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CHAPTER 1

“In the Name of
Principles and
Values”*

he crisis in Kosovo has excited passion and visionary exalta-

tion of a kind rarely witnessed. The events have been por-

trayed as “a landmark in international relations,” opening
the gates to a stage of world history with no precedent, a new epoch
of moral rectitude under the guiding hand of an “idealistic New
World bent on ending inhumanity.” This New Humanism, timed
fortuitously with a new millennium, will displace the crass and nar-
row interest politics of a mean-spirited past. Novel conceptions of
world order are being forged, interlaced with inspirational lessons
about human affairs and global society. These new conceptions are
to displace the decaying institutions of world order that have
proven to be a “disastrous failure,” hence must be discarded in favor
of emerging ideas with “innovative but justifiable” departures from
earlier norms. The utopianism of earlier generations may be fit only
for ridicule, but the visions that are to take their place are genuine,
and genuinely inspiring.

* Same of the material here has appeared in articles in the U.S. and else-
where in 1999. For sugeestions and assistance, I would like to express
particular thanks to Sanjoy Mahajan, David Peterson, and Knut
Rognes.
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If the picture is true, if it has even a particle of truth, then
remarkable prospects lie before us. Marerial and intellectual
resources surely are at hand to overcome terrible tragedies at little
cost, with only a modicum of good will. It takes little imagination
or knowledee to compile a wish list of tasks to be underraken that
should confer enormous benefits on suffering people. In particular,
crimes of the nature and scale of Kosovo are all too easily found,
and many could he overcome, at least significantly alleviated, with
a fraction of the effort and zeal expended in the cause that has con-
sumed the Western powers and their intellectual cultures in early
1995

For many good reasons, then, we should seck to locate and iden-
tify such tasks and problems and to place them in the forefront of
attention and concem. If the high-minded spirit of the liberation of
Kosovo has even shreds of authenticity, if at last leaders are acting
“in the name of principles and values” that are truly humane as
confidently proclaimed (Vaclav Havel), then there will be exciting
opportunities to place critically important issues on the agenda of
practical and immediate action. And even if reality turns out to fall
short of the flattering self-portrait, the effore still has the merit of
directing attention to whar should he undertaken by those who
regard the fine words as something more than cynical opportunism.

Let us try, then, to review and understand what has happened,
how and why it is portrayed in the manner we have seen, and what
new ventures can be undertaken, with ease, by application of the
“universal principles and values espoused by European Union and
NATO leaders” and by the commentators who applaud them. Since
the range is too vast to sample seriously, let us keep to cases that are
similar in essential respeets to the tragedy that aroused such intense
emotion and commitment in the early months of 1999, Apart from
offering a fair test of the New Humanism on its own chosen terrain,
such cases are of intrinsic significance and value, at least by ele-
mentary moral standards.

To avoid misunderstanding, my aim here is not to contribute to
the debare about whar should be, or should have been, done in
Kosovo, except tangentially, Rather, it is to examine the framework
in which events proceeded on their course, with its terrible human
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toll; and to consider the likely implications of what took place, and
of its portrayal and interpretation. That requires an almost wrench-
ing shift from the single-minded concentration of the past months
on a corner of the deeply troubled Balkans, which has displaced to
the margins other concerns of no little weight. For the reasons just
indicated the shift will be limited here to a narrow category of simi-
Lar tasks and problems, but should properly be extended far beyond.

On March 24, U.S.-led NATO forces launched cruise missiles
and bombs ar targets throughout the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(FRY),* “plunging America into a military conflict that President
Clinton said was necessary to stop ethnic cleansing and bring sta-
bility to Eastern Europe,” lead stories in the press reported. By
bombing the FRY, Clinton informed the nation, “we are upholding
our values, protecting our interests, and advancing the cause of
peace.” “We cannot respond to such tragedies everywhere, but
when ethnic conflict turns into ethnic cleansing where we can
make a difference, we must try, and that is clearly the case in
Kosovo.” “Had we faltered” in what the heading of his speech calls
“A Just and Necessary War,” “the result would have been a moral
and strategic disaster. The Albanian Kosovars would have become a
people without a homeland, living in difficult conditions in some of
the poorest countries in Burope...,” a fate that the U.S. cannot tol-
erate for suffering people. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright
had already sounded the alarm, declaring on February 1 “that this
kind of thing cannot stand, that you cannot in 1999 have this kind
of barbaric ethnic cleansing. It is ultimarely better that democracies
stand up against this kind of evil.™

Clinton’s European allies agreed. Under the heading “A New
Generation Draws the Line,” British Prime Minister Tony Blair
declared that this is a new kind of war in which we are fighting “for
values,” for “a new internationalism where the brutal repression of
whole ethnic groups will no longer be tolerated,” “for a world where
those responsible for such crimes have nowhere to hide.” “We are
fighting for a world where dictators are no longer able to visit hor-
rific punishments on their own peoples in order to stay in power.”
We are entering “a new millenium where dictators know that they
cannot get away with ethnic cleansing or repress their peoples with
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impuniry.” German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer “became an
advocate of what Ulrich Beck, a German intellectual, has called
‘NATO's new military humanism’—the notion, defended by
Secretary of State Madeleine K. Albright, that the defense of
human rights is a form of mission.”

