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The “Lemkin Turn” in Ukrainian Studies:
Genocide, Peoples, Nations, and Empire

Douglas Irvin-Erickson

a movement

Raphaél Lemkin coined the word genocide and inspired oy
rime.

at the United Nations berween 1946 and 1948 to ourla\\.f the ¢ e
An increasingly important figure in the field of con}pumtlve g'c‘l:r();-le_
studies, peace and conflict studies, and a number of fields Stlld).,};]? 11;)'15
cific conflicts and cases of genocide, the body of Lemkin schola{s,n}l) d ’
grown over the last decade.* My own journey in studying Lemlfm f d)()m?3
of written works, as [ rescarched and wrote my book on L?I}}klll, e me
to understand Lemkin’s legal and social thought in very different term
than how he is presented in received scholarship. Without rc‘:Cf)L;ﬂl_tlyll]]gt
my entire book in this chapter, there are three lessons I want to h:g 1 lé,hl
that are important for scholars to remember when using Lembkin ssl(: ‘t
scientific theories of genocide in their own work. These Jessons strike a
the core of the tension, the problem, this book has taken up, bem.'f:ellf
the legal understandings of genocide on the one hand, and the ethica
political understandings of genocide on the other.
Given that this book has been commissioned by
leading historians of Ukraine, and was the outcome of ‘
tional conference convened by a leading scholarly society dedicated to
the study of the Holodomor, I will attempr to illustrate how tl1e§e three
lessons have played out in academic debates in Ukrainian studies over
interpretations of the Holodomor, the great famine in Soviet ka"ame
between 1932-33. Indeed, in the last decade, Lemkin has incre.as.mgly
become a figure of interest to those who study the famine.? This inter-
est stems from Lemkin’s 1953 speech on the Ukrainian genocide, \.vhlch
he intended to publish in his unfinished three-volume world hlStQW
of genocide.* What was important, conceptually, in Ukrainian studies
was that Lemkin viewed the Great Famine of 1932 to 1933 not as a

C 9,
two of the world’s
a major interna-
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gcnocide bur, rather, as one part of a longer-running genocide
a distinct Ukrainian social identity that was commirtted through v
and non-violent forms of repression and oppression within the ¢«
of Soviet empire-building.

The discovery of Lemkin’s 1953 specch and unpublished essay on
the Ukrainian genocide did spark something of a “Lemkin turn” n
Holodomor studies, which raised the question of whether we should imit
the Holodomor term to the Great Famine (and call the famine the geno-
cide) or adopt Lemkin’s view that the Greatr Famine was only one cpiSOdc
of a larger genocide against the Ukrainian social group. For other scholars
of the Holodomor, it is Lemkin’s notion of pcoplchood — and the destruc-
tion and construction of nations through cultural, social, and physical vio-
lence — that makes his writings particularly compelling. 1 would contend
that it was more than a coincidence thart the “Lemkin turn™ in Holodomor
studies occurred at the same time that scholars began asking whether the
concepts of empire and colony were useful concepts for understanding
Ukrainian history. Lemkin believed genocide was a “colonial crime” that
entailed the “destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed” and
the “imposition of the national patterns of the oppressors,” all of which
makes Lemkin’s concept of genocide uscful for analyzing the problems of
empire and coloniahsm_m Ukrainian studies.* _

While this chapter will present an overview of what has proven to be
a “Lemkin turn” in Ukrainian studics, especially with regard to inFer-
etations of the Holodomor through the conceprual lens of gcn().cxde,

r ( . . . .
fhere are parallel developments afoor, with “Lemkin turns™ emerging in
che literature of a number of cases. My broader lessons abour Lemkin’s

thought should be .applicahle across the board. In her important c.:hapter
in this volumé, Michelle Tusgn notes that scholmjs today “continue to
ile themselves to Lemkin’s concept, whether it is to reject or accept
mulations” while reminding us that: “This definition came out of
rical context = the lead-up to World War Il = and had its own
... But tO reject or embrace it on the grounds of this particularity
pOhtl(l:-t.de good. Rather, defining an act as genocide must be followed
docs lconciliation of the event and its definition as the experience of a
by a lre The study of genocide, then, becomes a study of the materiality,
peopie- d events of genocide that moves beyond the acr itself.”¢ 1 find
ideas, ,an flections instructive and, as | hope this essay can show, there is
Tusan’s r¢ Lemkin’s theory and definition of genocide that can bring

4v to us€ e ) ) 4
a wal)’ <hip on the Ukrainian genocide to this point.
r
schola

reconc
his for
a histo
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Three Lessons on Lemkin and
Lemkin's Conception of Genocide

The first quotation below presents the legal definition of genocide as
codified in the 1948 UN Genocide Convention. The second quotation
is Lemkin’s definition of genocide from his 1944 book, Axis Rule
in Occupied Europe. Only four years scparates these texts, but the
definitions of genocide are radically different. How did the definition
change? Notice that the legal definition specifies the kinds of acts that
constitute genocide, whereas Lemkin's definition of genocide does not.
And, notice that the legal definition restricts genocide to the destruc-
tion of very specific kinds ot groups, while there is no such restriction
of groups in Lemkin’s definition.

Article I The Contracting Parties confirm that genocide, whether
committed in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under inter-
national law which they undertake to prevent and to punish.

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

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the
group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life
calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole
or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the
group; [and]

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

Article III The following acts shall be punishable:

(a) Genocide;

(b) Conspiracy to commit genocide;

(c) Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
(d) Attempt to commit genocide; [and]

(e) Complicity in genocide.
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Article IV Persons committing genocide or any of the other acts

€numerated in article Il shall be punished, whether they are constitu-

tionally responsible rulers, public officials or private individuals.”

This new word, coined by the author to denote an old practice in its
modern development, is made from the ancient Greek word genos
(race, tribe) and the Latin cide (killing), thus corresponding in its
formation to such words as tyrannicide, homicide, infanticide, etc.
GFnerally speaking, genocide does not necessarily mean the imme-
diate destruction of a nation, except when accomplished by mass
killings of all members of a nation. It is intended rather r()'signif‘v

a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at the destruction of
essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the aim of
annihilating the groups themselves ... Genocide is directed against
the national group as an entity, and the actions involved are directed
against individuals, not in their individual capacity, but as members
of the national group.

... Genocide has two pages: one, the destruction of the national pat-
tern of the oppressed group; the other, the imposition of the national
pattern of the oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon
the oppressed population which is allowed to remain, or upon the
territory alone, after removal of the population and the colonization
of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals.*

Why did the definition of genocide change? Why does this matter?

