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In most sacieties, there is an ongoing contest over who is the “we,” to whom
specific moral obligations apply, and who is the “they,” to whomt they do
not. This paper explores and contrasts the most blatant forms of active ex-
clusion, which includes genocide, and indirect exclusion, which is charac-
terized by subtle forms of exclusion through social invisibility. In genocide,
the targeted groups are not simply excluded from life integrity rights, but
offenses against them are explicitly encouraged, rewarded, and sanctioned
by the regime. In indirect exclusion, the exclusion is implicit in cultural and
institutional practices and is often unintentional. I examine the difficulties
and dilemmas involved in resisting and preventing active exclusion and in
challenging the cultural codes that maintain indirect exclusion.

O n this day, the 49th anniversary of the
nuclear dawn, our world is full of
contradictions. On the one hand, there is
abundant evidence of an increasing global
consciousness. A transnational environmen-
tal movement promates the idea of planet-
wide ecological interdependence. Ideas of
common security, which assume mutual in-
terdependence, were once treated as the bag-
gage of soft-minded peaceniks, but are now
respectable fare in official discourse. Obser-
vations about worldwide economic interde-
pendence are now clichés and have become
part of the operating assumptions of govern-
ments and corporate players.

*Direct cortespondence to William A, Gamson,
Sociology Department, Boston College, Chestnut
Hill, MA 02167. This paper was presented on
August 6, 1994 at the Presidential Plenary session
of the American Sociological Association meet-
ing in Los Angeles, California. I rhank the 90 fa-
cilitators who led a discussion of the paper during
this session. Many were kind enough to send me
detailed comments on an early draft, sometimes
several pages in length. Others who read the ver-
sion distributed at the ASA meeting sent me de-
tailed comments as well. There is insufficient
space to acknowledge these comments individu-
ally, but I have considered them carefully, made
some changes in this paper as a result, and added
many items to my future list of books and articles
to be read,

On the other hand, we live in a world of
increasing fragmentation. For example,
neighbors with different religions and
ethnicities coexisted peacefully in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, thinking of themselves as part
of the same community, perhaps even as
part of a larger community of Yugoslavs or
Europeans.! But within a brief historical
moment these neighbors became an “other”
to each other, and basic human rights were
neither given nor expected in return. Mean-
spiritedness, clannishness, tribalism, xeno-
phobia—we can think of many examples of
these behaviors at home and abroad. So,
while some may be thinking globally, there
are clearly many others who don’t think be-
yond their own backyards.

This discourse provokes a sense of déja
vu. Think back to 1946. The passionate trib-
alism of World War II had begun to subside,
but the future seemed uncertain. In the new
nuclear age, uncertainty bred anxiety with
an edge of terror. The unspeakable horrors

1 Batev {1994) suggests that, peaceful co-exist-
ence notwithstanding, there has been consider-
ably less social integration of ethnic minorities in
Bosnia than is commonly assumed. Using inter-
marriage as the key indicator of social integra-
tion, he shows that, especially in Bosnia-Herze-
gavina, Croats, Serbs, and Moslems “remained
very much closed {endogamaus)” (p. 473).
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of the Holocaust were being spoken and
seen, giving the world a lasting image of
how far the construction of an “other” can
ultimately go.

Like today, there were many examples of
global consciousness in 1946, or what would
then have been called “internationalism.” For
example, Boyer (1985), describing the
atomic scientists' movement of that period,
cites the five-point statement written in Oc-
tober 1945 that would soon become a rally-
ing cry in their mobilization effort:

1. Other nations will soon be able to produce
atomic bombs.

2. No effective defense is possible.

3. Mere numerical superiority in atomic weap-
onry offers no security.

4. A future atomic war would destroy a large
fraction of civilization.

5. Therefore, international cooperation of an
unprecedented kind is necessary for suc-
vival. (P. 52)

For most, this unprecedented international
cooperation was given its fullest expression
in a vision of World Government. In late Au-
gust 19435, only a few weeks after Hiroshima,
the New Yorker's “Notes and Comments” de-
clared that “Nuclear energy insists on global
government.” Prestigious journalists, such as
Walter Lippman, ¢laimed that nations will be
“compelled” to create a world government,
not through the persuasion of its advocates,
but through “the inevitability of the truth™
The Catholic journal, Commonweal, argued
that creating a world state is the only defense
against the atomic bomb: “If we do not wish
to be morally guilty of suicide, the establish-
ment of such a world power is the only thing
left to us.” Kirchwey, writing in the Narion,
captured the mood: “We face a choice be-
tween one world or none.”? :

In American public discourse after World
War II, isolationism was thoroughly discred-
ited, its advocates effectively silenced.
American withdrawal from world affairs af-
ter World War 1 and its failure to support the
League of Nations were treated as tragic er-

2 This description of the discourse on world
government that occurred after World War II is
drawn from Boyer’s (1985) rich and thorough ac-
count. See especially pages 34-35 and pages 374-
75 for the full references for items cited here.

rors. The concept of “no entangling alli-
ances" with European powers was dismissed
as a historical anachronism, inappropriate for
the modern werld.

A bipartisan consensus existed: No more
fortress America. One world. Prominent Re-
publicans and conservatives joined the cho-
rus. Boyer (1985) describes how Mrs. Ogden
Reid told delegates to a world affairs confer-
ence that the bomb had created “a common
kinship, overriding national boundaries.”
Even the Reader's Digest was on board, an-
nouncing that “the atomic bomb has made
political and economic nationalism meaning-
less. No longer merely a vision held by a few
idealists, world government has now become
a hard-boiled, practical, and urgent neces-
sity.”

