important publication by Jan-Bart Gewald and Jeremy Silvester, eds.,
“Words Cannot Be Found": German Colonial Rule in Namibia—An Annotated Reprint of the 1918 Blue
Book, with an excellent introduction by the editors (Leiden, 2003).

# Beer, “The Future of Mesopotamia,” 414-419, quote from 418.

55 “Convention Revising the General Act of Berlin, February 26, 1885, and the General Act and
Declaration of Brussels, July 2, 1890,” September 10, 1919, in Beer, African Questions, 507-514; “Con-
vention Relating to the Liquor Traffic in Africa, and Protocol,” September 10, 1919, ibid., 500-506.

86 According to Gray, “Introduction,” xix-xx, xxiii-xxiv, xxvii, xxxii-xlii, the Council of Ministers for
Foreign Affairs created a commission on June 25, 1919, to examine three Anglo-French drafts designed
to replace the Berlin and Brussels general acts. More than two dozen meetings were held from July to
September. Article 126 of the Versailles Treaty specifically bound Germany to abide by the Berlin
General Act of 1885 and the Brussels General Act of 1890 and any revisions.
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To those colonies and territories which as a consequence of the late war have ceased to be
under the sovereignty of the States which formerly governed them and which are inhabited
by peoples not yet able to stand by themselves under the strenuous conditions of the modern
world, there should be applied the principle that the well-being and development of such
peoples form a sacred trust of civilization.®”

“Tutelage” of the natives would be exercised by particular states acting on behalf of
the League.

The treaty went on to distinguish between different levels of development and
the extent of mandatory control required. But the details of the mandate system took
much longer to figure out and required long, wearying negotiations among the Allies.
The British were divided on the mandate issue; the French were opposed.’® Re-
luctantly, both had given in to the American lead on the issue, but thought that they
could make the mandates simply a different name for outright colonialism. They also
wanted to bring in the United States as a mandatory power to ensure that it, too,
was invested in the system. Wilson was not necessarily opposed, and supported the
idea of the U.S. acting as the mandate for an independent Armenia. Other members
of the American delegation wanted the U.S. to assume mandates in Africa, notably
for the Cameroons or Liberia (although the latter was formally independent).®® But
by 1920, when the mandate agreements were finally signed, the Americans had
packed up and gone home, and the U.S. Senate had defeated the Versailles Treaty
with the League of Nations Covenant.?®

Despite the best efforts of British and French colonial officials, the mandate
system never became simply a cover for imperial power; it was a key institutional
expression of the civilizing mission.”! In fact, the Permanent Mandates Commission
(PMC) established by the League functioned much like the Minorities Committees.
Both entailed complex systems of international supervision. The covenant required
the mandatory power to deliver annual reports to the League Council, which were
to be examined by the PMC. The PMC would then “advise the Council on all matters
relating to the observance of the mandates.”? The PMC sent observers, convened
hearings, and issued reports. The various colonial powers had to be cognizant of the
reverberations of their actions in the League of Nations and in their relations with
other states.®® The mandate system provided an opening for reform-minded orga-
nizations and individuals in the metropole, and the rhetorical and sometimes the
institutional tools for anti-colonial activists in the colonies.

In short, the mandate system moved the treatment of colonial peoples into the

87 “Covenant of the League of Nations,” Part I, article 22 of the Treaty of Versailles, in Martin, The
Treaties of Peace, 1: 19.

88 For a highly critical analysis of French policy, especially in regard to Syria, see Andrew and Kanya-
Forstner, The Climax of French Imperial Expansion, 180-236.

89 Gray, “Introduction,” xlii.

% For a collection of the mandate agreements, see Beer, African Questions, 515-556.

91 Exemplary of newer, more complex histories of the mandate system are Michael D. Callahan,
Mandates and Empire: The League of Nations and Africa, 1914-1931 (Brighton, 1999); and Susan Ped-
ersen, “The Meaning of the Mandates System: An Argument,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 32 (2006):
560-582. See also Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty and the Making of International Law, 115-195, and
Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer, 174-175.

92 “Covenant of the League of Nations,” in Martin, The Treaties of Peace, 1: 20.

93 A point recognized by Edward M. House in “The Versailles Peace in Retrospect,” in House and
Seymour, What Really Happened at Paris, 424—444, here 443,
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core of the international system, just as the minority treaties did in regard to mi-
norities. The “sacred trust of civilization,” however imperfectly realized, necessarily
meant a focus on populations, not just territorial borders and state sovereignty.

IN THE TrRANSFORMATION OF EUrROPEAN PoLiTics, Paul Schroeder writes that the core
features of the Vienna system cannot be found in any of the conference documents.
No one of the principals neatly spelled out or issued a ringing declaration about
dynastic legitimacy and territorial sovereignty within an overarching European
power structure. Only the historian, looking backward, can divine the meaning of the
system in toto from an array of statements and actions over a long time period. So
it is with the Paris system as well.

The contrast between the Vienna and Paris systems is siark indeed. Unlike Vi-
enna, with its relative moderation, Paris imposed harsh terms on the losers of World
War I. Most important, it expanded the definition of state interests into the realm
of population politics. It proclaimed the principles of self determination and the
civilizing mission and defined national minorities and majorities, thereby legitimat-
ing systems of minority rights and forced deportations. These were not opposing or
contradictory policies; rights and deportations were both manifestations of popu-
lation politics and were propagated by the very same statesmen and experts.