My first lesson on Lemkin is that Lemkin was not the author of
the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
Genocide of 1948 (Genocide Convention). He coined the word genocide
in his famous study of thc Second World War, Axis Rule in Occupied
Europe, which was published in 1944 (we can date the time he coined
the term toO the winter of 194 1—42 based on annotations in his note-
books). He authored the first draft of the treaty presented to the UN and,
wielding a new r)_/pe of powe‘r that prefigured the human rights social
movements later in t'he twentieth century, he was able to keep himself
involved in the pglm'cal deliberations over the treaty’s text by strategi-
cally directing a significant amount of inter.nanon.al p.ul.)lic pressure on
the governments O_f UN'member states, whll‘e maintaining authentic if
ated friendShlpS Wlfh a number of individual delegates from across
iddle East and Asian (the Egyptian, Pakistani, and Filipino delega-
he ones that most closely coordinated their strategies with

calcul

the M

tions were t

— G . _—t % . . <
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Lemkin, and Gabricla Mistral and Pearl Buck were vital for marsl.mlll?lg_
the support of Latin American member states and China). Even chis briet
glimpse into the history of the concept of genocide demonstrates that
the Genocide Convention’s definition of genocide was a fundamentally
political definition.

The primary goal of the delegations representing major w

: Joics-\We
at the UN, as I arguc in my book, and as my colleague Anton Weiss Wendt
as

orld powers

has also documented in his scholarship and outlined in this volume, w
to narrow the definition of genocide as much as possible, and to ensure
the passage of an international law that could not be applied to them
but could still be applied to their geopolitical opponents. While ma'ny
scholars of genocide and anti-genocide activists uphold the Genocide
Convention as a kind of moral document, Weiss-Wendt’s scholarship
and my rescarch has attempred to show just how much the Gen‘ocidc
Convention was a product of post-World War II geopolitics, starting as
an explicitly anti-colonial document and being transformed into some-
thing that colonial powers could tolerate. I would agree with Weiss-
Wendt’s argument in this volume, that the implication for scholars — and
all sorts of genocide-prevention practitioners — is that if you adopt the
legal definition of genocide as your working definition of the concept,
or even if you take the legal definition as an ethical or moral concept,
you implicitly align your work with a concept that was designed to erase
from its boundaries the vast majority of the kinds of repression and
oppression being committed by the major powers at the time. As | tell my
students, Weiss-Wendt has found drafts of the UN treaty heavily anno-
tated by Soviet prosecutor general Andrei Vyshinsky and Joseph Stalin,
indicating that they poured over the text line by line. So, we must under-
stand that the legal definition of genocide was co-authored by Vyshinsky
and Stalin — and their peers at the UN who knew their governments
were committing atrocities that would have been genocide according to
Lemkin’s first definition.

It is worth considering why Lemkin’s initial ideas about how to define
genocide would be rejected by the major powers at the UN. My sec-
ond lesson on Lemkin, therefore, is that Lemkin framed his concept
of genocide in 1944 as an explicitly colonial crime. In Axis Rule, he
called the German occupation of Europe an act of colonialism, fram-
ing the destruction of the groups targeted by the Germans for physical
extermination as part of a larger colonial program of group destruction
that included a wide spectrum of repressive and oppressive acts. Later
in his unpublished writings Lemkin set out to study the genocides of
European colonialism, framing both Nazi and Soviet genocides a5 part
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. E ! ! i .ide as a tech-
f()ry of I"Ur()pc;m colonial cmpires using, g_:cn()udc as a
rural violence that

4 . .
BOvernance, and charting the direct and struc
as to the

theg
€ genoc; > ‘ iyl
Nited >cides entailed. In 1946, when Lemkin brought his e .
Al 1in the support ot the

No )
sthy A against
Wh()m ge

ations, he wrote that his strategy was to g

iean delegations first, since they represented peoples A 3
4 coalition of
ar-

Nocide had been committed, and to assemble

Bainin €s and former colonies to force the major powers to the b‘
=2 . .
& table. Then he would step back and let the US, UK, and USSR

Eil;er(?iié}:iflll_ﬂ.ic c:rccii.r for \\'orvl'\'ing so hard to .()lll'lil\\: %Tl,“)flit,li ‘lllflt(‘l:
pened, exce tPtLlrl‘anL: of World War II. And lh;n is pru"m .}‘ \\.N n«()l:
than he hacli) o by Tla;or powers f’PP“jcd the (ncll()u‘dc Convention 1 . e
i“SU‘UCred ) tlnt.!c.lpatcd. I'he (.&lllildl;ll‘l and Swedish dClL'g_',thl(zl:lS \\;grg
- indig(:n()l? K.H governments not to sign a treaty that could be rlpp’lf

t6n was “dqs P“’P]Ci; the South African delegation warned thQ conven-
- | dangerous where backwards people were concerned, stating
£ e position that genocide against Black Africans was progress; the
Brajl.llnan delegation mused that outlawing genocide would be a genocide
3ga.”let Latin America since it was their cultural tradition to exterminate
political opponents; the UK and French observers wanted a treaty that
COLl']d not apply to the colonies; and Washington instructed the US dele-
gation to make sure the treaty couldn’t be applied to American Indians
or government-sanctioned racial segregation and lynching.

Not surprisingly, during the diplomatic negotiations at the UN over
how genocide would be defined in the international treaty, the definition
of “genocide” changed dramatically, narrowing to such a degree that
Lemkin no longer recognized his own concept, as delegates from UN
member states carefully negotiated cach word of the treaty. As I show
in my book by looking at Lemkin’s personal correspondences and per-
sonal writings, Lemkin left the UN in 1948 believing that his time at the
UN was a failure — even though he publicly celebrated the passing of
the Genocide Convention in newspaper editorials and scholarly journal
articles. The law against genocide after 1948, Lemkin wrote in his mem-
oirs, was now in the hands of statesmen “who lived in perpetual sin with
history” and “treated human life |ike currency in a bank.”

Thirdly, afld _Pefh’dPS most importantly for scholars looking to use
Lemkin’s definition, Lemk.m did not define gcnogide as a type of violence,
Insteads he deﬁned genocide as a type of conflict Fhat involved'g spec-

i Of coercive actions that ranged from repression and marginaliza-
'ron ro acts of oppression al.ld sometimes (but not always) violence — acts
& would call “structural Yl()]encc” or “cultural violence” in today’s par-
IZnCC-‘) Importantly, Lemkin had worked out his definition of genocide

t
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of the Final Solution, which is widely recognized as the

before the onsct

171 party settled on a policy of physically exterminating,

1
moment the ™ ; . R : .
¢. And, interestingly, the earliest iterations of the con-

the Jewish PC“P]
cept Lemkin calle o
ings in the Jate 1929% on the Sovietr penal code, where he was primarily