But, like today, there were strong counter-
currents to this vision of one world. The
emerging contest over political contral of the
postwar world in Europe, the Middle East,
Africa, and Asia had already begun. Clashes
between the United States and the Soviet
Union over Soviet troop movements in Iran
and Manchuria dominated the United Na-
tions proceedings in March and April of
1946. In Greece, a civil war between pro-
Western and pro-Communist forces was un-
derway. The Cold War had yet to solidify, but
“One World"” was already on its way to be-
coming two worlds, with the concept of a
Third Warld not far away.

While nationalism was being repudiated in
American discourse, it was very much in
fashion in the rest of the world. National
identities were being asserted as rallying
cries for liberation from colonial rule. As
wars of national liberation erupted to over-
throw colonial regimes, communal violence
and threats of civil war loomed in India and
Palestine as Great Britain prepared to end its
imperial role.

We know what happened after 1946 to the
grand ideas of world government and the in-
ternational control of atomic weapons. Inter-
nationalism became defined in the United
States as political-military alliances in Eu-
rape and elsewhere that opposed and ex-
cluded the Soviet Union and its client states.
For its advocates, internationalism meant the
United States carrying out its mission of de-
fending and spreading political liberty and
free markets to the benighted. For those more
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critical of United States foreign palicy, “in-
ternationalism™ came to mean an ideological
cover for the projection of American military
and political power on a worldwide basis.

But today is not 1946, and the outcome of
the cultural contest between voices of global
consciousness and voices of nationalism and
ethnocentrism is still in doubt. The contest
becomes most visible in open historical mo-
ments such as the present, when culturally
dominant frames have broken down and new
ones have not yet become established. The
language used here has loaded the dice in fa-
vor of more inclusive definitions of collec-
tive identity: Globalism, it appears, is the
voice of enlightenment; nationalism and eth-
nocentrism the voices of darkness and igno-
rance.

Anderson ([1983] 1991) offers a useful
caution here:

In an age when it is so common for progres-
sive, cosmopolitan intellectuals . . . to insist on
the near-pathological character of nationalism,
its roots in fear and hatred of the Other, and its
affinities with racism, it is useful to remind
curselves that nations inspire love, and often
profoundly self-sacrificing love, The cultural
products of nationalism—poelry, prose fictian,
music, plastic arts—show this love very clearly
in thousands of different forms and styles, (P,
141)

In the following discussion, especially in
the critique of false universality, I attempt to
recognize the legitimacy and appeal of less
inclusive definitions of collective identity.

THE POLITICS OF EXCLUSION

As both Hiroshima and the Holocaust dem-
onstrate, there is a great deal at stake in this
ongoing cultural contest. Genocide repre-
sents one polar extreme, constructing a pa-
riah group whose members must be de-
stroyed. At the other extreme, inclusion is
not contingent on virtue or good behaviar;
even the most reprehensible acts by one's
children, for example, may not be grounds
for exclusion from the family.

The cultural contest is over who is the
“we,” to whom specific moral obligations
apply, and who is the “they,” to whom they
do not. Fein (1977), in trying to understand
the dynamics of genocide and sanctioned
massacres, uses the concept of a universe of

obligation. These are the people who “must
be taken into account, to whom obligations
are due, by whom we can be held responsible
for our actions” (p. 7). Once people are de-
fined as being outside that universe, offenses
against them are not violations of the norma-
tive order and do not trigger criminal sanc-
tions. Excluding a group from the universe
of abligation is a necessary, but not a suffi-
cient, condition for genocide.?

Fein (1977) argues that this universe of
obligation can be inclusive or exclusive. It is
inclusive when its boundaries match the
boundaries of the society; it is exclusive
when one or more collective categories with-
in the society are outside its boundaries. This
definition offers a useful beginning, but it
must be elaborated and specified in at least
two ways.

First, it is helpful to treat inclusion, not as
4 dichotomy, but as a continuous, multidi-
mensional variable with many fine grada-
tions. Any group that has experienced dis-
crimination or oppression will remind us of
the many available flavors of exclusion.
Some forms may be barely noticed by the in-
cluded but may hurt more than overt and
more obvious varieties. Witness this discus-
sion of affirmative action by a group of Afri-
can Americans reported in Talking Politics
(Gamson 1992). Waverly, a nurse’s aide in
her twenties, Robert, a cook in his thirties,
and Tessie, a child-care worker in her thir-
ties, are responding to the question, “Would

3 Scholars who have attempted to analyze and
understand the processes that lead to genocide are
often frustrated by the tendency to so expand its
meaning that the core elements become obscured.
While arguments continue about which precise
definition is most useful, there is considerable
agreement on these core elements. First, the per-
petrator is a regime, even though it may employ a
variety of cavert agents and take other measures
to maintain some degree of deniability. Second,
the effort is purposeful and sustained over time,
Third, it is aimed at the destruction of the target
group and is carried out through acts of physical
violence. The rarger group may be defined in
terms of some communal characteristic such as
race, religion, ethnicity, or nationality, or by its
political opposition to a regime. The latter is
sometimes ¢alled “politicide” to distinguish it
from the former, bur there is general agreement
that both should be included in the phenomena to
be explained.
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you say that anything that has happened on
this issue of affirmative action has affected
you personally or has affected your friends
and relatives?”

Waverly: 1 was laid off a job. They just lost
all the work in one day, and then they had a
meeting that afternoon. And we all lost our
jobs. I felt cheated, but there wasn’t anything I
could really say. My boss told me and my
boss’s wife—and I'm not prejudiced either—
but she told me, “I'm gonna always have a job.
it’s ‘you people’ I'm worried about.”

Robert: What'd she mean by “you people?”

Waverly: So when she said “you people,” [
knew she was prejudiced, sa when I lost the
job, I didn’t really care after that.

