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Introduction

The primary focus of this paper will be the role of the state bureaucracy. It will not address non-governing bureaucracies such as military staffs or corporate administrations, though the dynamics of both of those organisation-types are deserving of much closer attention, given the prominent role that national armies have repeatedly played in mass murder, and the role of corporate behaviour in a range of disturbing phenomena across the spectrum of human exploitation, not to mention in environmental degradation, with its knock-on effect on resource scarcity and inter-group conflict.   

A focus on the involvement at a substantive level in genocide of state bureaucracy as such inevitably limits the breadth of applicability of my discussion. If it is not an absolute rule, it is generally true that the level of bureaucratization of any given genocide is a function of the extent of consolidation of the killing field under the (civilian) administration of the perpetrating regime. No value judgement is intended in the observation that most cases of what might simplistically be termed ‘colonial genocide’ in Africa and Australasia are by their nature ‘un-bureaucratised’, in the sense that they are enacted by regular military and irregular militia forces on a decentralised basis, thus with the awareness and generally the consent and support of the power centre, but without the extension to the task of the latter’s full apparatus of governance, including differentiated civil administration. (The case of the prolonged if variable assault on the native population of north America may provide something of a conceptual halfway house here.) 

Parenthetically, I find myself convinced by Jürgen Zimmerer’s argument that the ideological factors linking ‘colonial genocides’ with cases including the supposedly archetypal genocide of the Jews – namely the guiding concerns with Rasse and Raum, or race and space – outweigh organisational differences between the phenomena and therefore invalidate the notion of an implicitly inferior categorisation of ‘colonial genocide’ within the pantheon of historical cases of genocide. As Zimmerer puts it, following Hannah Arendt, it is less accurate to refer to a sub-category of ‘colonial genocide’ than to bracket all genocides as the product of a colonial mentality.
 Furthermore, the experience of the Herero and Nama peoples under German rule in concentration camps and labour projects and under the remarkably close control of the military-colonialist regime after 1904 does begin to resemble the fearsome levels of surveillance and penetration that Anthony Giddens has depicted as characteristic of the modern, bureaucratised nation-state, and a number of scholars have pointed to the importance of the genocide as a concrete manifestation of the conceptual link between genocides perpetrated by Europeans in the extra-European world and the genocides perpetrated by Germany within Europe from 1939-45.
 Nevertheless, the actual murder process of the Herero and Nama remains a matter conceived and perpetrated ‘on the spot’ by the military according to distinctly military norms.

The following analysis will revolve around two main questions: (1) to address a critique particularly associated with Zygmunt Bauman, do bureaucratic norms, organisation and mentality lend themselves particularly to participation in genocide?; (2) to address a contention generalised from Raul Hilberg’s depiction of the Nazi ‘machinery of destruction’, to what extent can bureaucracies themselves show the way, leading rather than simply following and facilitating murderous policies decided on from above? These questions, and others emerging from them, will be addressed with reference to the Holocaust, the Armenian and Rwandan genocides, and the Stalinist purges. They will in turn inform a discussion of the larger question of whether ‘bureaucratic genocide’ is a useful hermeneutical category.  
Part I: Fachrational and Wirtrational: bureaucratic theory and the Holocaust

The systematisation of the Holocaust is intrinsic to contentions of its ‘uniqueness’. One of the more sophisticated commentators on the subject, Dan Diner, writes that

The singular slaughter of millions took place in an extremely short period of less than four years; and if the industrial mass destruction is taken as the actual core of Auschwitz … then the actual span of the Holocaust is contracted still more …

Characterizing Auschwitz as an administrative and industrial event entails far more than just condemning it as particularly reprehensible. To classify the murder in this way is to emphasize the standardized nature of death, a repetition of one and the same action for weeks, months, and years.

The image here is of Auschwitz-Birkenau, the largest, most technologically-advanced killing centre, operating at full capacity, supplied by railway lines from all over Europe, its murderous business facilitated from Berlin by the men of Adolf Eichmann's Jewish desk scouring the continent with relentless efficiency: all in all, a bureaucratised, industrialised, all-embracing killing process, the logical expression of the ideology of 'total biologism'
 from which it stemmed - and the very essence of the claims to 'uniqueness'. 

For writers like Bauman, Richard Rubinstein and Alasdair Macintyre, and in a slightly different way Hannah Arendt and, in a different way again members of the Frankfurt School, the distancing, alienating and dehumanizing effects of modern technology, as characterized in the vision of ‘trains to Auschwitz’, find their organizational counterpart in modern bureaucracy.
 To quote Paul du Gay on the way one of the aforementioned scholars inserts his analysis of bureaucracy into a wider critique of modernity, ‘Bauman views bureaucracy as the prime institutional carrier of what he terms “the civilizing process” of modernity, … the primary organizational vehicle through which instrumental rationality is promoted to a predominant position within modern society to the detriment or exclusion of alternative (moral) criteria of action.’
 Combining the internalization of the Weberian ideals of impartial impersonality with standardization of routine and functional and hierarchical divisions of labour supposedly creates a fatal distance between action and effect, psychologically blinding the perfect bureaucrats to individuality and ultimately to whatever ends their everyday ‘means’ are angled towards. Bureaucracy thus embodies the triumph of what Weber called ‘formal rationality’, which is now more commonly termed ‘instrumental rationality.’ Such a value-neutral administrative system can, so the argument goes, be deployed equally effectively and easily for malign ends up to and including genocide as it can for the distribution of social goods. 

Writing as I am from a Britain whose Home Office is currently – and despite the obvious discontent of many of its administrators and swathes of the public – denying asylum rights to many asylum seekers, eroding the right to trial by jury, incarcerating ‘terrorist suspects’ indefinitely without any orthodox hearing, and introducing ever-more sophisticated methods of surveillance over its internal population (while at the same time it is contriving successfully to raise the living standards of some of British society’s poorest), and working as I am from a left-libertarian standpoint, these arguments have a powerful superficial allure. As for Nazi Germany, the primary subject of Bauman’s study, though it is now clear that the traditional state bureaucracy did not provide the core of 'desk murderers' for the 'final solution', institutions such as the Justice and Interior Ministries lent vital expertise and legitimacy to matters such as the legal definition and expropriation of Jews, while the Foreign Office was important in pressurising other governments to surrender their Jews,
 and the Reichsbahn literally oiled the wheels of the machinery of deportation. 