“The New Interventionism” was hailed by intellectual opinion
and legal scholars who proclaimed a new era in world affairs in
which the “enlightened states” will at last be able to use force
where they “believe it to be just,” discarding “the restrictive old
rules” and obeying “modern notions of justice” that they fashion.
“The crisis in Kosovo illustrates...America’s new willingness to do
what it thinks right—international law notwithstanding.” Now
freed from the shackles of the Cold War and old-fashioned con-
straints of world order, the enlightened stares can dedicate them-
selves with full vigor to the mission of upholding human rights and
bringing justice and freedom to suffering people everywhere, by
force if necessary.

The enlightened states are the United States and its British
associate, perhaps also others who enlist in their crusades for justice
and human rights. Their mission is resisted only by “the defiant,
the indolent, and the miscreant,” the “disorderly” elements of the
world.® The rank of enlightenment is apparently conferred by defin-
ition. One will search in vain for credible attempts to provide evi-
dence or argument for the critical distinction between enlightened
and disorderly, surely not from history. The history is in any event
deemed irrelevant by the familiar doctrine of “change of course,”
which holds that, Yes, in the past we have erred out of naiveté or
taulty information, but now we are returning to the traditional path
of righteousness. Examination of the record is nothing more than
“sound-hites and invectives about Washington’s historically evil
foreign policy,” hence “easy to ignore,” we are instructed by one of
the most prominent scholarfadvocates of the “emerging norms.”™
There is, accordingly, no purpose in asking what might be learned
from old, musty stories about the past, even though the decision-
making structure and its institutional base remain intact and
unchanged.
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On June 3, NATO and Serbia reached a Peace Accord. The
U.S. triumphantly declared victory, having successfully concluded
its “10-week struggle to compel Mr. Milosevic to say uncle.”
Victoty, though not yet peace: the iron fist remains poised until the
victors determine that their interpretation of the Peace Accord has
been imposed. A broad consensus was articulated by New York
Times global analyst Thomas Friedman: “From the start the Kosovo
problem has been about how we should react when bad things hap-
pen in unimportant places.” The enlightened states have opened a
new millennium by providing an answer to this critical question of
the modern era, pursuing the moral principle that “once the refugee
evictions began, ignoring Kosove would be wrong...and therefore
using a huge air war for a limited objective was the only thing that
made sense.™

Inspection of the timing alone shows that this common refrain
can hardly be accurate: uncontroversially, the “huge air war” was
undertaken before “the refugee evictions began” at a new level, and
led to a rapid and vast escalation of evictions and other atrocities,
facts reported extensively in Friedman’s own journal and others.
That much at least is generally recognized. It can be denied only by
assuming a determined stance of “intentional ignorance,” to borrow
the phrase coined by the advocate of the “new internationalism”
just quoted, in an incisive report he co-authored on atrocities of
U.S. mercenary forces and the State Department reaction to them.’

The stance of intentional ignorance has ample precedent. A
classic account was given by George Orwell in his preface to
Animal Farm, which he devoted to the ways in which in free soci-
eties “Unpopular ideas can be silenced, and inconvenient facts
kept dark, without any need for any official ban.” This “sinister”
form of “literary censorship” is “largely voluntary,” Orwell
observed. In part it derives from a good education, which instills
the “general tacit agreement that ‘it wouldn't do’ to mention that
particular fact.” As a consequence of such intentional ignorance
and other factors, “Anyone who challenges the prevailing ortho-
doxy finds himself silenced wirth surprising effectiveness.” Animal
Farm is pethaps Orwell’s most famous book, the preface one of his
least known essays. It remained unpublished, and was discovered
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anly thirty vears later, then prominently published, only to return
to general oblivion.”