Tessie: So when you were at your job, you
were feeling like they were always looking at
you like “you people?”

Waverly: Yeah, all the time.
Tessie: [t did something ta you mentally.

~Waverly: [ was shocked when she said that.
You know, 'canse [ worked with them before
this job. I worked with them.

Robert: You ain’t got to feel defeated,
though.

Waverly: Before she said that, she always,
you know, when she maved up in another nurs-
ing home and she asked me to come work for
her, Called me and asked me, and [ told her [
couldn’t do it. So she asked me why, and I
didn’t tell her that was the reason, but that’s
what I felt. She always looked down on me.
{Gamson 1992:101-102)

Many different universes of obligation ex-
ist simultaneously, each with its own set of
rules about how members are to be treated in
contrast to outsiders. Only some of the obli-
gations that we feel we owe to our family
‘members are extended to our friends and ac-
quaintances; only some of these extend to
other members of the various collectivities
with which we may identify—neighbor-
hoods, organizations, movements, and soli-
darity groups of various sorts; only some of
the moral obligations we extend to members
of our own society are extended to members
of other societies.

Second, the concept of universe of obliga-
tion does not adequately capture the impor-
tant distinction between active exclusion and

indirect exclusion. The targets of genocide,
for example, are not merely outside the most
basic universe of obligation; offenses against
them are explicitly encouraged, rewarded
and sanctioned by regimes. The destruction
of targeted groups becomes itself a moral
obligation backed by authorities. Active ex-
clusion contrasts with other forms of exclu-
sion in which the withholding of rights or
privileges does not carry obligations to take
active measures. In the contrasting case of
indirect exclusion, rather than being perse-
cuted, the excluded are often accorded some
rights and privileges, albeit less than that
pravided to the fully included.

In most societies, the boundaries of some
of these universes of obligation are often
hotly contested and changing. Social move-
ments that challenge cultural codes—the
civil rights movement, the women’s move-
ment, the gay and leshian rights movement,
for example—typically challenge these
boundaries of obligation. Who gets to vote,
whao gets admitted to the club, who gets to
serve in the military, and many other specific
issues involve the broader cultural contest
over inclusion.*

I focus here only on the two extremes—
genocide and mass killings, the most blatant
form of exclusion, and social invisibility, the
most subtle and indirect form. While there
are some continuities of process at different
points along the exclusion continuum, there
are also important discontinuities in how
some of the relevant variables operate and in
the strategies of inclusion. Visibility of the
target population, for example, is a necessary
condition for mobilizing genocide, but social
invisibility is a condition for more subtle
forms of exclusion.

LIFE INTEGRITY RIGHTS

The most fundamental unjverse of obligation
includes the right to be free of gross viola-
tions of what Fein (1990) calls “life integrity
rights”: to life; to personal inviolability; to

“This contest is often animated by competition
between groups over scarce resources rather than
by prejudice ar hatred. My purpose here, though,
is not to explain the cavses of exclusion but to
explore the process through which it operates and
is maintained.
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be free of fear of arbitrary seizure, detention,
and punishment; to own one’s body and la-
bor: to free movement; and to procreate and
cohabit with family. The ultimate form of
exclusion is to be barricaded outside of this
universe of rights merely by virtue of mem-
bership in a designated collectivity, regard-
less of one’s own conduct or choice. Geno-
cide, sanctioned massacres, and indiscrimi-
nate bombings of civilian populations of the
“enemy” in war all imply the existence of an
“ather” to whom one is not obliged to extend
the most basic human rights.

The evils of the twentieth century have
produced a rich literature written by those
who would have us understand how such hor-
rors can occur, presumably with the hope that
people of good will can use this knowledge
to prevent their repetition. This hope has re-
mained an elusive goal, but we now under-
stand a good deal about how the process of
exclusion operates.

Genocide and Sanctioned Massacres

Kelman and Hamilton (1989) explain the so-
cial pracess that allows large numbers of
people to carry out the routine, daily actions
that are necessary to sustain sanctioned vie-
lence against members of an excluded col-
lectivity. They acknowledge that psychologi-
cal states, such as hatred and rage, may play
a part, but these are often outcomes rather
than causes of violence-supporting actions:
“They serve ta provide the perpetrators with
an explanation and rationalization for their
violent actions and appropriate labels for
their emotional state” (Kelman and Hamilton
1989:15). It is more instructive, they suggest,
to look at the social processes that erase the
usual moral inhibitions against violence
rather than at the psychological motives for
acting violently.

The three processes that eliminate moral
inhibitions are authorization, routinization,
and dehumanization:

Through authorization, the situation becomes
so defined that the individual is absolved of the
responsibility to make personal moral choices.
Through routinization, the action becomes $¢
arganized that there is no opportunity for rais-
ing moral questions. Through dehumanization,
the actors’ attitudes toward the target and to-
ward themselves become so structured that it

is neither necessary nor possible for them to
view the relationship in moral terms. (Kelman
and Hamilton 1989:16) :

Without awareness of these processes, one
might think that genccide was mostly about
hatred, intolerance, and hostility toward the
“other.” This view focuses attention on a
history of deep-seated animosity and preju-
dice in which genocide is the final result of
a slippery slope of active exclusion that,
once begun, is difficult or impossible to re-
verse, In jts most active form, in this view,
hysteria or mob psychology envelops nor-
mally rational people who then willingly, or
even enthusiastically, participate in the ex-
clusion process.