1e )
worried about th
violence of the
forms of social €©
the revolurion. (F¢

X eV ion}.*°
an enemy of the “\”Im_. ! hichl; : . .
To terirn to the fensien mgh ighted in this volume’s title, between

the legal and the clhiCi.l]'.P.”lil'i.L\ll .cnnccpri(?n_s of genocide, T would sug-
gest that the legal .dchnnu.n? is highly poln'.lcnl as well. Thus, scholars
who employ an L‘rhIC;ll-P()I.lt'lC;ll ln?dcrg[;lfldlllg of the genocide concept,
and follow the proader writings of l'.cmkln, will F]cccssarily position the
Holodsmer i @ wider context of Soviet empire-building, “internal”

colonialism, nation . _ ] .
and oppression - all ot which Lemkin would have viewed as structur-

ally and historically : . : .
means, however, that the coneept of genocide loses its reference point

o international Taws Yet, this is not @ priori a bad thing. Because the

legal definition was the prodpct of a high-stakes political drafting pro-

cess, and the Cxplicir goal of many UN member states was to remove

the actions of their governments from the purview of this treaty, the

Genocide Convention gives us a very poor scholarly definition of geno-

cide (unless of course the scholar is spcciﬁcally_ concerned with legal

history or the law), as it is designed to conceal far more about human

history and social behaviour than it reveals. We thus find ourselves in
the dilemma announced in the very title of the book. An ethical~political
definition of gen()cide, such as Lemkin’s, lacks a grounding in interna-
tional law, and is thus unsatisfactory for.many scholars and activists. !
The legal (or legal-political) definition of genpcide, on the other hand,
fails to encompass many of the very acts we find so morally abhorrent,
such as the Soviet Union’s attempt to intentionally starve to death mjl-
lions upon millions of human beings.'*

As Tusan reminds us, it does little good to reject or embrace the con-
cept of genocide on the grounds that the concept is a product of post-
World War II politics; it is more fruitful to define an act as genocide by
reconciling the event and its definition to the experience of a people, spe-
cifically the experience of being subjected to an attempted destruction. s
What I would like to remind the reader is that Lemkin himself did not

d genocide in the carly 19.40s can be traced to his writ-
¢ way the Soviets used the law to direct the force and
rate towards the elimination of “enemy nations” and

nsciousness the Bolshevik party deemed antithetical to
N this, Lemkin was denounced h_\' Andrei V\’shinskv as

alities conflicts, and identity group-based repression

connected. Using this broader definition of genocide
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USQ t
sch Bal definition of genocide in his historical and

larg
shi orical a
Whe P (of course, he used the legal definition in

his legal work),

_righ bacc Tcillrlllgcl to the clas'sr().()m at \_';llc University, h.if|k:xr1l¢lirci‘sﬂr‘;:'|::t

Ing of . C(()) ?15 broad, C‘XPCI'ICIIC(--(-H-[hL-‘—\'lC[ll]’l‘CcnlI.LLl eeru 'r;()ll p

ncept. He defined genocide simply as “the destrticis ok

and peoples,” Lemkin told his student, because the specific act

uch destruction was carried out would always Cha.ng_'.t‘ through

: oves ll-l)Zh like Tusan’s argument rhat‘rh'c sruc‘iy of !—'vf'”.”:?lfc E:;;Sj;:

Unfinigheq th}’()nd the study of rhc’ materiality of r_hc act {lrl - :mﬁnished
anuser rce-volumc World History of Gc)noc‘l((& and his :

""PUintroduction to the Study of Genocide in the Social Sciences,

Show i
su : . 1 definir

e S that Lemkin was utterly unconcerned with the legal ‘1Lﬁ"ft‘9'1
o and again in

with defining
rather than

s‘()cizll SCiCﬂfiﬁc

e U;;?Jlbn]e }t]o writing history: and social science. ()V‘Cir
¢ crime | 1shed works, L.cmlfm proves more .u)nccr.n‘c.c
O 8 jectivascc_l on the sul)]cctxvc.cxhcrlc.ncc of the vngrl]m,l A
” Wor[d[_el‘cntena prcf(:rrc?d by international ILHV)"CFS- "1] L;qpr() wri;
3 “Viegm istory of Geno”czde, he even stated that his goal was ¢
In the e K g - i vhich ha
B h§01nltext (‘)f. t'he current state of Ukrammn. srudlCSf v Ukr'lixf
and Ry 'Igf] y politicized in the conrc.xr. o‘f the conflict bctw‘iiCl; e c‘ieﬁc
nitiOns s;a rom_zol 3o the present, it 1s important to cOnsl ¢ f i =
It is oo genocide that scholars use, and my three lC»?SO_”Sl (‘)'n , iclk ';‘
o F to any obscrv.cr of the cpnﬂwr that s<.:h()larsh|p is )C_lt‘lfD picke
4P In the national media of Ukraine and Russia, and academic resparch
}15_ ﬁlter.mg into the narratives of the conflict from parties on all sides.
helfe Is a certain fixation on the concept of genocide, as activists and
Parﬁlsans seek to use scholarship on “the Ukrainian genocide” during the
Sov1f:t era to delegitimize the current Russian involvement in Ukrainian.'s
Puttmg aside these questions of contemporary politics, however, my
three lessons on Lemkin can help clarify certain points in this “Lemkin

turn” in Ukrainian studies.

For one, Lemkin’s definition of genocide (not the legal definition of
genocide) would force us to separate conceptually the famine and the
genocide. The famine can be seen as part of a genocide, but the fam-
Ine was not the genocide. This means that, analytically, the killing of at
least 3.5 million peasants is no longer presented as the primary objec-
tive of the man-made famine, but rather a means to a larger end. In the
Lemkin frame, the starvation of people is not genocide; the people were
starved as a way of committing genocide. This is why Lemkin argued,
in his famous speech in 1953, that the Soviet regime orchestrated mass
starvation as part of a larger effort to stamp out a distinct Ukrainian
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of.the “Lemkin turn” in Ukrainian S.mdics, however, it is necessary to
briefly outline the contours of Lemkin’s thinking on genocide, empire,

and the destrucrion of peoples and nations.

Lemkin’s Theory: A Quick Sketch

The twentieth-century “history of genocide” is very much a history of the
creation of the concept of genocide: how the idea emerged historically in
Lemkin’s thinking, n relati()nship to the ideas and concerns of his Jewish
Polish, and professional legal miliey in the 1920s and 1930837 how the’
drafting process at the United Nations transformed the concept to empha.
size that genocide was a physical act rather than a complex sociologica]
process related to other forms of conflict;'® and how the concept again
was transformed through geopolitical pressure during and after the Cold
War.” Lemkin’s understanding of the core concepts that underpinneg hi

constantly evolving definition of genocide also changed with the times i
But, as I have argued in my book on Lemkin, some things remaineg Co;l

sistent in Lemkin’s thought from the 1920s to his final works ip the v
§OsS.
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at the roots

Genocide as a Social Process

Second, Lemkin believed the destruction of human groups was a soclio-
logical PTOCESS. Genocide was, thercefore, a type of conflict and not
a type of violence. This remained consistent throughout his writings
in the 1920s on the Soviet penal codes (before he coined the word
genocide) 'through'his work in the 1950s, including his sociological
and hlstorlgal studies of genocide and his legal advocacy work. To be
sure, Lemkfn was most concerned with, and saved his st}'()llgcst moral
condemnation for, genocides committed through terror, torture, and
death. However, ff)r genocide to have taken place did not necessarily
require physical. vxolenf:e in Lemkin’s definition of the term: genocide
could be committed without killing a single individual. In fact, when
Lemkin wrote about physical killings as a technique of genocide, he
often discussed this violence in terms of the sociological Ci,msequences
of violence — in terms of the collective trauma that violence inflicts
upon survivors across a society, the weakening of the bonds of social
solidarity and group cohesion that often accompanies horrific forms
of violence such as hunger and rape, and the particular kinds of terror
and loss that occur across a society when cultural figures such as poets
and civil leaders are killed. For Lemkin, killing was not necessary for
genocide, and when genocide involves killing, the killing part was not
the genocide, per se.