As Christopher Browning’s study of two managers of the Polish ghettos convincingly illustrates, these men, ‘neither hard-core party activists nor fanatic anti-Semites’, who had once laboured to make the ghettos productive, self-sustaining economic units, obediently adapted their outlook when it was clear that extermination was now the overall aim. As Browning writes, ‘they never questioned that there was a Jewish question that had to be solved, and they never believed that the ghetto was the ultimate solution … When signals came from Berlin that a new policy was at hand … their acceptance of and accommodation to this new policy was a foregone conclusion’.
 Moreover, it is certainly the case that the postwar apologia of bureaucrats in these and similar organisations seemed to corroborate the view of bureaucracy as an amoral monolith, as one after another they pleaded that they had only been insignificant cogs in a machine that would anyway have ground remorselessly on in their absence. 

An interesting aside here concerns Michael Herzfeld’s observation that ‘the most commonly invoked stereotype of all is perhaps that of bureaucracy itself, and it is often bureaucrats themselves who invoke it. A feature of the symbolic world that bureaucrats share with the other people is the ethical alibi of the heartless “system.”’
 More immediately pertinent is the question of the individual moral agency of the bureaucrat, which is stripped away almost entirely in both the popular critique and the bureaucrat’s instinctive defence.
 This is only one of a number of important flaws that emerges in the bureaucracy critique as it is examined more closely and applied to actual historical case studies of genocide. 

Over the next few pages I will focus in particular on Bauman’s and Arendt’s arguments, since they have been most fully developed in the elucidation of genocide per se. What follows is not intended as disagreement with their general arguments respectively about modernity and about totalitarianism and Eichmann-as-modern-functionary. Indeed, there is much that I find convincing in Bauman’s argument about the peculiarly totalizing aspect of modern ideologies that stem from a post-Enlightenment idea of human perfectibility, as encapsulated in his depiction of a eugenic ‘garden culture’ in which imperfect ‘weeds’ are utterly eradicated for the sake of the health and self-image of the arbitrarily-defined ‘desirable’ population. And despite the fact that Arendt got Eichmann ‘wrong’ in some key respects, there was real insight in her analysis of his role in policy-implementation. Moreover, many critics of both scholars have erred in the course of their correctives, particularly in their spurious juxtaposition of ‘the political’ and ‘the bureaucratic’.  

Let me begin with three generic points. First, any analysis of Nazism as a system characterised by bureaucracy has to take fuller account than the extent examinations have done of the charismatic aspect to Hitler’s rule – that which, according to Weber, ‘is based neither upon rational rules nor upon tradition’
 – and his own self-confessed contempt for the traditional, conservative bureaucratic elite. Secondly, if Auschwitz and Eichmann's activities have become the Holocaust for many, this extrapolation from only a few - if obviously vital - ingredients of the process is at considerable cost to the representation of the full scope of Nazi Judenpolitik and, indeed, to the experiences in the Nazi period of Jews themselves. It is common knowledge that mass shootings of Jews in situ by Einsatzgruppen killing squads and other SS and Police forces, some collaborator forces and independent Rumanian units, pre-dated the establishment of the killing centres. Organizing these massacres – certainly the ‘first wave’ of Einsatzgruppen killings in the USSR in 1941 which occurred, as have many ‘colonial genocides’, in conditions where full civilian rule had yet to be established – did not require extensive paperwork, nor sophisticated apparatuses of classification, identification and surveillance. Thirdly, the fact that bureaucrats were so evidently prepared to participate and lend their skills to the genocidal process does not necessarily say anything specifically about bureaucrats. What of the ‘ordinary men’ of Browning’s Reserve Orderpolice Battalion 101? If men with no obvious ideological or temperamental disposition to murder could be relied upon to kill repeatedly, and at immediate proximity to their victims in the killing fields of eastern Europe rather than from behind a desk in Berlin, it is far from evident that the decisive factor in participation is spatial and/or psychological distancing. This consideration raises two further points (the first broadly related to the issues of spatial distancing; the second to those of psychological distancing), which can be directed at Bauman and McIntyre respectively. 

Bauman’s general critique of the erosion of interpersonal morality in a dislocated modernity posits the necessity of a return to an allegedly premodern state of direct, unmediated interpersonal interaction in the public sphere. His call is for a reversion, as it were, from Gesellschaft or society to Gemeinschaft or community as the organising principle of public human life. Even more problematic for this theory than the participation of the Hamburg-based Battalion 101 in murdering Jews from Hamburg is the well-charted participation both in ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia and in the Rwandan genocide of individuals who had been in direct and long – if, in some cases, increasingly strained – contact with their victims. Albeit that we can allow that the interface between murderer and victim in these instances was influenced by external, ideological factors, and the very sort of modern ideologies that Bauman has identified in his garden culture,
 it is also clear that the very reason many of the genocidaires were prepared to participate was as a rejection of the inter-ethnic Gesellschaft they were living in and in the pursuit of some spurious ‘organic’ Gesellschaft of ethnic purity. 

At the heart of MacIntyre’s religious-based critique

lies the figure of the bureaucrat: an amoral technical expert who treats ends as given and whose primary concern is therefore with the rational direction of human and non-human resources in order to achieve these pre-established goals with maximum efficiency… This way of depicting the persona of the bureaucratic manager allows it to appear as one side of a full moral personality, the other side of which is represented by the ‘critical intellectual’. Unsurprisingly, this latter figure is portrayed as possessing moral attributes opposed and complementary to those of the bureaucrat: namely, a commitment to substantive values and a lack of a technical means of realizing them.

In response, one may simply ask whither the principled resistance of the critical intellectual in the Third Reich?