While Friedman’s own (and conventional) answer to his thetori-
cal question is untenable, a credible answer appears in the same
journal on the same day, though only obliquely. Reporting from
Ankara, correspondent Stephen Kinzer writes that “Turkey’s best-
known human rights advocate |[Akin Birdal] entered prison” to
serve his sentence for having “urged the state to reach a peaceful
settlement with Kurdish rebels.” Looking beyond the sporadic and
generally uninformative or misleading news reports and commen-
tary, we discover that the sentencing of the courageous president of
the Human Rights Association of Turkey is only one episode of a
campaign of intimidation and harassment of human rights advo-
cates who are investigating and reporting horrendous atrocities and
calling for peaceful resolution of a conflict that has been marked by
one of the most savage campaigns of ethnic cleansing and state ter-
ror of the 1990s. The campaign has proceeded with mounting fury
thanks to the active participation of the leader of the enlightened
states, “upholding our values, protecting our interests, and advanc-
ing the cause of peace” (in the President’s words) in a way that is all
too familiar to those who do not prefer intentional ignorance.

We return to details, merely noting here that these events of the
1990s, continuing right now and taking place within NATO and
under European jurisdiction, provide a rather striking illustration—
far from the only one—of the answer given by the enlightened
states to the question of “how we should react when bad things
happen in unimportant places” We should react by helping to esca-
late the atrocities, a mission accomplished in Kosovo as well. Such
elements of the real world of today raise some rather serious ques-
tions about the New Humanism, even if we adopt the doctrine of
“change of course” and agree to cfface history and its lessons about
the institutions of power that reign virtually unchallenged, free to
do what they “think right”

By chance, the credible answer to Fricdman’s question was con-
firmed, and the contours of the New Humasnism clearly delincated,
by the second of the two major national journals, the Washington
Post, in paired editorials at the war’s end. One is entitled "Kosovo’s
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Bumpy Road,” the other, “Turkey’s Kurdish Opening.” The first
offers advice to NATO, the second expresses the “hopes” of “friends
of Turkey.™

In the case of Kosovo, Washington should “show no sympathy”
for the villains responsible for savage ethnic cleansing and other
atrocities conducted under NATQO's bombs. On the contrary,
“NATO should intensify its bombing” if it detects any sign of
“recalcitrance” in living up to principles that “can’t be compro-
mised.” Primary among these is the principle that the international
peacekeeping force mandated by the UN. Security Council must
have “a NATO general at its commuand—not an official of the
United Nations, the European Union, the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe [OSCE] or anybody else.™ In
other words, NATO must firmly reject the Security Council
Resolution it had just initiated and signed, which called for an
“international security presence” deployed “under U.N. auspices,”
“with substantial NATO participation” (and no further mention of
NATO). And any “recalcitrance” in submitting to NATO's unilat-
eral decisions should be met with renewed violence by the stern
disciplinarian.

In the case of Turkey, the stoty is different. Washington should
most definirely “show sympathy” for the villains responsible for sav-
age ethnic cleansing and other atrocities against the Kurds, surely
comparable to Serbian crimes in Kosovo and not carried out under
NATQO’s bombs. Not a very surprising conclusion, since
Washington occupies a prominent place among the villains. In the
case of Turkey and the Kurds, it is the “captive leader of the
Kurdish sepuratist movement,” Abdullah Ocalan, who is “widely
held responsible for the death of thousands [more accurately, tens of
thousands] in the Kurds' war with the Turks.” The term “widely
held” excludes the leading international human rights organiza-
rions and independent scholarship but includes Ankara and
Washineton. Similarly, and with comparahle merit, in Belgrade and
perhaps Moscow it is the guerrilla forces of the Albanian separatist
movement that are “widely held responsible” for death of thousands
in the Albanians’ war with the Serbs in the period before the
NATO bombing, of course the relevant period for an assessment of
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the decision to bomb. There were indeed atrocities during this peri-
od; we return to Washington'’s account of them. No serious analyst
regards them as remotely comparable to the atrocities carried out by
“the NATO-oriented Turkish armed forces™—the editors’ term for
the Turkish military forces armed and trained by Washington, with
an increasing flow of arms as atrocities mounted and the Clinton
Administration was bent on demonstrating “America’s new willing-
ness to do what it thinks right.”