I'he T emkin Turn™ in Ukrainian Studies I55
Genocide versus Social Change

Third, turning to the thought of Giuseppe Mazzini, Lemkin believed
national groups were the basic components of world civilization, and
that national diversity is what animated the world and served as the
engine of human creativity, progress, beauty, and peace. Lemkin departed
from Mazzini in important ways, most notably in his belief that it was
not the objective qualities of nations that animated world civilization like
a “subtle concerto,” but rather the changing of national groups’ objective
and imaginative characteristics. The ability for groups to change, Lemkin
believed, is what is generated by the interactions between ideas, values,
and beliefs that occur when people meet those from other nations, become
part of other nations, and move between nations.

Cultural assimilation via cultural hegemony, a constant in human his-
tory, was not necessarily a bad thing for Lemkin, who was not opposed
to old “groups™ disappearing and new groups emerging. In fact, Lemkin
positions the slow disappearance of groups and nations as a healthy
occurrence for human societies, because it means that culrures and
groups were changing and such change was a fundamental good. There
is an implicit contradiction in Lemkin’s thinking here about where to
draw the line between group diffusion versus group destruction (i.e.,
genocide). Yet, for Lemkin, the boundary rested between the ability
of individuals to freely choose to abandon or adopt identities — which
could result in the disappearance of a group — and purposeful attempts
to destroy a group as a sociological entity, which is what he called geno-
cide. The disappearance of a group or a culture, even through cultural
assimilation, was not genocide in Lemkin’s formulation.

In fact, Lemkin believed that cultural diffusion and assimilation could
enrich the human experience because social change is what allowed
human societies to adapt to constantly changing historical conditions.
What was to be condemned, he believed, was forced cultural destruc-
tion, or forced cultural assimilation. This he called genocide. Genocide
deprived the world of cultural diversity, and cultural diversity was nec-
essary for cultural change to occur. Thus, Lemkin argued that genocide
prevented social groups from changing and evolving, because it depleted
the kinds of cultural diversity in “world civilization” that drove social
innovation and constructive social change. Genocide was a “crime
against humanity,” he wrote, precisely because it deprived individuals of
the ability to experience the fruits of diversity, and as a consequence 1t
deprived people from the positive benefits of social change that diversity
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‘ _ ¢ to Russian politics.** Lemkin was fluent in German and had
used the term, but decided against it — perhaps because the root Volk was
too close to the German Romantics’ use of Volk to describe an organic

nation, a concept that Lemkin believed was an important structuring

s a
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aspect of the Nazi genocide.®# Similarly, nationicides was first used by
Frangois-No¢l Babeut in his 1794 book, Du Systeme de Dépopulation
ou la Vie et les Crimes de Carrier, to describe and condemn the con-
duct of Jean-Baptiste Carrier in the war of the Vendée, when troops sent
from Paris started a project of depopulation to destroy the “nations”
living in the territory.*s Regarding the English word “denationalization,”
Lemkin explained that the word denoted the deprivation of citizenship
or the removal of national groups from geographical territories, not the
destruction of a national pattern as a sociological entity, nor the attempt
to replace a given national pattern with national patterns of the oppres-
sor.** “Genocide™ would be the neologism Lemkin had been searching
for, “coined by the author to denote an old practice in its modern devel-
opment,” in order to mobilize efforts around the world to denounce the
practice and remove it from the repertoire of human actions.*

Scholars have been quick to notice that Lemkin’s idea of peo-
ples, culture, and the destruction of peoples resembles the writings
of German Romantic philosopher Johann Gottfried Herder.*s T have
also heard scholars at various Ukrainian studies conferences sharing
this interpretation of Lemkin, regarding discussions of a primordial
Ukrainian nation. This is a misreading of Lemkin. Herder first devel-
oped the notion of culture and cultural relativism, and he inspired
movements that called for compassion for those suffering because
of colonial attempts to destroy culture in the name of civilization.
While the Romantic nationalism of Herder generated an appreci-
ation for cultural diversity, Lemkin wrote, there was a downside to
this movement, which exalted “peoples” and “cultures” as primordjal
entities that transcended history. This notion of peoples and cultures
as organic and primordial was grounded in a form of nationalism
Lemkin wrote, that would later be used by antisemitic and militarisé
thinkers who set the stage for the rise of Nazi nation-race ideologies, o
While Lemkin borrowed much from Herder’s writings on culture apq
his critique of colonial processes of cultural destruction, Lemkip ulti-
mately rejected Romantic conceptions of nationhood. The “Herderian
Romantic approach,” he wrote, “became culturally atavistjc in the
nineteenth century and politically aggressive in the late nineteenth and
the first half of the twentieth centuries,” when it “coupled with ¢}e

“strive for power, aggrandizement, internal anxieties, and disrespect for

minorities [to] create a climate ... for the perpetration of genocide,”so
A Lemkin-inspired reading of Ukrainian history, therefore, would not
uphold “Ukraine” or the “Ukrainian nation” as a primordja| people
that exists transhistorically, but rather affirm that a Ukrainiap national
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Nations, Peoples, Neww Words, and New [deas

As
kin’:,e];jted above, the word genocide first appcared in print in Lem-
ccupatl-;'nm:gn“m_ opus, Axis Rule in Occupieq’ Europe: Laws Qf
deriveq « o 7_"7[3:,5’5 of Government, Proposals for Red_ress.. Lem.km
and the Lgtinoc'lje f”’_m the ('_rCCk word genos (race, tumﬂy, tribe)
eqUa“y be ¢ nci e“(t() l<1“).- In "jl f<.)<)rn()tc,‘hc added that gc!u)c‘l‘de C_oulfi’

enocide Siemjﬁed ethnocide,” with the Greek e?bno meaning na‘l‘t.lon..
not neCeSSag'l}l ed the attempt to ‘dcsrr()y 3 na.n()nul'gr()up,. bur “it did
when aCcon? }1’ I}?Cjnbthc lm.nlc'dllarc dgstructnon of a nation, f:xce”;?lt

ather, fo, Lp lsk_e y idss .l”fngs ‘(‘)f all m.cmbcrs of a nation.”
aCtions’ o emkin, genocide 'SIgmﬁ'cd a C.()()r_dlnzlt(:d' plan of dnH‘erent
Nationa] ming at tbc deStrUF“°” of cs'sc.'ntl.al foundations of the life o’f
I 'al groups, with the aim of annihilating the groups themselves.”
N Axis Rule, Lemkin further defined genocide as a colonial process of

eStr(?yi“g the national patterns of the oppressed and imposing upon
the victims the national patterns of the oppressor. The objective of
such a plan, Lemkin added, was the “disintegration of the political
and social institutions, of culture, language, national feelings, religion,
and the economic existence of national gfoups, and the destruction of
Fhe personal security, liberty, health, dignity, and even the lives of the

individuals belonging to such groups.”:

As a new word, Lemkin felt that “genocide” would also be free of
the connotations carried by similar existing words, such as the German
word Vélkermord, meaning “murder of nations.” Vélkermord appeared
in reports about the German colonial war against the Herero and Nama
peoples, to describe the Ottoman campaign against Armenians, and in
reference to Russian politics.>» Lemkin was fluent in German and had
used the term, but decided against it — perhaps because the root Volk was
too close to the German Romantics’ use of Volk to describe an organic
nation, a concept that Lemkin believed was an important structuring
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entities that transcended history. This notion of peoples and. Cultpres
as organic and primordial was grounded in a'forn}.of .
Lemkin wrote, that would later be used by antisentic m.ld militarist
thinkers who set the stage for the rise of Nazi natx@l—face ldeologies.=9
While Lemkin borrowed much from Herder’s writmgS on culture and
his critique of colonial processes of cultural destruction, Lemkin ylti-
mately rejected Romantic conceptions of nationhood. The “Herderian
Romantic approach;” he wrote, “lecams culturally atgvistic in the
nineteenth century and politically aggressive in th; late nineteenth and
the first half of the twentieth centuries,” when it “coupled with the

aspect of

territory.** Regarding the Englis

minorities [to] create a climate ... for the perpetration of genocide.”s0
A Lemkin—inspired l‘eading of Ukrainian history, therefOre, would not
uphold “Ukraine” or the “Ukrainian nation” as a primordial people
that exists transhistorically, but rather affirm that a Ukrainian natichal
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lder?tit): is a historical, politic
SOZ;‘;:LEZOC]:;:;.dcstr;)y this social idc;)tit}' group. I
rom nationa ¢ l")n of peoples and nn.[mns was dL'I'I\'C‘d m.().xl di -L ')

. . hab cultural autonomy theorists — not organic or Romantic
nationalists — precisely because Lemkin rejected atavistic theories of the
nation and was reso|yre in his opposition to a relativistic form of nation-
hood_ As A. Dirk Moses has written, Lemkin did not structure identity
ike a zero-sym game, and never believed that any individual had to
expre§s any one identity or be reduced to just one national identity.’' In
Lemkin’s undersranding, all individuals held multiple forms of what we
Now would cal] “socja| identity,” and it was this ability of individuals to
E‘)Clong to many “nations” at once that enriched the human experience.

Cultura] relativity,” if it were freed from the xenophobic strictures of
the Herderian Romantic approach, “can be a doctrine of hope rather
than Fiespair,”xz In the endeavour “at unifying the world for peace,”
L.em.km continues: “This doctrine [of cultural relativity] has a two-fold
significance. It means that we must respect every culture for its own
sake. .It also means that we must probe beyond specific cultural differ-

€nces in our search for a unified conception of human values and human
rights. We know that this can be done.”

In his unfinished manuscript Introduction to the Social Scientific
St.udy of Genocide, Lemkin turns to the Iralian Romantic thinker
Giuseppe Mazzini for an understanding of how national diversity could
ground a universal form of world citizenship, made concrete by an inter-
national law prohibiting the destruction of nations. Lemkin writes
that Mazzini, “the prophet of the 19th century idea of nationality in a
humanist, democratic form with a strong admixture of romanticism,”
posited a belief that nationality, not state citizenship, is what provides
people with “citizenship in the world.”ss Lemkin borrowed Mazzini’s
metaphor of the symphony of nations,’® explaining that nations were
like musical instruments in the “subtle concerto” of world civilizations,
which was “nourished and gets life from the tone of every instrument.”>”
Yet, Lemkin still did not define nations in Mazzini’s exact terms. When
Lemkin told the Christian Century in a 1956 interview that he did “not
belong exclusively to one race or one religion,” he was acknowledg-
ing that he held a personal sense of belonging to Polish, Jewish, and
American national groups, and was implicitly rejecting a strict national-
ist worldview without giving up his sentiments that national groups and
identities were the most basic foundation of the human experience.3*

While Lemkin held on to Mazzini’s ethical defense of nati(.)ns as the
source of all creativity in world civilization, and of cultural diversity as

al, and sociological project — as was the
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the key to 4 pcacetul and humane world order, l.cmkil? otfc.rcd a ldll‘k(;f
ent definition of nations. Quoting the French Romantic phll(?S()l? A<k ”
ark hisr‘“'." Henri l’()cillnn.\l.cml\'in wrote that “nations are tamlC:ms :)d
mind,” not transhistorical and primordial entities.* F()Clllon.ha us{:rc
medieval and Mesopotamian art history to theorize that 11;1t!()ns '\Eed
constituted by a shared belicf among individuals thz}t they wcm‘L}n{ o 5
which manifesged itself through patterns of aesthetic taste, reogu‘ufn g
tropes, and shared understandings of symbols.*> Above nl_l, a n‘ltll(?n.»
according to Lemkin, was a group of people who thought of thcmlse))c‘:s
as belonging to the same group. Shared languages, arts, mytho og,lcsd,
folklores, c‘()llccti\'c histories, traditions, religions, and even share
ancestry or shared geographical location were important onl._v (g)ccgusi
people believed that these things mattered. This meant an in nj} uf1'
could bd”“g to more than one nation art the same FHHC, snl?c?ith‘ela{terll;
for establishing nations were not mutually exclusive. ln.dlvu ua 'sdcoq !
enter into and ‘(mr of cerrain “families of mind,” c.\'pr.cssm‘g one l e“.f”f)
now and another one later, or several at once. Wi.thm rh.xs conceptlolnd,
no individual could ever be fully representative of a nation; nor cou
any individual be reduced to a nation. e
Ecmkin thus C(L)nsidcrcd many different kinds of groups tf) .bf?‘ lmthTSsr
believed that nations were constituted by people’s recognition t.hz;t thlc.}
were part of a nation, argued that nations were always _;llzlllilflodf lec;f
national character and that this dynamism enriched the. 1.1.\'?5 0 1T1 ~lovml
uals, and felt that each individual could hold many'dlffelem naln H‘is
identities throughout his or her life — often seve.ml snmulr.anem?s );.ma“
definition of a natrion was so broad that it could include groups-as il
as “those who play at cards™ or groups as large as Jews, A[rm.ezl?:s, Zl:)f
Poles. Lemkin’s goal with this definition was to outlaw a road ra 1gqns
attempts to destroy a wide range of human gl‘OL.XPS by VaflOUS means,
from cultural, sociological, political, or economic rept'es?IE)lll, f),r.re,ven
physical atracks against individuals_inrended to harm the co ecn:]ld)'.1 ]
In further developing his theory of nations as mental prOC?SSS a ' acts
of imagination, Lemkin borrowed heavily h‘om. the Au.stl(;;' Llu;{garlan
Marxist and social democratic theorists and politlcal.ﬁgUfCS ar ‘ T‘ﬂner
and Otto Bauer. Indeed, he told Renner this much .m his p.ers‘(‘)na cor-
respondences.+' Bauer had argued that modern nan(.)l'ls Wf;“;qtgfzim}:(l)l‘
nities of character” that developed out of “communities O ‘| . r
Bauer, nations were not territorially derived, as lib_eml pgtloria ;5131 pro-
fessed, and nor were they the closed-off and organic entities tx; gfo;lser-
vatives (and German Romantic theorists) believed them to.be. 1orl ‘,mer’-
national consciousness was “by no means synonymous with the love of
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will for the political unity of the nation.” ln.srcad,_
is to be understood as the simple recognition of
¢ ) nation.”+ This also meant that the content of national
1de{1t1ty was always Changing, because both nationality and nations as
social Broups were historical products of the consciousness of individu-
als..ﬂ. Thus for Bauer, nations were neither transhistorical nor primordial
entities, but constantly changing as individuals themselves cha nged and as
new “Communities of fate” formed and developed into new “communities
O-f character.” C()nsequcmly’ national identities were not mutually exclu-
Slvc.?.‘ Lemkin would borrow these ideas explicitly in his late, unfinished
‘ertm.gs °on genocide, and quietly announced rhi; position in a footnote
In Axis Ruje +s
. As Lemkin taught his students ar Yale Law School in 1948 after recurn-
Ing to the classroom, nations were the primary object of protection of the
law against genocide, byt nations were aspcct; of human consciousness.**
Lemkin taught his class ar Yale that a natiop was a mental process that
Fook on objective characreristics, sociologically, and therefore a nation was
Justas much an act of imagination as it was a historical object. Because of
this, nations could come into and out of existence, and they could change.
Lemkin told his students thar he settled on the term “genocide” because
the Greek and Sanskrit connotations of the root word “genos” signified
a human group that was constituted through a shared way of thinking,
not objective relations. The concept of the “genos,” Lemkin said, “was
originally conceived as an enlarged family unit having the conscience of
4 common ancestor - first real, Jater imagined.”+” It was in this imagined
connection between people, he observed, where “the forces of cohesion
and solidarity were born.” The same forces for group cohesion could also
serve as “the nursery of group pride and group hate” that is “somerim?s
subconscious, sometimes conscious, but always dangerous, because it
Creates a pragmatism that justifies cold destruction of the other group
when it appears necessary or useful.”+