A different provisional way to approach the problem might be to ask who in Nazi Germany wouldn’t have been prepared to participate in or at least acquiesce to the participation of genocide. Echoing Mark Levene, contending that the capacity to become a perpetrator is the norm and not the opposite is not to suggest some acceptance of original sin or of dubious scientific formulae of inherent human aggression. It is based on the empirical evidence provided by a wide variety of societies at different points in their historical development.
 The key is in the final words, and what follows is therefore an argument to the nexus of specific cultural and temporal context, and is a limited defence of ‘bureaucracy’, at least as it is understood by Bauman, Arendt and Hilberg. 

Genocide is, after all, almost by definition a state crime, and given that any modern domestic state project inevitably depends upon the state administration for its execution, it is a truism that such a project – in this case genocide – will be to a large extent a bureaucratic undertaking. And since bureaucracies exist because they are relatively efficient organs of administration, they should by definition impart a relatively high degree of efficiency to the execution of the project in question. Following Bauman’s internal logic, which locates the essential, ‘unique’ character of the Holocaust within the bureaucratic mindset that he sees as central to it, is actually, ultimately, only to say that Nazi Germany was a modern state, which is self-evidently the case. Any assertion that because of the bureaucratic input to genocide the bureaucratic mindset is thereby particularly culpable is to generalise from a specific case and, even more problematically, to explain in circular fashion the behaviour of the Nazi-German bureaucracy with reference to the values that are imputed to it by observation of its behaviour. 

In other words, if we look to Bauman’s methodology, we can at best only surmise that his conclusions might be correct, but equally might well not be. Or to put it yet another way, could we adduce from the close involvement in genocide of the Wehrmacht that militaries everywhere are the carriers of a particular genocidal potential? While that might be so, and the military near-monopoly on the means and tools of organized violence obviously makes armies good candidates, it would be impossible to provide a satisfactory analysis of the ‘nature’ of the modern military without heavily qualifying this with reference to the extensive work that has been done on the Nazification, indoctrination and barbarization of the Wehrmacht around WWII. Here the specific hugely qualifies the general. An even more nuanced account would have to take cognisance of the complex relationship between the specific character of the military in Nazi Germany and that of the pre-Weimar Kaiserheer, which Isabel Hull has shown, with reference to Southwest Africa, to have had its own rather murderous proclivities.

Of the two main, related lines of criticism of Bauman (which are also sometimes directed at Arendt), one focuses on this issue of the peculiar historical specificity of the German case, and the other on the theoretical scope for different conceptual modes of bureaucratic conduct. The root of both can actually be traced to Weber’s writings themselves, wherein he cautioned the reader to look to the specific political and cultural context of each bureaucracy in acknowledgement of the fictitious nature of his own ideal bureaucratic type, and in which he also set some admittedly vague conceptual limits to the march of ‘instrumental rationality’ (‘Fachrational’). 
Without giving extensive examples or fully expanding upon the concept Weber envisaged a higher ‘substantive rationality’ to which bureaucrats might subscribe, a quality that he sometimes also called ‘value rationality’ (‘Wirtrational’). One possible manifestation of this value rationality, which is perhaps the root of the ubiquitous politicians’ complaint about the ‘drag factor, the innate conservatism (with a lower case ‘c’) of bureaucracies, is the well-established conception that there is a distinction between the interests of the ruling party and those of the state, and that ultimately state functionaries serve the latter.     

The argument to national (German) specificity in arguing against generic critiques of modern bureaucracy can be sub-divided, mirroring to an extent the debates about change versus continuity in the mindset of the German army between imperial and Nazi times. One strand looks at the relationship between leader and bureaucracy in Germany since the founding of the modern German state in 1871; another looks at the impact on the German state machinery of the Nazi party in power. 

Beyond the stereotypes of German authoritarianism it is still clear that rule in post-1871 Germany was based on a highly bureaucratised conservative-authoritarian system. This partly derived from the constitutional relationship rather divorcing the executive from parliamentary accountability, and from the appointment to political leadership positions of trained state functionaries rather than politicians. Further, The German legal-administrative tradition was based not on what was seen as a confusing Anglo-Saxon combination of common law precedents and statutes passed by the legislature, but instead almost solely on the clarity of explicit legislation initiated by the government. It reflected and emphasised the traditional strength of the state rather than individual rights within the state, irrespective, theoretically, of the nature of the ruling regime.
 

Yet whatever the nature and potentials of the bureaucracy he inherited (which was also tinged with a ‘respectable’ social antisemitism) Hitler regarded it as hopelessly conservative and tied to ‘traditional’, non-Nazi values – arguably, values stemming from Weber’s ‘substantive rationality’. His remedy was to establish and let grow overtly ideologised organizations whose remits paralleled those of extant state organizations and, further, to encourage the Nazi penetration of the state machinery, and it is these substantial changes that have provided the ammunition for Bauman’s detractors. 

Nazi measures opened up opportunities for rapid career advancement for comparatively young, ideologically committed bureaucrats (if also for careerists with an eye to the main chance). Men like Wilhelm Stückart and Roland Freisler became vastly influential state secretaries in the ministries of the interior and justice.
 The same was true of entry into even the ordinary German police forces, where upon the Nazi accession preference was swiftly given to Nazi party, SA or SS applicants, and ‘uncooperative’ individuals were removed.
 At the same time, many ‘cooperative’ pre-Nazi officials of course remained in post. With German territorial expansion and the relative brevity of Nazi rule, there was inadequate time for complete takeover of the bureaucracy, and still a need for trained officials in the established ministries, certainly below the highest, 'Nazified' civil service ranks.
 These became bound to the Nazi project by their acquiescence in the racist restructuring process, particularly as the 1933 Law for the Reestablishment of the Professional Civil Service and subsequent legislation implicated them in their own 'self-cleansing'. As we have already seen with Browning’s analysis of the ghetto managers and in his other studies of more ‘traditional’ bureaucrats in the Interior Ministry, however, the German state bureaucracy might be prepared to follow even the most radical policy, but this is not the same as evincing the capacity to lead the process, what Hilberg famously described as an ‘uncanny pathfinding ability’. If genuine identification with radical Nazi goals was important in Hitler's scheme, it should not be surprising that the real manpower, machinery and, most importantly, the impetus for genocide was to be found in those new organisations created from 1933 to parallel and subvert existing state organs, and those created from 1939 to run the conquered territories. Pre-eminent in the former category was the SS; in the latter category, the various forms of administration appointed in occupied eastern Europe. 