But I emphasize the opposite here—an
“other" can be easily created without a prior
history of animosity, the process is reversible
in either direction, and human compliance is
typically incomplete and problematic. I
readily acknowledge, however, that a history
of enmity and lesser forms of exclusion can
pave the way for more extreme forms.
Hence, a history of anti-Semitism in the
Christian church and the larger society made
it easier for the Nazi regime to authorize the
exclusion of Jews from successive universes
of obligation, including ultimately from life
integrity rights. But this is more a cultural
explanation than a psychological one; the
citizens who complied or looked the other
way did not themselves need to harbor hos-
tility toward Jews. The past creates sociocul-
tural fault lines that make certain collectivi-
ties more likely to be singled cut for exclu-
sion when the wrong historical conditions
arise.

The Construction of the Enemy in War

Creating and reversing exclusion. What
seems most surprising and noteworthy, how-
ever, are the bewilderingly rapid shifts that
can take place in this exclusion process and
its reversibility. This seems most apparent in
international wars and their aftermath, where
authorization, routinization, and dehuman-
ization are very much a part of demonizing
the enemy in war. No history of past wars or
prior exclusion of the enemy seems neces-
sary to move these processes along in a mat-
ter of months.
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With official promotion and encourage-
ment, images of the enemy emphasizing
crude and dehumanizing ethnic and racial
stereatypes, backed by dehumanizing lan-
guage, can permeate a culture rapidly. Dis-
tinctions between combatants and noncom-
" batants and between those who exercise
power and those who are subject to it become
irrelevant. The enemy collectivity is personi-
fied in its leaders, and the entire collectivity
is moved outside the universe of obligation.

But wars end, and these processes are typi-
cally reversed. If the re-humanization and
de-authorization process is not quite as rapid,
it nevertheless does happen. The gross viola-
tions of life integrity rights that prompted
virtually no moral reflection at the time are
now excused or condemned as the excesses
of war. The universe of obligation is retroac-
tively extended to include the civilian popu-
lation of the former enemy country. Lan-
guage changes, and the dehumanizing epi-
thets*that were routine fare in wartime are
treated as inappropriate expressions of big-
otry and hatred. With official encouragement,
the boundaries of this universe of obligation
can move in either direction—more gradu-
ally toward inclusion than exclusion—but
still, it takes a matter of years rather than de-
cades.

The limits of compliance, As Kelman and
Hamilton (1989) emphasize, the processes of
exclusion are collective: Authorization and
dehumanization involve the actions of a po-
litical regime and its agents, and routin-
ization involves a particular social organiza-
tion of action, The reversal of these pro-
cesses is equally collective. Individuals,
however, must comply for the process to op-
erate, and their compliance is typically prob-
lematic and incomplete.

Noncompliance with the exclusion de-
mands of a regime is often widespread, even
in situations where it is risky. The choices
available to those who face a dilemma of
compliance are much broader than simply to
obey or disobey. Never underestimate the
importance of evasion, what I have elsewhere
called The Good Soldier Schweik strategy
(Gamson, Fireman, and Rytina 1982:61).
This is an individual strategy, not a collec-
tive one, in which the people do not openly
disobey, but neither do they perform in the
manner desired by authorities.

Kelman and Hamilton (1989) give an ex-
ample of unsuccessful evasion from the My
Lai incident, the authors’ prototype of the
sanctioned massacre. They relate how Lt.
William L. Calley, Jr., a platoon leader, told
PFC Paul Meadlo that “you know what to do
with” a group of villagers Meadlo was guard-
ing. But Meadlo did nothing until Calley re-
turned 15 minutes later and said specifically,
“T want them dead,” and began shooting the
villagers himself. Evasion for Meadlo was no
longer possible, and he complied rather than
pursuing other strategies, such as resistance.
But observers testified that Meadlo, both dur-
ing the episode and afterward, was sobbing
and “all broke up.” In spite of the processes
of exclusion operating and his ultimate com-
pliance, it would appear that for Meadlo, at
least, the Vietnamese villagers were not out-
side his personal universe of obligation.

Surveillance is necessary to prevent wide-
spread evasion of compliance, and it is fre-
quently difficult, impossible, or excessively
expensive to carry out. Authorities also run
the risk that if they challenge evasion, the re-
sponse will not be compliance, but openly
rebellious behavior. From the standpoint of
authaorities, evasion has the special virtue of
being an individual rather than a collective
response, and hence, is less threatening.

The differences between individual and
collective resistance to compliance are enor-
mous, Resisting is a very different process if
one is part of a Resistance. As a collective
pracess, resistance is only a middle point in
the options available for confronting an un-
acceptable demand for compliance—not the
polar opposite of obedience. Rather than
simply resisting authorities, one may take di-
rect action against them, acknowledged or
unacknowledged.

It is possible, then, to overrate the power
of such processes as, authorization, routini-
zation, and dehumanization, and to underrate
the possibilities of counter processes that
maintain inclusion in the universe of obliga-
tion. The survival of the Jewish population
in countries under Nazi occupation often de-
pended on the inclusion practices of local
authorities. Fein (1979) emphasizes the resis-
tance to exclusion of Jews by the govern-
ment, church, resistance, and other national
leaders in countries such as Denmark and
Finland:
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Where state authorities had resisted discrimi-
nation and/or church leaders vocally opposed
any attempts to justify anti-Semitism or dis-
crimination against Jews, resistance move-
ments usually also identified with Jews. . .. [In
such a situation,] leadership usually arose
among Gentiles and Jews to avoid the isolation
of the Jews, and finally countered the mobili-
zation of the death machine with the mabiliza-
tion of human lifelines enabling most Jews to
evade capture, (Fein 1979:325)

The construction of the enemy in the Per-
siar Gulf War. Similarly, it is not inevitable
that mobilization for war will lead to the ex-
clusion of the population of the enemy from
the universe of obligation or even that offi-
cial policy will encourage this exclusion pro-
cess. Indeed, I argue that the demonization
of enemy leaders can help limit the exclusion
of an enemy society and nation. The Hitleri-
zation of Saddam Hussein in the Persian Gulf
War serves as my example.