The editors issue no call for bombing Ankara or Washingron.
Rather, “friends of Turkey must hope it can musrer the courage to
broaden its perspective and to conduct an honest exploration of the
Ocalan initiative” for a peaceful settlement, referring to the peace
initiative of the “captive leader” that has been rejected for seven
years by the Turkish government and its friends in Washington,
and still is, as “Turkey's best-known human rights advocate” had
learned just days before. If Turkey chooses “ro treat its national can-
cer, the problem of the aggrieved Kurdish minority,” the editors
continue, then it will no longer be “at odds with the humane
democratic values of the Western nations whose company it val-
ues,” notably the humane values of the nation that provides Turkey
with a huge flow of lethal weapons “to treat its national cancer” in
the manner Washington prefers. “For the Turks, accommodating
the Kurds won't be easy,” the editors recognize. Kurds now ask for
the “cultural and linguistic rights” that have been denied them
(unlike Kosovo), but later “some of them” may go on to ask “for
autonomy and self-determination” (like the Kosovo Albanians for
many years). Hence Turkey’s leaders merit symparthetic understand-
ing from their friends in Washington,

A fuller account, to which we briefly return, draws the contrast
even more sharply between state terror conducted with the
approval and avid support of the enlightened states, most promi-
nently their leader, and state terror that is villainous and must be
severely punished because it conflicts with their demands. There
are no novelties here. Merely to give a single example, a few vears
eatlier the editors of the same journal were advising their govern-
ment on more effective means to “fit Nicaragua hack into a Central
American mode” and impose “reasonable conducr by a regional
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standard”—that is, to fit Nicaragua into the mode of the murderous
terror states backed by Washington, and to adopt their “regional
standard” of vicious atrocities that vastly exceeded any crimes
attributed to the Nicaraguan enemy, apart from the crime of disobe-
dience to the ruler of the hemisphere."

The stance is in fact conventional, not only among the leaders
of the enlightened states but also among their enemies and prede-
cessors. Pravda in the old days made similar distinctions, again with
comparable merit. The historical record should be familiar.

These are among the most important questions raised by the
Balkans war of 1999. They remain out of sight—uwithin the “enlight-
ened states,” at least. Elsewhere, they are readily perceived, over a
broad spectrum. To select several remote points for illustration, a
prominent Israeli commentator on military and strategic affairs sees
the enlightened states as “a danger to the world.” He describes their
“new rules of the pame” as a reversion to the colonial era, with the
resort to force “cloaked in moralistic righteousness” as the rich and
powerful do “what seems to them to be justified.” Another commen-
rator, head of the Center Party and wife of the ex-Chief of Staff,
writes that “power won and peace lost™ “the rules of the game are far
from having been changes. ..In this story there are no good and evil,
only very evil and less evil.” At a very different point on rthe spec-
trum, Alexander Solzhenitsyn, a Western idol when he is saying the
right things, offers a succinet definition of the New Humanism: “The
aggressors have kicked aside the U.N., opening a new era where
might is right.” To take a last example, Vuk Draskovic, deposed by
Milosevic for opposing his war policy and calling for peace protests,
received high praise in the West as the Good Serh, the voice of rea-
son and independence in the government and the hope for Serbian
democracy in a post-Milosevic era. His opposition was based on
Solzhenitsyn's thesis: “we must recognize the fact that the world
today is often ruled by the rule of power, and not the rule of law. We
must be very brave and approach compromise.”

We return to a broader sample, representing a good part of the
world’s population, perhaps a majority, one respected hawkish policy
analyst alleges. They might agree with an observation by the prominent
and influential—though little celebrated—radical pacifist A.J. Muste:
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The problem afrer a war is with the victor. He thinks he has just
proved that war and violence pay. Who will now teach him a
lesson

“There should be no indulging in illusions about [NATQ] aim-
ing at defending Kosovars,” Solzhenitsyn added: “if the protection
of the oppressed was their real concern, they could have been
defending for example the miserable Kurds, who have been tom by
different countries for ahout 40 or 50 years, and are subject to
extermination”—an exaggeration, but hardly worse than the
extreme forms of Holocaust revisionism that compare the horren-
dous Serb atrocities that followed the bombing to Hitler's genocidal
policies, a comparison that would cut a wide swath were it taken
seriously, NATQO tolerates Turkey’s ethnic cleansing and terror
because it is their “paying ally,” Solzhenitsyn adds, confirming the
judgment in the West about the “goodwill Turkey has built up over
its actions in the Kosovo crisis” as it pays its dues once again, this
time joining in the “moralistic righteousness” of the rich and pow-
erful over Turkish-style atrocities.”

The conjunction elicits no notice, a fact that might inrerest peo-
ple genuinely concerned about the moral and intellectual culture of
the enlightencd stares.