Those participants who lauded the Paris system did not linger for long over forced
deportations. Instead, they wrote admiringly about the establishment of minority
rights, state borders that were “natural” and that conformed with the “unforced
aspirations” of people, and the civilizing principle, all now embedded in interna-
tional law.%

But the liberal international system that came to fruition between 1919 and 1923
did not mean only the consecration of rights and progress. It also signified the ac-
ceptance of one of the most blatant violations of rights, the compulsory movement
of populations. Nor did this system die in 1939 with the onset of World War I1. The
notion of sovereignty rooted in national homogeneity has remained a principle of
international politics down to our present day. Even the Nazis, whose drive to es-
tablish a German racial imperium throughout Europe marked the greatest challenge
to the Paris system, remained partly embedded within it. All through the 1920s and
1930s, the Nazis, along with many other Germans, mobilized the rhetoric of minority
rights, lamenting the fate of the supposed racial brethren who lived outside the ter-
ritory of the state and were consigned to live under less civilized and alien nations,
When the Third Reich moved beyond the borders established in 1919, the regime
shunted around entire population groups in a way that fell firmly within the common
European understanding of politics since the agreements in the 1860s between the
Ottoman and Russian empires, the Berlin Congress, the Balkan Wars of 19121913,
and the treaties of Neuilly and Lausanne. During World War 11, the Nazis even got
into the business of minority protection in regard to their erstwhile Hungarian and
Romanian allies—while they were annihilating another minority, the Jews of Eu-

% See, for example, Hudson, “The Protection of Minorities and Natives in Transferred Territories,”
228, and House, “The Versailles Peace in Retrospect,” quotes from 430.
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rope. They established a commission of Italian and German officers to investigate
the status of Romanians in Hungary and Hungarians in Romania. And their inter-
locutors thought of this Nazi involvement in minority politics as simply an extension
of the League of Nations Minority Commission.®® Genocide lay beyond the pale of
the international system; forced deportations and the creation of massive refugee
streams did not.

In the immediate postwar years, after the Allied victory over the Nazis, the Great
Powers created yet another world order and yet another thick web of institutions.
The old system of minority rights found few advocates in this setting. But 1945 was
not the end of the road for the Paris system. Partly in reaction to the utter failure
of the League of Nations minority protection system, human rights took on a de-
cidedly individualistic coloration in the post-World War II period, a perspective
enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 and many con-
ventions and declarations that followed.?® However, these subsequent international
agreements under the aegis of the United Nations, such as the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights, and the Declaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples (as well as European conventions), all reassert
the “right of self-determination” for “all peoples” so that they can “freely determine
their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural develop-
ment.”7 In so doing, the United Nations, like its League of Nations predecessor, has
inserted into international politics the fundamental problem: self-determination for
whom? Neither the UN nor anyone else seems to have wrestled with the conundrum
of the tense and tenuous relationship between individual and collective rights.’®

The post-World War II international system has provided an answer similar to
the response offered by the League of Nations: if minorities are deemed too large
or too difficult, the correct policy is compulsory deportations. The Czech and Polish
governments in exile had already come to that conclusion in 1943 and 1944; in 1945,
the Allied powers at Potsdam followed suit. The statesmen involved all referenced

9 Once Germany entered the League in 1926, the Weimar Republic became the major advocate
of minority protection, largely by taking up the cause of Germans outside the territorial boundaries of
the country. See Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, 295-335. On the Nazi period, see Holly Case, “A
League of Their Own: The Axis Takes On Minority Protection in the Transylvanian Borderlands during
World War I1” (paper presented at the Borderlands Final Conference, Herder-Institut, Marburg, Ger-
many, May 17-20, 2007), cited by permission. See also her book Between States: The Transylvanian Ques-
tion and the European Idea during World War 11 (Stanford, Calif., forthcoming). Nicolas Politis, Greece’s
ambassador to the League of Nations and a jurist, saw Hitler’s policies as a consequence of Lausanne,
and noted the similarities with the various exchange agreements carried out between the Third Reich
and the Soviet Union, Estonia, Italy, and Latvia, as well as the one between Poland and Russia. See
Kévonian, Réfugiés et diplomatie humanitaire, 127.

9 See Mazower, “The Strange Triumph of Human Rights,” and Simpson, Human Rights and the End
of Empire, 327-334.

7 Article 1 of both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (December 16, 1966),
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/b3ccpr.htm, and the International Covenant on Economic, So-
cial and Cultural Rights (December 16, 1966), http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/b2esc.htm (both
accessed November 16, 2008). See also the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples (December 14, 1960), http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/c_coloni.htm (ac-
cessed November 16, 2008).

%8 As the legal scholar A. W. Brian Simpson laconically writes in regard to self-determination,
“whereas the concept of an individual is fairly straightforward that of a ‘people’ is certainly not.” Simp-
son, Human Rights and the End of Empire, 301.
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the Lausanne Treaty as an important and very successful policy. The result was the
forced deportations of around 13 million ethnic Germans from all over Central and
Eastern Europe. The diplomats who drew the post-World War II partitions of India/
Pakistan and Palestine/Israel were also very much aware of the accomplishments of
Lausanne, as was the Israeli prime minister, David Ben-Gurion. In the early 1990s,
David Owen, and perhaps also Cyrus Vance and Richard Holbrooke, knew of the
post-World War I population exchanges as they drew up their plans for partitioning
Bosnia.” It is difficult to say whether the Lausanne precedent is in the minds of U.S.
policymakers in the State Department and Pentagon today. who are talking about
dividing Iraq and moving around its population to create homogeneous regions. But
one point is utterly clear: their strategies rest firmly within the tradition of the Paris,
certainly not the Vienna, system.

% Naimark, Fires of Hatred, 12, 15-16, 108, 171, 194, remarks on the connection between the Lau-
sanne Treaty and the Potsdam Agreement (which authorized the expulsion of ethnic Germans from

Eastern Europe) and the Dayton Accords. Roosevelt, Churchill, and Franjo Tudjman all referred spe-
cifically to the “success” of the Lausanne Treaty.
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