The Hitler analogy began in the media
even before the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. In
early April 1990, Saddam Hussein made a
widely reported speech in which he threat-
ened to “scorch half of Israel” if it attacked
Iraq. In the aftermath of this speech, various
opinion ¢olumnists began comparing him to
Hitler. In the U.S. Congress, several Senators
used the analogy in debates over continuing
economic credits to Iraq, mainly to criticize
the Reagan and Bush Administrations’ policy
toward Iraq as appeasement. As Dorman and
Livingston (1994) cenclude from their sys-
tematic examination of the Washkington Post
and the New York Times, *“The Saddam-Hitler
analogy was quite well established before the
invasion of Kuwait” (p. 71}.

After the August 2 invasion of Kuwait and
through January 15, 1991, on the eve of the
war, the Saddam-Hitler analogy was invoked
in 228 stories, editorials, or columns on Iraq
in the Washington Post (N = 121} and New
York Times (N = 107) (Dorman and Living-
ston 1994). President George Bush was the
chief instigator, “Invoking the image of
Hitler quickly became a near daily ocecur-
rence for him,” note Dorman and Livingston
(1994:71).

Let me confess that I find the analogy of-
fensive and disturbing. In my personal pan-
theon of evil, Hitler occupies a unique niche
that I dislike seeing cluttered with lesser

evils. Nevertheless, the demonization of
Saddam—including not only the Hitler anal-
ogy but such catch-phrases as the “beast of
Baghdad” and the “butcher of Baghdad"—
actually helped to prevent the exclusion of
the Iragi people from the universe of obliga-
tion.

To the extent that Saddam Hussein was
mythologized as ruthless tyrant, the Iraqi
people were, by implication, his innocent
victims. “We have no argument with the
people of Iraq. Indeed, for the innocents
caught in this conflict, T pray for their
safety,” said George Bush at the beginning of
the war (New York Times, January 17, 1991:
A6). “All life is precious, whether it’s the life
of an American pilot or an Iraqi child,” said
the Prasident a week later (Wew York Times,
January 24, 1991:A8). “At every opportunity
I have said to the people of Iraq that our
quarrel was not with them but instead with
their leadership and above all with Saddam
Hussein. This remains the case. Yod, the
people of Iraq, are not our enemy. We do not
seek your destruction,” said George Bush at
the end of the war (Speech, February 27,
1991, reprinted in Sifry and Cerf 1991).
Clearly, these words do not support the pro-
cess of excluding a collective enemy from
the universe of obligation.

Many have commented, generally with
contempt, on the use of the euphemism “col-
lateral damage” to describe the killing and
maiming of civilians in the bombing of Iraq.
“Calling it collateral damage serves to dehu-
manize the victims and make their deaths
more acceptable,” Umberson and Henderson
(1992:4) observe. But what really seems
noteworthy here is not the use of a euphe-
mism, but the fact that its use was deemed
necessary. There were no comments by U.S.
officials about “collateral damage” at Hiro-
shima.

There were no “free fire zones” or daily
announcements of “body counts™ in the Per-
sian Gulf War. On the contrary, there were
complaints about the lack of information
about military and civilian casualties and
about the hypocrisy and exaggeration of the
precision of American bombing raids on
Irag. News management aimed at down-
playing ¢ivilian casualties and keeping them
as invisible as possible. Hence, the irritation
of war supporters with Peter Arnett, whose
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reports for CNN from Baghdad undermined
these efforts. His detailed reports on the dev-
astation in Iraqi cities were seen by critics as
giving aid and comfort to the enemy. After
the bombing of a Baghdad bunker in which
hundreds of civilians were killed, Charles
Krauthammer (Washington Post, February
14, 1991) felt the need to bolster squeamish
Americans who might flinch at such loss of
innocent lives:

It is becauwse Iraq cannot undectake a moral eri-
tigue of anyone that it needs the Western Press
ta do so for it. . . . What they need is for [rag's
suffering to go out under a New Zealand ac-
cent and a CNN logo. . . . Civilian pain in a war
is a horror beyond words. But when a war is
just, it must be faced with a kind of nerve. . . .
So long as we scrupulously attack what we
reasonably believe to be military targets, the
bombing of Baghdad is a cause for sorrow, not
guilt. (Reprinted in Sifry and Cerf 1991:331-
3%

Most U.S. media willingly cooperated with
the government’s efforts to minimize the vis-
ibility of civilian casualties. Gerbner (1992)
reports how NBC collected, but then did not
broadcast, uncensored video footage of
heavy civilian casualties after NBC President
Michael Gartner vetoed it. The video was
subsequently offered to CBS for its evening
news show, but “the night before it was to
air ..., the show’s executive producer was
fired and the report was canceled” (p. 253).
The point here is that suffering of Iraqi civil-
ians during a war needed to be kept invisible.
Such efforts only became necessary to the
extent that Iraqi civilians, and even rank and
file soldiers, continued to be included in the
universe of obligation.’

Finally, during the Gulf War there was no
deliberate or official fanning of anti-Arab
sentiment or employment of the dehumaniz-
ing stereotypes we are so familiar with from
earlier wars. Obviously, given the nature of
the anti-Iraq coalition with its central Arab
participants, it would have been foolish and
counter-productive to employ such stereo-

5 The “elite Republican Guard” is a probable
exception to this lack of exclusion. Depicted as
Saddam supporters who were fighting voluntar-
ily and receiving special privileges from the re-
gime, they did not receive an exemption as “in-
nocent victims.”

types. My point, though, is not to credit the
Bush Administration for its restraint, but to
establish that even in wartime there is noth-
ing inevitable about creating an enemy soci-
ety whose members are excluded from the
universe of obligation.