A vital part of understanding the development of the 'final solution' is understanding that policy-making and implementation increasingly fell to the most politically extreme elements in the 'Third Reich,' in a process that was partially self-selecting. The most ominous fusion of ideological/party functions with administrative/ executive/state functions involved the rise of the SS-Police system. From 1936, all of the German police agencies were put under Himmler’s control, resulting in the militarization and Nazification of the ranks of the regular German Order Police. Quasi-juridical powers also accrued to the political police, the Gestapo and the Kriminalpolizei, which were incorporated in 1939 alongside the Sicherheitsdienst in Reinhard Heydrich’s Reich Security Head Office (Reichssicherheits-hauptamt; RSHA). The political police’s ability to incarcerate ‘enemies of the state’ in concentration camps without recourse to judicial procedure not only underlined the departure from constitutional norms, but led to a radicalization of the application of ‘Justice’ by the Reich Justice Ministry, which struggled to keep up by the harshness of its sentences. As far as the Holocaust is concerned, Ulrich Herbert describes the leadership corps of the RSHA as 'the nucleus of the Nazi policies of persecution and genocide'. This group consisting at the beginning of the war of about 300 men, and went on to constitute the leadership of the Einsatzgruppen, and, after the establishment of civilian administrations in the occupied countries, of the political police outposts, including the vital positions of commander and commander-in-chief of the security police and SD. Through the organisation’s ‘Jewish office’ within the Gestapo and under Adolf Eichmann, they also coordinated the deportations of the western, central and southern European Jews. 
The style of rule that Hitler personified encouraged a particular mode of subordinate input into policy-making and execution, of which the RSHA’s brand of youthfully zestful and professionally efficient yet utterly committed behaviour was one of the best examples. This mode was, I believe, aptly captured in one of the most acute of Hannah Arendt’s observations on the trial of Adolf Eichmann. Permit me to quote at length a passage from Eichmann in Jerusalem wherein Arendt claimed, Eichmann had distorted Kant’s ‘categorical imperative’

to read: Act as if the principle of your actions were the same as that of the legislator or of the law of the land – or, in Hans Frank’s formulation of ‘the categorical imperative in the Third Reich,’ which Eichmann might have known: ‘Act in such a way that the Führer, if he knew your action, would approve it’ (Die Technik des Staates, 1942, pp. 15-16). Kant, to be sure, had never intended to say anything of the sort; on the contrary, to him every man was a legislator the moment he started to act: by using his ‘practical reason’ man found the principles that could and should be the principles of law. But it is true that Eichmann’s unconscious distortion agrees with what he himself called the version of Kant ‘for the household use of the little man.’ In this household use, all that is left of Kant’s spirit is the demand that a man do more then obey the law, that he go beyond the mere call of obedience and identify his own will with the principle behind the law – the source from which the law sprang. In Kant’s philosophy, that source was practical reason; in Eichmann’s household use of him, it was the will of the Führer. Much of the horribly painstaking thoroughness in the execution of the Final Solution – a thoroughness that usually strikes the observer as typically German, or else as characteristic of the perfect bureaucrat – can be traced to the odd notion, indeed very common in Germany, that to be law-abiding means not merely to obey the laws but to act as though one were the legislator of the laws one obeys. Hence the conviction that nothing less than going beyond the call of duty will do.

Arendt clearly understood that in the Nazi system quasi-legal precepts emanated often unwritten and imprecise from the personage of Hitler.
 Accordingly, she provided an analysis that resonates strongly with the most sophisticated latter-day studies of the process of what has been called ‘working towards the Führer.’ Jeremy Noakes and Ian Kershaw have respectively illustrated the importance of this process with reference to one particular document, a record of a 1934 speech by one Werner Willikens, a state secretary in the agriculture ministry. Hitler’s charismatic - and therefore aloof - ruling style, the informal and unstructured nature of his governance, and his dislike of formal channels and modes of decision-making, led Willikens to conclude that

everyone with a post in the new Germany has worked best when he has, so to speak, worked towards the Führer. Very often and in many spheres it has been the case … that individuals have simply waited for orders and instructions … but in fact it is the duty of everybody to try to work towards the Führer along the lines he would wish. Anyone who makes mistakes will notice it soon enough. But anyone who really works towards the Führer along his lines and towards his goal will certainly both now and in the future one day have the finest reward in the form of the sudden legal confirmation of his work.

Eichmann’s actions might equally be characterised by Wendy Lower’s term ‘anticipatory obedience’, as she applied it to killing units in the Ukraine.
 The term might likewise have been applied to the Einsatzgruppen leaders who had been carefully selected by Heydrich in collaboration with Himmler on the basis of their initiative and independence.
 Michael Thad Allen’s study of a particular organizational milieu further evokes the ‘double-edged’ nature of subordinates’ duties, which simultaneously ‘demand submission to large, impersonal institutions but also bestow the power to control and exploit the capacity of concerted organisation’.
 It is at this conceptual point in Nazi Germany that both power centre and periphery and high- and mid-ranking organizational managers came together in a form of consensus politics that allowed subordinates to lead at the same time as they followed. But as should by now be clear, these were not just any, interchangeable subordinates. 
The major, substantial point of error in Arendt’s foregoing account was her attribution of Eichmann’s participatory criminality to his ‘thoughtlessness’, his ‘lack of imagination.’
 For those terms, we might instead read Eichmann’s failure to see the ‘bigger picture,’ which is in turn characteristic of a pattern of instrumental rationality, the exclusive focus on means and methods. But in observing this crucial flaw in Arendt’s argument is decidedly not to conclude that, to quote one authority, ‘ideology kills more people than bureaucracy,’
 since organisations like the WVHA and RSHA comfortably straddled both domains in concept and practice. As with Arendt’s Eichmann, simultaneously acting as self-appointed interpreter of Hitler’s will and executor of it, the capacities of legislator and administrator were collapsed into each other in the SS ‘shadow state’, itself within the ‘party-state’ of the Third Reich. While an SD officer leading an Einsatzkommando by example in Russia in 1941 was clearly not acting as a bureaucrat, the same man involved in administering the Jewish ‘emigration’ process from Austria just two years before certainly was. The reader may choose how to characterize those numerous members of the German colonial administration on the ground in occupied eastern Europe who participated more-or-less directly in genocide.
 The key to each of their actions does not lie in the opposition between politics/ideology and administration/bureaucracy but in the racist value system informing their fusion. In Weberian terms, the genocidal culprit was not Bauman’s target of instrumental rationality but, ironically, the very thing that Weber had mooted as a possible ameliorative to the coming dominance of the robots, a value-guided means-and-ends calculus, or substantive rationality. 