The larger issues highlighted by the most recent of the wars of

Yugoslav secession came into focus with the fading of the Cold
War, Central among these is the claimed right of intervention on
the part of statcs or alliances on humanitarian grounds, which
extends the scope of legitimated use of force. There is general
agreement on the timing, but the conclusions ahout “humanitarian
intervention” are phrased in different ways, reflecting the evalua-
tion of the intent and likely consequences of the “emerging norms
of justified intervention.™

The enlarged options are of two kinds: those carried out under
United Nations auspices and in conformity with the UN. Charter,
which is agreed to be the foundation of international law in the
post-World War 1 period; and these carried out unilarerally, wich
no Security Council authorization, by stares or alliances (cthe ULS.
or NATO for example, or the Warsaw Pact in earlier vears). If suffi-
ciently powerful, arrogant, and internally well-disciplined, such
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alliances may designate themselves “the international community”
(standard practice in the U.S. and often NATO generally).
Questions arise ahout the first category, but that is not our topic
here, Rather, we are concerned with the “emerging norms of justi-
fied intervention” by states or alliances that do not seek or are not
granted authorization from the international community, bur that
use force because “they believe it to be just.” In practice, that
reduces to “America’s new willingness to do what it thinks right,”
apart from operations in “unimportant countries” of no concemn to
the reigning global superpower (for example, peacekeeping inter-
ventions of the West African states, which received retroactive
authorization from the United Nations).

From one perspective, the extended scope of intervention has
always been legitimate, indeed meritorious, but was obstructed dur-
ing the Cold War because “the defiant, the indolent, and the mis-
creant” who resist the mission were then able to rely for support on
the Communist powers, dedicated to subversion and insurrection as
they sought to conquer the world.” With the Cold War over, the
“disorderly” can no longer impede the good works of the cnlight-
ened states, and the New Humanism can therefore flourish under
their wise and just leadership.

From a contrasting perspective, “the new interventionism” is
replaying an old record. It is an updated variant of traditional prac-
tices that were impeded in a bipolar world system that allowed
some space for nonalignment—a concept that effectively vanishes
when one of the two poles disappears.” The Soviet Union, and to
some extent China, set limits on the actions of the Western powers
in their traditional domains, not only by virtue of the military
deterrent, but also because of their occasional willingness, however
opportunistic, to lend support to targets of Western subversion and
aggression (in practice, overwhelmingly U.S.-based, for ohvious
reasons of power). With the Soviet deterrent in decline, the Cold
War victors are more free to exercise their will under the cloak of
good intentions but in pursuit of interests that have a very familiar
ring outside the realm of enlightenment.

The self-described bearers of enlightenment happen to be the
rich and powerful, the inheritors of the colonial and neocolonial
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systems of global dominion: they are the North, the First World.
The disorderly miscreants who defy them have been at the other
end of the stick: they are the Sourh, the Third World—the “devel-
oping” or “less developed countries” or “transitional economies,” all
notions with a heavy ideological overlay. The division is not sharp
and clear; nothing is in the domain of human affairs. Bur the ten-
dencies are hard to miss, and they suggest some reasons for the dif-
ference of perspective in interpretation of “the emerging norms of
justified intervention.”

The conflict of interpretation is difficult to resolve if history is
declared imrelevant and the present scene is glimpsed only through
the filters established by the enlightened states, which transmit the
evil deeds of official enemies while blocking unwanted images: to
take the most obvious current illustration, atrocities pass through
unhindered, even magnified, if they are attributable to Belgrade,
but not if they trace back to AnkarafWashington. As long as these
restrictions on inquiry are observed, the preferred interpretation
has ar least a chance to survive inspection.

The general questions will be deferred to the end (chapters 6
and 7), but they lie in the not very distant background of the con-
sideration of particular humanitarian crises: Kosovo Albanians,
Kurds of Turkey, and others. If we hope to understand anything
about the world, in such particular cases we should ask why deci-
stons on forceful intervention are made one way or another by the
states with the power to exercise their judgment and will. The
guestions were raised at the outser of the recent revival of the thesis
that the enlightened states should use force when they “believe it
to be just”—"revival” is the right term, because of its well-known
and distinguished origins. In the 1993 American Academy
Conference on Emerging Norms, one of the most distinguished fig-
ures in the academic discipline of international relations, Ernest
Haas, raised a simple and cogent question, which has since received
a clear and instructive answer. He observed that NATO was then
intervening in Irag and Bosnia to protect Kurds and Muslims, and
asked: “will NATO take the same interventionist view if and when
Turkey begins to lean more heavily on irs Kurdish insurgents?” The
question poses a clear rest of the New Humanism: [s it guided by
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power interests, or by humanitarian concemn? Is the resort to force
undertaken “in the name of principles and values,” as professed? Or
are we witnessing something more crass and familiar?