No doubt it is cold comfort to those who
were killed as “collateral damage”™ that they
were not vilified as an enemy before their
deaths. But one can be certain that had the
exclusion from the universe of obligation
been active and officially sanctioned, they
would have been joined in death by many
more friends and acquaintances. Similar con-
straints may have shortened the war when
American bombing of the defeated and re-
treating ITraqi army was halted along the
“highway of death.” That authorities worried
about the public’s opinion of slaughtering re-
treating enemy soldiers is eloquent testimony
to the soldiers’ continued inclusion in this
universe of obligation, even in wartime.

Preventive Action

These characteristics of the exclusion pro-
cess—the relative fluidity of the boundaries,
the reversibility of the process in either di-
rection, and the partial and problematic
nature of compliance—have important
implications for the prevention of genocide,
sanctioned massacres, and the use of weap-
ons of mass destruction in war. They point to
the possibility of identifying early warning
signals that such a process is in motien and
of spotlighting such processes in the mass
media.

Early warning, unfortunately, is necessary
but not sufficient to produce effective inter-
vention. Perpetrators of genocide and politi-
cide are usually aware of the fickleness of the
media spotlight and the short attention spans
of would-be intervenors. They are aware of
the conflicts of interest and purpose among
other countries and the unwillingness to risk
unpopular actions on humanitarian grounds
when no material interests are threatened.
Symbolic reassurances and delays by the per-
petrators are often enough to stall any effec-
tive intervention.

The Bosnian example from the early 1990s
is instructive. When the war began in April
1992, the Bosnian Serbs had the enormous
military advantage of access to the weapon
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stockpiles of the Yugoslavian National Army.
Their well-armed militias and paramilitary
gangs attacked the nen-Serbian, predomi-
nantly Moslem population in the eastern part
of the country. These attacks included re-
peated massacres, systematic rapes, and
other gross violations of life integrity rights.

There can be no clearer case of early warn-
ing. Not only were the actions prominently
reported in the United States and in the in-
ternational media, but s¢ was the perpe-
trator's chilling label for it—"ethnic cleans-
ing." Fein, Ezell, and Spirer (1994) note that
within four months of the reports of such ac-
tions, “a number of organizations publicly
recognized that this pattern constituted geno-
cide and called for action to stop it” (p. 3).
These organizations included, among others,
Helsinki Watch, the U. S. Holocaust Memo-
rial Museum, and the Institute for the Study
of Genaocide.

Early warning did lead to a response, but
many observers condemn it as totally inef-
fective. My own reading of the gvidence is
mixed 8 but there can be little doubt that it
was difficult to translate early warnings into
effective responses. The insufficiency of
early warnings in stopping genocide stems
from two central problems.

The first begins with the recognition that
genocide is a social construction. GENOCIDE
is one way to frame the events in Bosnia, but
there is a powerful competitive frame: FEUD-
ING NEIGHBORS. The Bosnian conflict, in
this view, is a dirty little ethnic war, a re-
emergence of ancient tribal feuds. As Secre-
tary of State Warren Christopher expressed it
on the CBS News program, “Face the Na-
tion™:

It's really a tragic problem. The hatred between

all three groups-—the Bosnians and the Serbs

€ Although they co-mingle, the goal of extend-
ing Serbian territorial control and the genocidal
goal of destroying Bosnian Moslems as a collec-
tivity can be distinguished analytically. No doubt
Bosnia's Moslem population still suffers depriva-
tions, and humanitarian relief effarts are often
blocked, but many aspects of the original geno-
cidal attacks have been stopped or seriously re-
tarded. Threats and sanctions from the United
Nations and NATO have been ineffective in re-
versing Bosnian Serb military gains, but they
have been at least partially effective in aberting
the genocidal process begun in 1992,

and the Croats—is almost unbelievable. It’s al-
most terrifying and it’s centuries old. . .. The
United States simply doesn’t have the means
to make people in that region of the world like
each other. (March 28, 1993)

As Fein et al. (1994) point out, this fram-
ing of the Bosnian conflict resonates with a
broader realpolitik. The United States and
other countries must recognize the limits of
their power and preserve it for the protection
of vital national interests. If the war in
Bosnia is a morass of deep hatred where
atrocities occur on all sides, then there is no
moral imperative for other countries to inter-
vene. The FEUDING NEIGHBORS frame legiti-
mates inaction and reinterprets the meaning
of early warning signs,

Furthermore, the less one knows and un-
derstands about a given conflict, the more
plausible and even-handed the FEUDING
NEIGHBORS frame appears to be. The persua-
sive power of the GENOCIDE frame grows
from a detailed understanding of the context
and of specific events; but the FEUDING
NEIGHBORS frame requires no exacting de-
mands. This difference suggests that in the
framing contest to define the conflict in
Bosnia, the GENOCIDE frame will suffer a
competitive disadvantage as a way to inter-
pret the meaning of early warning signs.

The second obstacle to translating early
warnings into effective intervention is the
absence of established institutional means
for such intervention. None of the central
political and erganizational problems for car-
rying out military intervention are anywhere
close to being solved at this point. All of the
current organizations for intervention—the
United Nations, NATO, and national military
forces—are difficult to deploy effectively in
situations such as Bosnia. One may criticize
the lack of political will of the Bush and
Clinton Administrations or of various Euro-
pean governments, but surely the likely un-
popularity of military intervention among
their electorates is part of what undermines
their will. Initial public support is not the cal-
culus here; it is the future political vulner-
ability when casualties occor and pictures of
dead soldiers begin to dominate the news.
The impediments to action stem more from
the responsiveness of democratic govern-
ments to popular opinion rather than their
isolation from it.
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In sum, awareness of events and early
warning of efforts to deprive groups of life
integrity rights is an important step in pre-
venting and reversing a genocidal process.
But the real problem is not in knowing what
is happening early enough, but in knowing
how to translate this knowledge into actions
that can stop the perpetrators.