Along with Yaacov Lozowick and Hans Safrian, the major implicit (and often explicit) critique of Arendt’s Eichmann is the aforementioned Michael Thad Allen, who is also one of the very few historians to approach the question of bureaucratic participation with expertise in organizational theory. His work on the Business-Administration Head Office of the SS (the Wirtschafts- Verwaltungshauptamt; WVHA) has illustrated how, as with the RSHA, technical competence and innovation married very happily with ideological commitment to the overall vision of the organization. More than this, he has shown what organizational specialists have long known: namely that successful organizations consciously foster this sort of participatory ethic, a practice which is almost the opposite of the process of ‘alienation’ of the individual worker in the workplace and from the end result of ‘his’ task that Bauman, Hilberg and Adorno and Horkheimer perceived in modern bureaucracy. Moving the analysis to yet another level, Allen contends that the model of intra-organizational harmony can be applied to inter-organizational relations within the Third Reich as elsewhere. These characteristics, for Allen, are the indices of the modernity of the Nazi state as genocidal machine. 

Yet the many strengths of Allen’s excellent studies should not blind us to the fact that he is in as much danger as, for instance Götz Aly’s and Suzanne Heim’s study of technocratic demographers and agronomists Vordenker der Vernichtung or Lozowick’s very differently-concluded study of Eichmann’s Jewish desk Hitler’s Bureaucrats, of generalising to the whole perpetration machinery characteristics that may only have marked part of it – and the WVHA men of his study are only a few hundred strong in a machinery that may have embraced as many as 100,000. As Thomas Sandkühler has written, the perpetration process was 'arbeitsteilig', or based on a division of labour. Such were the variety of functions and people involved that no all-embracing explanation of perpetrator motive will suffice. Perhaps, therefore the very most we can hope for is a taxonomy rather than a theory of the perpetrator. Besides, it is perfectly possible to have the sort of general consensus to genocide that existed among the Germans who mattered in the second half of 1941 and still to have conflict as to which agencies and individuals would be at the forefront of the perpetration process, or as to how precisely genocide would be enacted, where it would be enacted and over what precise timespan. 

Allen is right to suggest that historians have been too willing to read conflict, overlapping jurisdiction and therefore Peter Hüttenberger’s model of a peculiar ‘polykratie’
 into the picture every time the execution of an administrative task was divided between organizations, for such is in fact the practice in all complex modern societies. Nevertheless conflict between agencies is far from unknown in democratic states, and, furthermore, as a reading of John Röhl’s study The Kaiser and his Court shows us, there are interesting parallels to be made between the idea of Nazi underlings ‘working towards the Führer’ and the competitive scheming of Wilhelm II’s satraps as they sought to interpret his desires. The picture of cooperation rather than conflict in Nazi policy-making also sits uneasily with the reality of jurisdictional clashes between the SS-Police and the civil administration in the Generalgouvernement or the ‘Ostland’, for instance. Allen’s book itself reveals distinctly divergent institutional ethoses among the members of the Inspectorate of Concentration Camps on one hand and on the other the WVHA as a whole, within which it was subsumed in 1942, over the deployment of camp inmates for labour in accordance with the WVHA’s economic role. Examination of the clashes that existed between the SS and the Wehrmacht over Jewish labour in eastern Europe in 1942-3 would lend more nuance to this picture. Allen has certainly qualified the notion of internecine competition in the Third Reich but has not dispelled it. Conflict there was in the Nazi system though we should regard the levels as different in degree rather than nature from other systems, and the levels of collaboration likewise.

Part III: comparative perspectives on the perpetration of genocide

There are a number of interesting parallels between the highly politicised nature of the bureaucracy in Nazi Germany and those in two other ideological systems of mass murder: the USSR under Stalin in the 1930s through to the late 1940s, and Rwanda up to and during the genocide of 1994. Both post-independence Rwanda and revolutionary Russia developed against the backdrop under their previous respective ruling regimes – one had been ruled for centuries as a monarchy and then came under Belgian and then German imperial dominion, and the other had been ruled by the highly-security conscious Tsars – of weighty and authoritarian central administrations. In both states, the bureaucracy that became heavily involved in the execution of extreme population policy had become heavily indentured to the ideology of the ruling party after an extended period of single-party rule. 

The machinery of murder differed between these cases. In the Soviet case, deportation and imprisonment or execution was the method of attacking ‘enemies of the state,’ be they kulaks in the first instance, party and state functionaries and others in the second instance, or various subject nationalities in the third instance. In the absence, for the most part, of the mass, exterminatory massacres that made both large parts of the ‘final solution’ and almost all of the Rwandan genocide labour intensive, and thus required the input of large numbers of ‘ordinary men’ and women from outside the apparatus of the ideological nerve centres of the regime, outright killing and the administration of the murderous GULag fell much more exclusively under the purview the state security system.
 Local party administrations played a vital role in fulfilling deportation quotas and in round-ups, as did some military units, transit and border police; and a host of lesser functionaries involved in, for instance, the state transportation network were implicated at one or more further removes.
 
As far as the bureaucracy is concerned, the fusion of party and state went even further in the USSR than in Nazi Germany; in fact it is more accurate to talk of an extensive supplanting of the state bureaucracy by the party bureaucracy (though leading Bolsheviks were loathed to apply the label ‘bureaucracy’ to the party machine) in line with the logic that equated the party with the state. Party membership was also a sine qua non for the holding of a post in the administration of the Soviets. Nevertheless, in line with Lenin’s warning against ‘communist naivete’, ‘bourgeois’ experts remained within the administration and were even actively recruited after the purges at the turn of the 1920s-30s, though their activities were closely policed. 