The “Lemkin Turn” in Holodomor Studies

As Idiscussed in the introduction to this chapter, Lemkin has become an
increasing figure of interest to those who study the Holodomor in the
last decade.+* Roman Serbyn and Lubomyr Luciuk may l.mve been_ %t
the forefront of this movement in Ukrainian studies, applying ‘Lemkm S
theory to the field through their individual readings of Lenjkm’s 19}513
speech on the Ukrainian genocide.s° Crucially, for both scholars, the
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iti > Great Famine of

importance of [emkin's thinking is tlmtlit positioned rllc S::)l('tlge eainst
1932=33 as the most violent chapter of a dc“tndcs-!(;ljir?;, PR
the Ukrainian social group or Ukrainian n;‘mon'al ider : :;]icit  der by
ant to both theorists is that, through this framing, an ?i\;m”y o
Stalin or Sovier elites was irrelevant lcgull,\' ;mcv{ ihu:z: “:hic,h e L
legal and theoretical “intent” was cons_nrurcd ,b'\ “|L' :ui,on g -
explicit expression of state policy.s* This l.\r();l.d -nP.P]llt.l‘isml-v e s
thinking to interpretations and analyses (.)f.Ukl‘tllnyl.Jll s ——
has helped deepen two distinet arcas of focm‘\\ ith e testBE
beyond the study of famine or polirtical \'mlc’l‘u.c, to ¢ v gt iy
of “structural vi<')lcncc“ or “cultural violcpcc, as I(jpz(;\sl,:s el ol
lence. The second area of UI\'miniun. stu_dlcs rl?uF’ L]l]ist()l-y ety ool
deepened and enriched is the analysis of Ukrainian | i .md’ s
itics, and economics through the concepts of cnu?l.l;:)l(my” -
“structural/culrural violence” thread and the “.cmpu.el ;'(l(, By
Ukrainian studies have clear overlaps, as cmplrc—bt‘nl( l:l-:l‘violence, e
ism both involve systems of direct, structural, and Llll t} f;cusing e
this “Lemkin rurn” has helped unite both .thre.adcs{ U)r)oup O oo,
way each entails processes of group dg_*srru'cnonl ‘in Vz[-ds: enocide.
nation-building and national destruction, in other v

; -0
Structural Violence, Cultural Violence,
. . el
and the Destruction of Peoples

o . i fact that this
For Lubomyr Luciuk, Lemkin’s srglllh‘curl”ce rests in (ghtehe b ror and
“father of the un Genocide C(mvmm(.m rec.ogmzelwn many notable
criminal nature of the Holodomor during a rime \.Vdenied the atroci-
public intellectuals and leaders in the: Tpsws e.ltth 52 It was not only
ties or ignored them out of ge()L?Ollthill ‘f‘xped‘em’“y‘it that were over-
Lemkin’s views on Communist crimes agamst h.uzmn.ityes Also ignored
looked by scholars and the global public, Lucm IWIukl:ainian S e
was Lemkin’s assessment that “.the ‘deSthLlCEl”On (Z{f‘f‘]fo[‘ simply a case of
[was a] ‘classic example of Soviet genocide an\ ! not of individuals
mass murder’” because it involved “‘the destx:tl,ctl_%lT:‘S Esp Ltule, bl
only, but of a culture and a narion,w;:.Lemkm s 1 i‘d;y_ o
political implications in the 19508 and-ln the'pf'ejslmleco‘gnition then and
Ukraine from 1932 to 1933 received .llttle Otﬁuaulzraine and the Soviet
now because the structu ra! rela\n(mshl'p betweelﬂd foreign governments,
Union, and later the Russian Federation, has e %5, FceBIE i

: and “Moscow’s handmaidens to ; g

global interest groups, _ o ledee that the famine was pat
famine as a tragedy but retuse to acknowledge
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aFa Wlfje.r identity-based conflict waged with the intention of destroying
a Ukrainian social group. S

For peace and conflict scholars more generally, Lemkin’s emphasis on
the Cultura'l and social aspects of group destruction resembles the field of
geace studies’ focus on the symbolic aspects of group destrucrion in con-
r};(:;] E;Z‘;L:ﬁ:jrzsri(l:rl::t:\;]rmngs we can “unflcrsr;md genocide as more

. stve and extreme violence.” Jonathan Hobson
writes, but as a social assault on 2 “group in its entirety, so that group,
;EIS }gxsrory, and its social constructs no longer exist.” s From this basis,
Cll?tusr(;rll’ acrf::(s)r;lzzr l[).;:}](i(yi?"'s]rhcl()r'\‘-. t)t: gcm.)ci-dc spans political, social,
s5idl s romsehs 1 C,Omm(,i, t,:,]lt’} physical, rch_gl()us, ;m‘d moral sphcr.cs,