The test was a good one, and the answer was not long in com-
ing. As Ilaas raised the question, Turkey was leaning much more
heavily on the Kurdish population of the Southeast while rejecting
offers of peaceful sertlement that would permit cultural and linguis-
tic rights. Very shortly the operation escalated to extremes of eth-
nic cleansing and state terror. NATO taok a very definite “inter-
ventionist view,” in particular NATO's leader, which intervened
decisively to escalate the atrocities. The ideological institutions
adapted in the manner just illustrated, also following a familiar
path.

The implications concerning the larger issues seem rather clear,
particularly when we compare this “interventionist view” to the
one adopted for the Kosovo erisis, a lesser onc on moral grounds,
not only for reasons of scale (crucially and dramatically, prior to the
decision to bombard the FRY) but also because it is outside the
bounds and jurisdiction of the NATO powers and their institutions,
unlike Turkey, which is squarely within. The two cases differ
sharply on a different dimension, however: Serbia is one of those
disorderly miscreants that impede the institution of the U.S.-domi-
nated global system, while Turkey is a loyal client state that con-
tributes suhstantially to this project. Again, the factors that drive
policy do not seem hard to discern, and the “North-South” divi-
stons over the larger issues and their interpretation seem to fall into
place as well.

The leading issues that arise ate not resolved by a single exam-
ple, and this one case itself requires careful elaboration and inguiry.
The natural conclusions have a prima facie plausibility, however.
When we look more closely we find, I think, that these conclusions
come through loud and clear. We also find that they are reinforced
by a broad range of considerations that reach well beyond military
intervention, including international financial arrangements, trade
agreements, control over rechnology and material and human
resources, and the whole array of devices by which power is con-
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centrated and organized, and applied to institute systems of domi-
nation and cantrol.

These are the kinds of questions that should be in the immediate
background as we turn to rhe “unimportant places” of elite percep-
tion, ask what is happening there and why, and most importantly,
why power systems mauke the choices they do and what we should
be doing about those choices.

The New Humanism was given forceful expression in the
Clinton Doctrine, outlined by National Security Advisor Anthony
Lake, the Administration’s leading intellectual: “Throughout the
Cold War we contained a global threar to market democracies,” but
now we can move on to “consolidate the victory of democracy and
open markets.” Press commentators had already recognized that
“with the end of the cold war...interventionism has won out”; the
issue that remains is whether policy will be guided by Bush-style
balance of power realism or the Clinton-Lake “‘new-Wilsonian’
view in which the United States uses its monopoly on power to
intervene in other countries to promote democracy.™

Several years of Clinton’s “new-Wilsonianism” convinced
observers that American foreign policy had entered a “noble phase”
with a “saintly glow,” though more sober voices warned that by
“oranting idealism a near exclusive hold on our foreign policy” we
might neglect our own interests in the service of others, It is
berween these poles thart serious discussion largely proceeds.”

Though the new era opened with the fall of the Berlin Wall in
Navember 1989 according to the logic of the doctrine, it is only a
decade later, with the NATOQ intervention to protect Kosovo
Albanians from hrutal ethnic cleansing, that its contours have been
firmly established. The NATO bombings are thercfore a defining
moment in world affairs, the first time in history when the “saintly
glow” of policy shines through for all to see—"evidently” and
“obviously,” respected voices announce.” It is symbolically appro-
priate that this remarkable new era should break forch at the open-
ing of the third millennium of the Christian era, perhaps to be the
theme of inspiring rhetoric as the day approaches.

Even skeptics agreed, long before Kosovo, that “clearly, some-
thing imporrant is going on.”™ That much is surely true, and the
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flood of impassioned rhetoric accompanying the NATO interven-
tion of 1999 underscores its importance.,

Any attempt to address the topic should distinguish clearly
between two questions: (1) what should be done, and (2) what is
being done and why. The answers to question (2) bear on the
choice of action, but do not determine it. It is easy to find historical
examples in which actions undertaken on cynical grounds, or
worse, had beneficial consequences that were plausibly anticipated,
so it might have heen appropriate to support such actions whatever
the motives and goals. It is more difficult to find examples of state
actions undertaken on humanitarian grounds, but insofar as such
exist, they might have (anticipated) beneficial or harmful conse-
quences. Though the merest truisms, these distinctions should be
kept in mind in the present case as in all others.

Question (2) is of particular importance when it is elevared to
extraordinary heights, as in the contemporary thetorie of political
leaders and commentators with regard to the New Humanism and
its exemplification in NATO's Balkan intervention. It is that ques-
tion that will concern me here. We can expect with some confi-
dence that cases of the kind discussed will continue to arise.
Valuable lessons can be learned by examining question (1) against
the background of the broader range of questions raised by the New
Humanism of the new millennium.