The one complex of organisations that did not draw extensively on specialists from the Tsarist days was the OGPU-NKVD apparatus. The state security organizations were not organized along classic bureaucratic lines, but rather military lines, and more markedly so than the Allgemeine-SS within which the RSHA and WVHA resided (the latter’s quasi-military ranking system notwithstanding). Yet while, as Nikita Petrov has pointed out, their powers were of a political rather than a juridical character, it is perhaps more appropriate to see in the troika courts which they set up for dispatch of ‘enemies’ of the regime the surrender of state functions to radical political organisations. 

The 1930s was a decade of fluctuating fortunes for the state security apparatus. After the extensive freedom of operation the OGPU had enjoyed during the dekulakisation campaign in meting out death sentences and consigning Ukrainians and others to the GULag system it itself ran, 1932-4 saw a limitation imposed on its (extra-)judicial functions in favour of the state judicial organs, and, indeed, a reorganisation of the state security structure as OGPU was incorporated within the newly-established NKVD.  However the Kirov murder and the opportunities it provided for the purges was ultimately to result in a re-extension of NKVD power in 1937-8, a move which was reflected in an intensification of the ongoing purges. And though the authority of the local party structures vis-à-vis the NKVD was reasserted somewhat thereafter to enable the party administration to function effectively again, the NKVD, now under Beria, remained a hugely important organsiation that made a mockery of conventional modes of the separation of powers.
  

The purges of 1936-8 were not only significant in themselves; they also contained within them the seeds of further radicalisation as the state security apparatus was turned against itself in part and in part against the party system that it had been established to guard. The rationale behind the purges was to attack supposedly recalcitrant and/or disloyal local administrations, and thus they form an intrinsic part of the highly-debated question of centre-periphery relations in the Stalinist period. The purges introduced both into the NKVD and the central and local administrations a stream of opportunists, but also individuals keen to show their loyalty and ruthless thoroughness. Nowhere was it better illustrated than over the matter of quotas for execution or imprisonment. 

As Nicholas Werth writes with respect to later parts of the ‘dekulakisation’ campaign and the 1937-8 purges, ‘planned orders from the centre plus bureaucratic reflexes naturally spurred local officials, many of whom had just recently been promoted, to anticipate and surpass the desires of superiors further up the hierarchy and the directives that arrived from Moscow’. So extreme did this process become that by 1938 ‘the local authorities, who had generally been purged several times in the previous year and whose new staff were eager to show their zeal, demanded a further increase of [punishment] quotas.’ This pressure not only vastly increased the numbers in the Soviet labour camps, it created a problem of supply and accommodation in those camps that bears some resemblance to the problem of disease and overcrowding in the Nazi ghettos and camps for Soviet POWs. It also created a demand for ‘solutions’ to the situation which bear some resemblance to the logic of the famous Höppner memorandum of July 1941 concerning the parlous state of the Jews of the Lodz ghetto and the utility of murdering them outright: ‘in this situation,’ to quote Werth again on the USSR, ‘the obvious solution, for the NKVD, was to have a certain number of people in prisons or camps shot.’
 

This is a clear example of the process of ‘cumulative radicalisation’ involving centre, periphery, ideology and contingency that seems in some form or other to be characteristic of many radical policies of population restructuring, however extreme they may already have been at the outset. Though the NKVD operatives and local authorities had not themselves decided upon the purges, just as they had not decided upon ‘dekulakisation’, for such things were ultimately determined at the very top, they were actively involved in radicalising policy and fine-tuning its efficient execution in the field. These were the very agents who would be deployed in the next major Soviet campaign of Soviet population engineering, the assault on ‘suspect’ subject nationalities during and around WWII.

Despite the tradition of one-party rule in Rwanda, an acceptance of authoritarianism bolstered by the one social organization with the potential strength to challenge it, the church, the Rwandan genocide occurred as a circle around the formerly dominant political leadership sought to maintain itself in power.
 (Intergroup violence is actually quite a common phenomenon when authoritarian and unequal social systems begin to fragment.
) This it contrived to do between 1990 and 1994 by recasting what were really a set of complicated political challenges to its position from within the Hutu community, as well as from the Rwandese Patriotic Front, as a simplified matter of inter-ethnic struggle. Within the few months from April 1904, in a process triggered by the murder of the long-standing President Juvenal Habyarimana, but much longer in gestation, this ‘inter-ethnic struggle’ manifested itself as the genocide of the Rwandan Tutsi minority under the authority of an ‘interim government.’ A number of dissident Hutu were also slaughtered.

The genocide itself was led by senior members of the Defence Ministry, the Army, Habyarimana’s MRND(D) party, and the Presidential Guard, as well as key figures from the world of business and finance. Nevertheless a crime as labour intensive as the murder of more than half a million Tutsis proved to be required the cooperation of much of the Hutu population and the existing state machinery. The ‘Presidential Guard’, the military, the national and communal police, and party- and state-organized militias were supported at the rock-face in their killing actions by huge numbers of ordinary Hutu. Some were co-opted but many volunteered out of greed or hatred or a combination thereof, though this was heavily dependent upon the state of existing inter-ethnic relations on the ground and the level of local support for the late Habyarimana. The participation of state administrators was also, for the most part, forthcoming, if some had first to be convinced that they were embarking not on a party-political project emerging from the recent years of novel inter-party struggle, but instead on a project conducted in the interests of the state (which presumably meant the pre-1990 Habyarimana party-state; again, a triumph for Wirtrational over Fachrational). Opponents and the unenthusiastic could be removed and threatened or cowed into cooperation, while committed killers and senior administrators of murder were imported (the latter sometimes by helicopter) from areas where killing was progressing at an acceptable rate to areas, such as the central and southern communes in the early phases, where there was insufficient expedition. 