. 1 the work of the seminal peace studies
FhCO['lSt J()hfm Galtung, “who offers a way to articulate the encompass-
lngddestructxve pr(')c.csscs genocide entails, and in doing so helps to better
g;]te‘:’s];;?clil?::}:l‘:)[nllteji)tllz)af '”(1);;.]@.5 ?(.)nfcrhing a gcnocic'lal event.”ss Wichin
of el — 111},(,1) Cul[\il(.) ;_HL.C,I H()h:()n C()nl‘mucs:‘rhc C(.)nccprs
different societal pr()ccjsses mi rl:lta,. ’V"]" ?nce are .us'fd © c.xpla.m h().w
society.”s¢ What comes to ‘thc ft?() - ,u\'& He < an,d Vlcn.mlzc -ccrmm.gf Oups n

‘ AL re ot Luciuk’s reading of Lemkin’s analy-
sis of the riamxan genocide is this exact sense that the conflict involved
a total sgcn.()logical and cultural assault on a marginalized victim group,
the Ukrainian nation; that part of this social and culrural assault enrailed
iljrll(at_tempt. by e!ites in Moscow to erase the distinct ethnic character of

_ ) nternational community perceived
and interpreted the conflict.

In Lffmkill’s thought, the institutionalization and normalization of
repression and violence against a group, with the goal of destroying the
group asasocial unit, meant that the cultural, social, and structural dynam-
Ics Qf genocide went hand-in-hand. The process of selecting a group as
victims of genocide required that the perpetrators of genocide arbitrarily
dffﬁne human beings into categories, and deny the possibility that indi-
viduals could belong to many different social groups at once.’” Lemkin’s
fext.remely broad definition of a nation meant that, in his thinking, any
mfhvidual would belong to a seemingly infinite number of “nations.” In
this regard, his ideas again intersect with some of the foundational liter-
ature in peace and conflict studies, because, as Hobson notes, Lemkin’s
notion of genocide is by definition “an act of cultural violence in the sense
thatitis a crime commitred by one group identifying as against another.”s*
Individuals may commit the individual acts of violence in genocide, but
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genocide as a crime involves significant organization and, fre-
quently, the convincing of a population, force, or army that this
form of violence is the solution. In this sense, genocide needs to
exist as a cultural concept before it can exist as a physical act.
Using Galtung’s words, we can see how it is “Cultural violence
[that] makes direet and structural violence look and feel right.”
Genocide involves embedding ideas of superiority and legitimate
viplcncc into cultural discourse, and for Galtung it is “the study

of cultural violence [that] highlights the ways in which the acts of
direct and structural violence are legitimized, internalized, and thus

rendered acceptable in society.s

And, indeed, when Luciuk uses Lemkin’s ideas to analyze the Holo-
domor as genocide, he argues that the cultural and social aspects of the
attempted destruction of a Ukrainian social group implies the presence
of a structural conflict between the political regime centred in Moscow
and the Ukrainian national group, while the structural conflict and
structural violence implies cultural violence and social conflict that
predates the violence of the Holodomor and continues long after the
famine formally ended.

The structural aspects of Lemkin’s genocide concept are even more
pronounced in Roman Serbyn’s use of Lemkin to analyze the Holodomor,
especially because Serbyn follows Lemkin exactly and argues that the
events that led up to the famine qualify as genocide. In Serbyn’s writ-
ings on Lemkin, the conceptual significance of Lemkin’s emphasis on the
identity or group-based nature of the Soviet conflict in Ukraine in the
1930s cannot be understated.® What is especially important for Serbyn
is that Lemkin connected the famine to a larger social, economic, and
political program of destroying the Ukrainian nation. Therefore, the
physical violence of the Holodomor, in Serbyn’s analysis, emerged his-
torically as an extension of the structural and cultural violence applied
by the Soviet state with the intention of destroying a distinct Ukrainian
social identity. For Serbyn, like Lemkin, the famine is only one part of
the Soviet genocide against Ukraine. In fact, in Lemkin’s analysis, what
made the famine genocidal was not that Stalin’s regime killed so many
people by orchestrating grain shortages, but that people were killed with
the purpose of destroying a distinctly Ukrainian “national pattern” or
“family of mind.” More importantly, for Serbyn, Lemkin demonstrated
that the goal of the famine was not just to prevent the people living in
Ukraine from resisting integration into the Soviet political system and
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economy; the famine was furthermore structurally connected to a wider
System (.)f Soviet repression against a Ukrainian national identity. Thus
the famine was, in Lemkin’s words, onc “prong™ in a multi-pronged
attaCk.uPOn the foundation of the Ukrainian nation. For Serbyn, the
analy.n?al power of Lemkin’s concept of genocide, as applied to the
) krainian case, is that it provides a cohcru.-nt frame for understanding
just .“{hat the destruction of a people entailed. The assault on religious
traditions of the Ukrainian Church, the songs and folk traditions of the
Peasantry, the art and literature of the urlﬁ;nl\ clite, the ecconomic debase-
ment of the ryral economies, and mass violence were all aspects of a
coherent political and social program to “solve™ different “nationalities
problems” face by state-building programs — in this case, the Soviet

Uni() o & .. "
n's “Ukrainian problem.

Empi ; . ; [ONns
npire, Colony, and the Destruction and Construction of Nations

Ukm.lﬂlfm history provides an interesting laboratory, writes Andrea
Graziosi, “ip which to study the language-people-state nexus that was
at the center of post-1848 European history” of state-building, national-
lSm,.and nationalities violence.*” The Russification of the Donbas during
tsarist modernization and the Ukrainization program in the prewar
SOYICt experience “are there to remind us that ‘nations’ can indeed be
built” and “fe precisely the same reasons and employing similar tools,
th?y can also be at least partially dismantled and disabled.”** For Grazi-
Ost, hOWCVer, the Ukrainian genocide is not sui generis, but part of the his-
tory of this “borderlands” region, the site of twenticth-century Europe’s
most brutal nation-building and nation-destroying population transfers
and annihilation projects, from the anti-Jewish pogroms of 1919, Red
and White terror in the Civil War, anti-Mennonite persecutions, deku-
lakization, the national terror of 193 3—34, the Great Terror of 1937-38,
the Nazi extermination of Soviet prisoners of war and Slavic popula-
tions, the Shoah, and the Holodomor — conflicts that all played a role in
shaping Lemkin’s conception of genocide.*

In borderlands regions, twentieth-century state-building or rebuilding
“fed other conflicts that were intensified by insecure and poorly demar-
cated borders, which often had to be drawn in formerly unified imperial
territories and did not possess the stability they had attained slowly —
mostly thanks to repeated conflicts — in Western Europe.”** In the theory
of nation-state building that defined post-French Revolution POlifiCal
projects, it was whole and unified “peoples” that were supposed to legit-
imize state construction.®s The supposed need to base the state-building
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Project on “peoples™ or “nations™ gave rise to efforts to reshape the
dcm“g"ﬂl’hics of territories, and the social content of the people living
fh__Cl'C, as imperial and postimperial elites “engaged in both ‘constructive’
etforts” to create new peoples for the coherence of the region “generally
based on cultural projects that included language building and reform as
well as the mass alphabetization of peasant populations,” and “‘decon-
structive’ projects which, in times of conflict or even in peacetimes, could
take .thc form of expulsions, forced deportations, and even genocidal or
quasi-genocidal operations.” ™ These dynamics of conflict were crucial
to Lemkin’s theory of genocide, which presented genocide as an act of
Broup creation as much as it was an act of group destruction.®” It was also
the impetus for Lemkin’s insistence in the 1940s that outlawing genocide
unc?c:r international law was necessary for preventing states from using
national identity as a criteria of belonging, and using “peoples™ as the
baSlS‘ of political uniry.**