INVISIBILITY AND EXCLUSION

Active exclusion requires visibility. To re-
move individual members of a group from a
universe of obligations extended to others
one must be able to distinguish them from
the others. Many Jews in Germany did not
“look Jewish™; most homosexuals were in
the closet and not easily identified. Hence,
the invention of yellow stars, pink triangles,
and identity papers to specify group member-
ship.

This collective visibility contains within it
an individual invisibility—a de-individuation
of members of the category. In the most ex-
treme version, individuals have their names,
their hair, and other distinguishing character-
istics taken from them as they are turned into
a number. In the more subtle and indirect
version, others do not see a person in their
individuality, but see only a personification
of some collective. This is the sense in which
the late Ralph Ellison called his protagonist
“The Invisible Man"” and the reason why
Waverly, in the conversation presented ear-
lier, finds the phrase “you people” so offen-
sive.

An emphasis on the person as an indi-
vidual is central to what Carbaugh (1988)
calls “talking American.” His rich and subtle
analysis of audience discussion on the popu-
lar television talk show, “Donahue,” de-
scribes the equivocal enactment of individu-
ality and community. Using the symbol of
the person as an individual, speakers can
transcend the differences implied when
people are discussed as members of social
groups—as men and women, Blacks and
Whites, or other collective categories. One
thus asserts that in being individuals we are
simultaneously all alike and each unique—
“a definition of persons is constructed which
enables meanings of both a common human-
ity and a separate humanness” (Carbaugh
1988:23).

This simultaneous enactment of unique-
ness and common humanity has contradie-
tory implications for the politics of exclu-
sion. It is, on the one hand, a healthy anti-
dote to the active exclusien of individuals
from a universe of obligation. It argues for
color blindness, for equal opportunity, and
against discrimination—no “you people” al-
lowed here. But in privileging the rights of
individuals and the universality of our com-
mon humanity, this discourse makes the ar-
ticulation of collective identity problematic.
The assertion of injustices based on social
inequalities, for example, must contend with
a culturally normative response that asserts
that we-are all individuals, and that implic-
itly denies the relevance of social location
and group differences in experience. This
suppressing of collective identities and
shared experiences can create its own subtle
form of invisibility and exclusion.

Invisibility is silencing. Not seen means
not heard. This politics of exclusion is cap-
tured perfectly by the “Don’t ask, don’t tell”
policy of dealing with gays and lesbians in
the military. The bargain offered is “We will
not pursue active exclusion measures if you
accept indirect exclusion by remaining silent
and invisible.” Exclusion through invisibility,
then, requires the collusion of the excluded
group.

Indirect exclusion through invisibility is
clearly preferable to active exclusion. It is
better not to be seen at all than to be beaten,
raped, or killed. But one should hardly be
surprised that members of an excluded group
are often unwilling to collude in such a bar-
gain or to feel gratitude to those who offer
invisibility in exchange for relative safety.
For a generation that experienced the brutal-
ity of active exclusion, invisibility may seem
a small price for security. A less cowed
younger generation may be less likely to ac-
cept exclusion through invisibility, believing
that “Silence = Death.”

The strategic preblems of challenging ac-
tive exclusion and indirect exclusion are
quite different, and in discussing them I
make a shift in viewpoint. Active exclusion
from life integrity rights implies an enor-
mous imbalance of power between perpetra-
tor and victim. The perpetrator has available
all the resources and repressive apparatus of
a state or a state-like entity. Given this power
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imbalance, a preventive viewpoint focuses on
organized third parties who might potentially
intervene, or on collective resistance by
those asked to carry out crimes of obedience.
Indirect exclusion, however, relies on collu-
sion with the excluded, and the goal of the
excluded is change rather than prevention.
Hence, 1 shift my focus to the strategic prob-
lems and dilemmas of potential challengers
to indirect exclusion.

Resistance to acts of genocide has the ben-
efit of having a relatively clear target. Al-
though some perpetrators employ covert
agents, such as death squads, to provide
some semblance of plausible deniability,
they remain identifiable political actors. In
contrast, indirect exclusion operates through-
out a range of social institutions, practices,
and cultural codes that are generally taken
for granted. State policies may contribute to
indirect exclusion, but the exclusion operates
through the whole of civil society. Invisibil-
ity is a condition, not only of the excluded,
but of the excluder as well, and this creates
its own set of strategic problems.’

In the remainder of this paper, I explore
three central dilemmas experienced by po-
tential challengers to indirect exclusion: (1)
the dilemma of identity politics, (2} the di-
lemma of adversarial frames and (3) the di-
lemma of mass media standing. In some re-
spects, these three dilemmas are experienced
by every movement group, even if it is not
making claims for inclusion, but I focus here
on the particular form they take in the paoli-
tics of exclusion,

The Dilemma of Identity Politics®

Potential challengers to indirect exclusion are
faced with the daunting task of mobilizing
resources to change the policies and practices
of powerful, well-organized, and well en-
tranched adversaries. Often these ad versaries
are ready and willing to retaliate against the

71. Gamson {1989} develops this argument in
his analysis of the dynamics and activities of the
AIDS activist group, ACT-UP, and its struggle with
the problem of the “invisible enemy.”

8 [ am especially indebted to Sharon Kurtz,
Cassie Schwerner, and Josh Gamson for many of
the ideas in this section and for steering me to
relevant literature that I might have otherwise
missed.

challengers with powerful weapons of social
control. It is not surprising that unity of pur-
pose and loyalty to the challenging entity
have high value in social movement circles.
“We must all hang together or assuredly we
shall all hang separately.” “Solidarity for-
ever.” “In unity there is strength.” Such calls
to submerge factional differences in the in-
terest of the common struggle has a powerful
cultural resonance.