The genocide was facilitated by the inherited system of close administration in a comparatively small country. Identity cards – a legacy of colonial divide-and-rule – and a centralised information system allowed the easy location and identification of Tutsi. Census data and internal travel information were surveyed with increasing care in the lead-up to April 1994. Meanwhile, access to and action upon information and the means of country-wide coordination was facilitated by the preponderance among civil servants of members of MRND(D). In terms of more direct participation in murder, local administrators were given the task of gathering Tutsi at designated killing sites, organising and arming the great numbers of killers and then directing the disposal of bodies and the division of stolen land and property. 

Arguably the most sophisticated study of the genocide to date, that by Alison des Forges, argues that some officials, as other participants, could hide from the moral repugnance of their deeds behind the regime’s ‘masquerade of legitimacy.’ In just the way that Bauman would have predicted, they ‘broke the genocide down into a series of discrete tasks which they executed without consideration of the ultimate objective of the work.’ Further work on individual participants needs to be conducted to prove or disprove this assertion, but des Forges also casts light on the now-familiar phenomenon of enthusiastic officials who advanced themselves at the same time as the genocide. ‘Zeal for killing took on more significance than formal rank: subordinates could prevail over their superiors… if they showed greater commitment to the genocide. This flexibility encouraged ambition and initiative among those willing to trade human lives for personal advantage.’ Equally importantly, though, the bureaucrats who acted in this way were behaving no differently to willing murderers in the ranks of the military or the political hierarchy. Once again, the commitment to value-rationality of one sort or another overrode the specific functional role of the individual and even that of the organisation in which s/he worked. 

One commentator on bureaucracy has written that ‘the most basic goal of any bureaucrat or bureaucracy is not rational efficiency, but individual and organizational survival.’
 We might divide this statement up as it applies to different cases of organizational participation in genocide. In the Nazi state, where there is no recorded case of execution or even serious punishment for functionaries refusing to participate in the perpetration process, the aspect of institutional survival or at least continued institutional relevance was one important factor in participation in a rather competitive environment, as Franz Rademacher from the German Foreign Office realised as he rode the short-lived wave of enthusiasm for deporting Jews to Madagascar. In the Soviet case, where the aspect of outright competition between agencies was much less significant, the fear of many perpetrators for actual physical, person survival in the event of disappointing the leadership was, based on the experience of the purges, much more real. The same was the case for Khmer Rouge party cadres during the Cambodian genocides, public officials during the Rwandan genocide and, as we shall see below, Ottoman state officials during the Armenian genocide. But this is still not the whole picture.

When the foregoing brief analysis of the perpetration of the Rwandan genocide is taken together with the other case studies considered in this essay, it not only becomes clear that there was extensive bureaucratic participation in each instance, but also that such participation could bleed into policy leadership. In each case, certain underlings performed the equivalent of ‘working towards the Führer’, whether out of fear, shared ideological values (as to varying extents is true of every case of genocide), licence, whether derived from uncertainty as to ‘general policy’ or simple enjoyment of freedom of action in shaping general policy (as in the Cambodian case, but also in cases of other persecutory regimes that did not cross the boundary to the genocidal side, such as with nationalist courts-martial in Spain before the full entrenchment of Franco’s central authority), or careerism, particularly when furthered by shared comprehension of regime dynamics. And though the murderous machinery of each of these regimes was far from the Weberian ideal type of an apolitical bureaucracy it would be wrong to suggest that murderous bureaucracies were, therefore, not really acting as bureaucracies at all, not least because by definition the ideal type does not exist, as Weber himself saw. 

However, identifying the important role played by bureaucracy in the Holocaust and elsewhere is not the same as setting the bureaucratic mode up as a trope for the perpetration of a certain form of genocide, as Bauman and Hilberg have done in their different ways, for a trope can only work at the level of the ideal type. Unless we are prepared to comprehensively revise the ideal type away from the Weberian model and towards that propounded by modern organizational theorists and Allen in particular, the fastidious historian might demand that at most we can talk of individual historically, politically and culturally specific types of bureaucratic involvement in genocide, albeit with some historical commonality in those bureaucracies that have provided the most willing genocidaires. This is clearly inadequate for the purpose of great model building. 

Part IV: bureaucracy and the Armenian genocide?

An interesting and unfortunate side-effect of the pre-occupation with the Holocaust as bureaucratic exercise has been its impact on the study of the Armenian genocide. The latter has sometimes been described as the first modern genocide, a label seized upon by some of its historians in an attempt simultaneously to distinguish it (implicitly hierarchically) from allegedly pre-modern or ‘non-ideological’ administrative massacres and to bracket it in a prestige club alongside the Holocaust and perhaps one or two other ‘select’ genocides. Some of the scholarship of the Armenian genocide has crossed the line dividing legitimate comparison (and contrast) from the more-or-less complete co-identification of cases. A large part of the desire to identify the Armenian case with the Holocaust of course springs from ongoing Turkish denial, and the wish to gain legitimacy for the recognition cause by association with a case that is universally recognised, admitted by the former perpetrator state and, equally importantly, has been set-up (unfortunately in my view) as an archetype for modern genocide. One of the main axes of the process of comparison/identification with the Holocaust (and, tellingly, rarely with other cases of genocide) concerns the processes of destruction in the two cases. 

Vahakn N. Dadrian has been the main proponent of the argument for co-identification, but has been joined by scholars such as Wolfgang Gust, who have found the temptation too difficult to resist to compare the ‘Special Organisation’ units who massacred Armenian deportees with the SS. (Dadrian is also at the forefront of the scholarly attempt to implicate Imperial Germany in the perpetration of the Armenian genocide, a charge that is largely baseless but, one suspects, is a part of the general endeavour to establish not just a conceptual connection but a concrete link between the two genocides, complement the ubiquitous but generally miscontextualised use of Hitler’s famous rhetorical question of 1939, ‘who today remembers the Armenians?’
) The most recent statement of the co-identification case is Peter Balakian’s popular bestseller, The Burning Tigris. He, like others, has seized on the use of the telegraph system in the issuance of deportation and killing orders, and the limited use of trains for deportation of Armenians through Syria, as evidence of the fundamental modernity of the destruction process. Meanwhile, a recitation of the perpetrators’ chain of command and oversight is adduced as sufficient evidence that the genocide was perpetrated by a ‘fine-tuned bureaucracy.’ With the murderous combination of technology and bureaucracy thus ‘proved’, the implicit comparison with the Holocaust is made explicit as we are told that the Special Organization ‘was similar to the Reich Security Main Office’s Einsatzgruppen’, and that the civilian chief of the Special organization, Behaettin Sakir, ‘played a role not unlike that of Nazi Reich Security Head, Reinhard Heydrich’.
 However it is difficult to square this selective depiction with the wider reality of Anatolia in 1915 and power relations in the late Ottoman state. 