Even a cursory examination shows that the proclamations of the
New Humanism are at best highly dubious. The narrowest focus, on
the NATO intervention in Kosovo alone, suffices to undermine the
lofty pronouncements. A broader look at the contemporary world
powerfully reinforces the conclusion, and brings forth with stark
clarity “the values” that are actually being upheld. If we deviate fur-
ther from the marching orders that issue from Washington and
London and allow the past to enter the discussion, we quickly dis-
cover that the “New Generation” is the old generation, and that
the “new internationalism” replays old and unpleasant records. The
actions of distinguished forebears, as well as the justifications
offered and their merits, should also give us pause. High level plan-
ning for the new millennium, at least some of which is available to
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those who choose to know, adds further warnings for people who
really are committed to the values that are proclaimed.

The British press reported that Britain’s phase of the NATO
bombing was to be called “Operation Agricola.™ If so, the choice is
apt, and a tribute to Britain’s classical education. Apart from being
a major criminal who helped cure the country’s Celric infection,
Agricola was the father-in-law of Tacitus, noted for his observation
that “crime once exposed had no refuge but in audacity,” and for his
tamous description of the Roman empire: “Brigands of the world,
they create a desolation and call it peace.”

Let us begin by keeping to the rules and focusing attention on
the designated case: Serh atrocities in Kosovo, which are quite real,
and often ghastly. We immediately discover that the hombing was
not undertaken in “response” to ethnic cleansing and to “reverse”
it, as leaders alleged.” With full awareness of the likely conse-
quences, Clinton and Blair decided in favor of a war that led to a
radical escalation of ethnic cleansing along with other deleterious
effects.

In the year before the bombing, according to NATO sources,
about 2000 people had been killed in Kosovo and several hundred
thousand had become internal refugees. The humanitarian cata-
strophe was overwhelmingly attributable to Yugoslav police and
military forces, the main victims being ethnic Albanians, common-
ly assumed to constitute about 90% of the population by the 1990s.

Prior to the bombing, and for two days following its onset, the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
reported no data on refugees, though many Kosovars—Albanian
and Serb—had been leaving the province for years, and entering as
well, sometimes as a direct consequence of the Balkan wars, some-
times for economic and other reasons.” After three days of bomb-
ing, UNHCR reported on March 27 that 4000 had fled Kosovo to
Albania and Macedonia, the two neichboring countries. Until
April 1 the UNHCR provided no daily figures on refugees, accord-
ing to the New York Times. By April 5, the Times reported that
“more than 350,000 have left Kosovo since March 24,” relying on
UNHCR figures, while unknown numbers of Serbs fled north to
Serbia to escape the increased violence from the air and on the
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ground. After the war, it was reported rhat half the Serb population
had “moved out when the NATO bombing began.” There have
been varying estimates of the number of refugees within Kosovo
before the NATO bombing. Cambridee University Law Professor
Marc Weller, Legal Advisor to the Kosova (Kosovo Albanian)
Delegation at the 1999 Rambouillet Conference on Kosovo, reports
that after the withdrawal of the international monitors (KVM,
Kosove Verification Mission) on March 19, 1999, “within a few
days the number of displaced had again risen to over 200,000.”
Basing himself on U.S. intelligence, House Intelligence Committee
Chair Porter Goss gave the estimate of 250,000 internally dis-
placed. The UNHCR reported on March 11 that *more than
230,000 people remain displaced within Kosovo.™*

By the time of the peace accord of June 3, the UNHCR reported
671,500 refugees beyond the borders of the FRY, in addition to
70,000 in Montenegro and 75,000 who went to other countries.™
To these we may add the unknown numbers displaced within
Kosovo, perhaps some 2-300,000 in the year before the bombing,
far more afterwards, with varying estimates; and according to the
Yugoslav Red Cross, over a million displaced within Serbia after
the bombing,” along with many who left Serbia.

The nuinbers reported from Kosovo are, unfortunately, all too
familiar. To mention only rwo cases that are prime illustrations of
“our values” in the 1990s, the refugee toll prior to the NATO
bombing is similar to the State Department estimate for Colombia
in the same year (we return to this instructive comparison); and the
UNHCR totals at the war’s end are about the same as the number
of Palestinians who fled or were expelled in 1948, another policy
issue that is very much alive today. In thar case, refugecs numbered
about 750,000, 85% of the population, with over 400 villages lev-
elled, and ample violence. The comparison was not overlooked in
the Israeli press, which described Kosovo as Palestine 1948 with
TV cameras {Gideon Levi). Foreign Minister Ariel Sharon warned
that if “NATO’s aggression” is “legitimized,” the next step might be
a call for autonomy and links to the Palestinian Authority for
Galilee—the “underpopulated Galilee” (Irving Howe), meaning
that it has too few Jews and roo many Arahs. Others comment that
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“the Serbs could almost have studied Isracli tactics in 1948 in their
village destruction campaign, except of course the Palestinians had
no NATO to back them up” (lan Williams, a fervent supporter of
the NATO hombing)."