In the name of unity, challengers often de-
velop what Kurtz (1994:5-6) calls a “lowest-
common-denominator” politics in which the
only legitimate collective identity is defined
by the injustice that all share in comman.
This “route to unity, sometimes intentionally
and sometimes not, has sacrificed less pow-
erful and privileged groups to more” (p. 33).
To call attention to the exclusions of gender
or sexual orientation in a “Black™ struggle;
to call attention to the exclusions of race or
class in a “women's” struggle; to call atten-
tion to the exclusions of gender or race in a
“labor” struggle—all of these are likely to
encounter charges of introducing divisive-
ness and threatening fragmentation.

The problem is that many of us have a mul-
tiplicity of social identities. As Kurtz (1994)
reminds us, “The challenge of ‘diversity’
confronts social movements no less than any
other social site” (p. 4). In the name of a
false universality, a movernent can challenge
their exclusion by others while practicing it
internally themselves. In the name of a “one
identity to each movement fiction™ (Hall
1991:17), the reality of the multiple social lo-
cations and the separate experiences of dif-
ferent subgroups remains invisible and un-
tapped.

There is an opportunity cost in ignoring
the full range of collective identities among
group members. These multiple identities are
often “not only a site of oppression, but also
a site of resistance” (Kurtz 1994:61). It is en-
ergizing and empowering to be able to ex-
press one’s fullest self in challenging injus-
tice or exclusion. “I find I am constantly be-
ing encouraged to pluck out some one aspect
of myself and present this as the meaningful
whale,” writes Lorde (1984}). “My fullest con-
centration of energy is available to me only
when I integrate all the parts of who I am,
openly” (pp. 120-21). Thus, a lowest-com-
mon-denominator politics loses much of the
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potential galvanizing power of an identity
politics that validates the multiple and inter-
acting collective identities of its participants.
The issue here is not political correctness,
but organizational effectiveness.

The dilemma, then, is to find an alterna-
tive to lowest-commaon-denominator politics,
one that allows participants to assert the full
range of their relevant collective identities
without having these identity assertions de-
teriorate into a feckless and divisive compe-
tition over who is the biggest victim. There
must be ways of avoiding a false universality
and a contest in which the winner is the one
who can claim the deepest or greatest multi-
plicity of exclusion and oppression.

A number of feminist writers, many of
them women of color, have offered a solu-
tion to this dilemma. As a substitute for “ei-
thet/or” identity categories, Collins (1991)
suggests “both/and.” “Depending on the con-
text,” she writes, “an individual may be an
oppressor, a member of an oppressed group,
or simultanecusly oppressor and oppressed”
(pp. 225-26). Rather than a model in which
each struggle is defined by a single identity,
the problem is reframed as a generalized
“matrix of domination™ that makes certain
dimensions relevant for particular individu-
als in particular struggles.

What is shared here is the challenge to sys-
tems of exclusion rather than to a single ex-
clusion shared by all. To quote hooks (1989),
“It’s like a house. They share the foundation
but the foundation is the ideological beliefs
around which notions of domination are con-
structed” (p. 75). Unlike an identity in low-
est-common-denominator politics, in which
one is asked to accept a particular collective
identity as primary, this alternative allows for
the interaction of multiple systems of domi-
nation that may differ for participants with
different backgrounds and experiences.

The practice of multi-identity politics has
yet to clearly emerge. In contrast to being si-
lent about identities that all members do not
share, it calls for visibility and acknowledg-
ment of members’ differences. But aware-
ness of difference is insufficient. How does
one reconcile this with the fact that a given
campaign often challenges exclusion on the
basis of a particular identity? And how does
one acknowledge that the “we” is diverse and
has fuzzy boundaries while operating in a

political opportunity structure that supports
inclusion claims only when they are trans-
lated into a primary identity interest group
or, better yet, as a distinct market. And how
does one validate these multiple identities in
practice without impaling oneself on the
horn of divisive internal conflict and frag-
mentation?

Kurtz (1994) makes a promising begin-
ning, offering the concept of a distinct set of
“identity practices.” These practices are a set
of specific challenger behaviors and actions,
many seemingly insignificant in their own
right, that in aggregate construct the
challenget’s collective identity. These prac-
tices include:

(1) Framing of the issues and movement,
Here the question is the extent to which the
demands of the struggle articulate only a
single shared injustice or recognize other
sources of injustice that are important to par-
ticular subgroups. How the struggle is
named, how it is defined in campaign litera-
ture, speeches, signs, and chants are all fram-
ing practices that make various identity ele-
ments more or less visible.

(2) Outside support. Here the question is
which third parties initiate contact with the
challenger or are approached for support. To
the extent that these outside supporters are
recognized as carriers of some collective
identity, their support constitutes an identity
practice.

(3) Internal culture. Here the question is
whether the music, food, language, and other
aspects of participant culture reflect the mul-
tiplicity of identities of the constituents.

(4) Organizational structure and leader-
ship. Here the question is whether the prac-
tices by which the challengers conduct their
affairs are congruent with the realities of
members’ lives or whether they (unintention-
ally) privilege a particular subgroup of mem-
bers. The composition of leadership and the
extent to which it reflects the multiplicity of
identities among participants is itself a ma-
jor identity practice.

Any of the above practices can reflect a
lowest-common-denominator strategy or
some version of the multiple-identity alter-
native. This discussion has emphasized the
advantages of accepting diversity in facing
this identity dilemma, but the risks and diffi-
culties remain in practice. Kurtz (1994), em-