Enough of the Ottoman organs of state were involved in the destruction process, and enough of its interests vested in the removal of the Armenians, for the genocide to be seen as a state project. The Interior Ministry housed the two bodies most closely involved in the ordering and administration of the major Armenian deportations during WWI – that is, those deportations beyond the ones ordered by the military from inside or within the vicinity of actual war zones – in the Directorate for the Settlement of Tribes and Immigrants (Iskânı Asâyir ve Muhacirin Müdiriyyeti) and the Directorate for General Security (Emniyyeti Umumiyye Müdiriyyeti).
 The military contained the Teskilatı Mahsusa, the Special Organisation, though there was also a strong civilian political input to the organisation from the governing Committee of Union and Progress (CUP). Yet a number of important qualifying factors must be taken into account when assessing the machinery of destruction. First, if one index of the ‘modernity’ of a state is the extent of its control over its peripheries, then the Ottoman empire even during the CUP period must be considered modernising rather than modern, for it was still very concerned to improve its communications and intelligence infrastructure and police its heavily ethnically ethnically-policed borders. The state’s administrative apparatus in eastern Anatolia, where most Armenians lived, was relatively rudimentary, despite the obsession by the time of the Balkan wars with the ethnic make-up of the empire – an obsession that resulted in a programme of ‘mapping’ the empire according to its population make-up. Secondly, the layer of central administration involved in issuing deportation orders was thin, restricted to the higher echelons of Talât, Minister of the Interior and CUP triumvir and his immediate subordinates at the head of the two directorates. This was not a highly-differentiated bureaucracy in action, and certainly not a genocidal organisation capable of, or designed for, exploiting and facilitating the initiative of subordinates. Thirdly, rather like the first wave of Einsatzgruppen killings in the USSR, the murderous assaults on Armenian deportation convoys, conducted by the Special Organisation, some Kurdish tribes and some army units, were distinctly ‘under-bureaucratised’, and in some ways deliberately so. The deployment of irregulars for ‘dirty work’ was a time-honoured Ottoman tradition: their actions provided the latter with a means of avoiding the blame for atrocities.
 (Likewise the use of the telegraph was a means of keeping the paper trail to a minimum; an aim rather successfully concluded when we reflect on how the paucity of Ottoman documentation has sustained denialist historians.)

Another part of the explanation for the limited bureaucratic input was that the process was driven overwhelmingly by the CUP within the state, to the extent that some cabinet ministers were kept in the dark about the true course of Armenian policy.
 In the lead-up to war and genocide there was an attempt at fuller penetration of the state machinery by party representatives, prefiguring the actions of the later ‘totalitarian’ regimes, as CUP emissaries were sent to the provinces and CUP members appointed to the state posts of provincial governorships. And when general deportation had become policy it was rigidly enforced by party agents with, for instance, many provincial and district governors shadowed by watchful 'responsible secretaries' - kâtibi mesul - of the CUP to ensure appropriate execution of their central instructions.
 Reluctant officials were replaced by more enthusiastic ones, and sometimes even killed.
 This is not, however, characteristic of a smooth-running bureaucratic machine, as Balakian would have it, but of a struggle to maintain central control and direction of a genocidal policy that was developed ad hoc in a situation of wartime panic.
 

A final pertinent index of ‘bureaucratisation’ is the way that genocidal regimes deal with exceptions and anomalies. As has frequently been observed in the literature, the strength of bureaucracy is its ability to standardize and then process the standard. One of the typical critiques of stereotyped bureaucracy has been its inability to deal with the individual as individual. It is instructive that in Nazi Germany a vastly disproportionate amount of time was spent on regulating at the margins of the victim group, namely over the Mischlinge question. From the 1935 Nuremberg laws through the January 1942 Wannsee conference and beyond there were repeated and highly complex attempts to create standard rules for the ‘treatment’ to be accorded to different categories of ‘mixed-race’ human being, and this despite the fact that the Mischlinge with whom these efforts were concerned constituted only a very small fraction of the total number of victims. (With its different and often cross-cutting political and ethnic target categories, the obsession with classification in the Stalin regime reached similar heights during the 1930s and WWII.) In the Armenian genocide, the proportionately much larger anomalies were to be found in the persons of those Armenians outside the community of the majority Apostolic church: Catholic and Protestant Armenians, and also Armenians who converted (generally under extreme duress) in the genocide period. Rather than the creation of standardized concepts (however arbitrary these may have been, as in the Nazi case with ‘second degree Mischlinge’) or even just substantially consistent conventions to determine the fate of these groups, their treatment varied significantly. Armenian survivors of the genocide in Anatolia at the end of the war were drawn disproportionately from the Catholic and Protestant communities, though many had indeed been deported; as for those who had converted to Islam out of convenience, some were left more or less alone and others deported on central instructions.

The equation of modern genocide with bureaucratic – and technologically-advanced – genocide seems to be one of the roots of the problem in misrepresentations of the Armenian case. The modernity or otherwise of genocide is a function of mindset not machinery, as in Bauman’s conception of the garden culture. The Armenian genocide was clearly not notably bureaucratic in character (and is no less a crime – nor a genocide – for that) but it was modern; just as the Rwandan genocide (which was characterised by heavier bureaucratic participation) was modern despite the absence of technological sophistication in its perpetration. Both were modern because they were enacted in accordance with modern social cleavage: nationalism in the Armenian case, racism in the Rwandan. In the Armenian case the overemphasis on bureaucracy is something of a red herring. Elsewhere, even when we can talk meaningfully of bureaucracy and genocide we should be very cautious of talking of bureaucratic genocide.
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