Wxﬂ]in‘n this context it is also possible, Graziosi writes, to speak of a
Ukrainian history of Soviet colonization and an anti-imperial sentiment
among the peasanty, for surely in 1918 and 1919 Ukrainian Comm_unisr
leaders “understood the revolutionary potential and danger of the
peasant-based national and social liberation movements.”* Here again,
Lemkin has much to say on Ukrainian history. Lemkin saw genocide as
an explicitly colonial practice.” Genocide had two phases, he wrote:
“One, the destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group;
the other, the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor.””
“Directed against the national group as an entity,” he wrote, “the actions
involved” in committing genocide “are directed against individuals, not
in their individual capacity, but as members of the national group.”
Lemkin thus interpreted the genocide perpetrated by Nazi Germany as a
colonial project of transforming the demographics of Germany and the
newly conquered regions of occupied Europe. “In line with this policy of
imposing the German national pattern, particularly in the incorporated
territories, the occupant has organized a system of colonization of these
areas,” he wrote.”* As a consequence of this German colonization of
the occupied territories, he concluded, “participation in economic life
is thus dependent upon one’s being German or being devoted to the
cause of Germanism. Consequently, promoting a national ideology other
than German is made difficult and dangerous.”” Lemkin saw Soviet
rule in Ukraine in similar terms, as an empire exerting colonial control
over a territory and attempting to forcibly and purposefully change the
“national patterns” of the people living there for strategic ends. “If it
were possible to do this even without suffering we would still be driven
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to co - Lo L ) ) o
ndemn it,” he wrote about Stalinist policies aimed at extinguishing

a distj .. . . . .
tinct Ukrainian national identity, because it is

th . . . - : i
he family of minds, the unity of ideas, of language and of customs
t . . ¢ i

at form what we call a nation that constitutes one of the most

!Mportant of all our means of civilization and progress. It is true
that nations blend together and form new nations — we have an
exarr'lp]e of this process in our own country — but this blending
consists in the pooling of benefits of superiorities that each culture
Possesses. What then, apart from the very important question of
human suffering and human rights that we find wrong with Soviet
Plans is the criminal waste of civilization and of culture. For the
Soviet national unity is being created, not by any union of ideas
and of cultures, but by the complete destruction of all cultures and
of all ideas save one — the Soviet.”s

In this view, the destruction of a people, the Ukrainian nation, was also
an attempt to build a new people, the Soviet nation. To borrow Grazio-
si’s terms, the constructive and destructive aspects of this conflict were
intertwined in Lemkin’s final analysis; as were the culrural, social, sym-
bolic, and direct forms of violence entailed in the destruction and cre-
ation of nations in the Ukrainian genocide in the Soviet empire.

For as violent as nationalist state-building efforts were, Lemkin
believed that twentieth-century state-building and nationalist move-
ments were not the first to commit genocide or use genocide as a tech-
nique of governance. Lemkin sought a definition of genocide that would
therefore capture what genocide was as a type of conflict, and not limit
the concept of genocide to a particular type of violence in the twentieth
century. For much of history before the rise of the nation-state, he wrote,
the “fury or calculated hatred” of genocide was directed “against specific
groups which di.d not fit ir}to the pattern of the state [or] religious com-
munity or even in the’ social pattern” of the oppressors. The victims of
genocide were any nation “selected for destruction according to the crite-
rion of their afﬁha}lon with a group which is considered extraneous and
dangerous for various reasons,” he wrote. He included under the rubric
of nations groups as large as Jews and Ukrainians, as well as groups
a5 narrow as the afO.rement'loned card-players “or those who engage in
unlawful trade practices or in breaking up unions.””* Genocide, Lemkin
could even be conducted against criminals because states often
d certain types of subjectivities and identities. Lemkin derived
rom his study of the Soviet penal codes that criminalized

reasoned,
Crimjnallzc
this point f
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forms of “enemy consciousness,” and the Soviet policies aimed at trans-
forming the population into a nation of “new Soviet men.". ' 4

Towards this point, Mark von Hagen hasdrawn a lesspn .h'om his rt;a
ing of Lemkin — who, he writes playfully, “knew all of this long be Qre
most of us did.”™ Divided between two empires that would fall during
World War I, Ukraine saw “the emergence of a transnational moyemgnt
for national liberation™ with “strong roots in those two empilf_sa’ Wh‘_Ch
faced repartition after the war “between an already impenahs.t Soviet
Russia and a nationalizing Second Polish Republic whose practices z.llso
closely resembled imperial rule.”” Stalinist Ukraine, von Hagen \Vl‘lt.CS,
“was ‘rhc site of another excess of colonial rule, the man-made fam.me
and terror, the Holodomor™ and “counterinsurgency warfare against
local nationalist insurgents.”™ Echoing Lemkin’s notion that genocide
was a peacetime crime because the conflict could_be waged.without
direct violence, von Hagen writes that for most of the twentieth cen-
tury, “Ukraine’s history combined wartime occup;.ltions‘ and periods 9f
‘peacetime’ colonialism.”™ Through the con.ccpt.ot empire, an_d by posi-
tioning the Holodomor within the context of Soviet empxre—bm-ldmg, \.'o,n
Hagen’s analysis of the famine brings mgethcr‘thc threads of Lemkin’s
analysis that presents genocide as a synthesis of cultural, structural, and
direct physical violence. . .

From this perspective, “genocide requires a form of structural violence
against the target group,” either “as a tool to manage resources or as a
broader structure of social power,” that has been “accepted and normal-
ized by a population through cultural violence.”* As Lemkin explained
in his unfinished manuscript Introduction to the Study of Genocide in
the Social Sciences, “like all social phenomena, [genocide] represents a

* complex synthesis of a diversity of factors; but its nature is primarily

sociological, since it means the destruction of cerr.ain social groups by
other social groups or the individual representatives.”" Any analysis
must, therefore, recognize that “genocide is a gradual process and may
begin with political disenfranchisement, economic displacement, cultura|
undermining and control, the destruction of leadership, the break-up
of families and the prevention of propagation. Each of these methods
is a more or less effective means of destroying a group. Actual physi-
cal destruction is the last and most effective phase of genocide.»s: The
violence of genocide in Lemkin’s, Luciuk’s, Serl)yn’§, and von Hagen’s
analyses of the Holodomor, therefore, presents the direct violence of the
famine as a physical manifestation of a larger system of repression, mar-
ginalization, and group destruction and group creation in the seryjce of
Soviet empire-building in Ukraine.*:
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