To be sure, the Palestinians could appeal to a UN. Resolution
that guaranteed rhem the right of retum or, if they refused, com-
pensation: U.N. 194 of Dec. 11, 1948, which spelled out the
intended meaning of Article 13(2) of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UD), adopred the preceding day. But such guaran-
tees depend on the will of the superpowers, primarily the United
States, which regarded the U.N. Resolution as a mere formality.
Meanwhile Article 13(2) became perhaps the best-known Article
of the UD as it was converted into an ideological weapon against
the Soviet enemy for violating it by refusing to allow Jews to leave,
a weapon wielded with grear indignation, passion, and “moralistic
righteousness,” and always with omission of the final words guaran-
teeing the right to return to one’s own country, a display of audacity
that might have impressed Tacitus, and that proceeded annually
withourt a false note or raised eycbrow, an interesting illustration of
Orwell's maxim. Nonetheless, support for Article 13(2) remained
official policy until it was rescinded by President Clinton, wha for-
malized his stand that unworthy victims should “become a people
without a homeland, living in difficulr conditions in some of the
poorest countries” in the world, far poorer than those of Europe.

Clinton’s formal renunciation of Article 13 of the UD received
the usual notice—zero—which is ficting: U.S. isolation in the
United Nations is so routine as perhaps not to merit report. And
when the world is out of step, as it so commonly s, its position can
be disregarded. Thus today, reporting on violence in Lebanon that
is traced to the miserahle conditions of Palestinians living there in
hopeless exile, the New York Times can report that “The authorities
[in Lebanon] have always insisted that...the Palestinians must be
allowed to return to the lands they fled in 1948.” So the authorities
in Lebanon have, though it would be more informative to point out
that Israel and the U.S. (since Clinton) are alone in rejecting
Resolution 194 and the Article of the UD thart it spells out.
Adopting the same mode of shaping history, the report goes on to
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describe haw “cross-border attacks on Israel by Palestinian militias
prompted the Israeli invasion of 1982,” a conventional ULS. rendi-
tion of the fact that cross-border attacks had long ceased apart from
the murderous attacks in the other dircction, as lsrael desperately
sought to elicit some terrorist actions that could serve as a pretext
for its planned U.S.-backed invasion. One can hardly accuse the
reporter of deceit, however: that has long been the official line in
the U.S.—though not in [srael, where the truth has been openly
and publicly recognized from the first days of its invasion of
Lebanon in 1982.%

Such examples, which are legion, should not be stored in dusty
cahinets but rather placed on the front shelf, in plain view, as we
watch the next chapters of history unfold.

The distinction between worthy and unworthy victims is tradi-
tional, as is its basis, remote from any moral principle apart from
the rights demanded by power and privilege. Documentation on
the matter is rich and compelling, but excluded from polite compa-
ny by Orwell's maxim.”

As noted, Clinton'’s oppesition to the right of return for victims
of large scale ethnic cleansing left Washington in its familiar posi-
tion of isolation in the international community, and in the equally
familiar position of simultaneously rejecting the principles of the
UD (for unworthy victims, Palestinians and many others) and pas-
sionately upholding them (for worthy vicrims, now Kosovo
Albanians). Though readily understood in terms of power interests,
the distincrions, when noticed at all, are portrayed as “double stan-
dards” or “mistakes” in respectable commentary. Attention to the
facts reveals that there is a single standard, the one that great pow-
ers typically observe, and thar although plans may go awry (aggres-
sors have been defeated, etc.), the “mistakes” are overwhelmingly
tactical.

The worthy/unworthy categories are often identified in complex
and shifting ways. Thus Saddam Hussein was a friend and ally and
proper recipient of substantial military and other aid from the
U.S./UK. (and other enlishtened states) while he was only gassing
Kurds, torturing dissidents, and otherwise committing the worst
crimes of his career. But he instantly became a reincarnation of
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Attila the Hun when he disobeyed orders in August 1990, then
regaining his favored status after the Gulf war, in March 1991,
when he was tacitly authorized by the U.S. to conduct the murder-
ous suppression of a Shi'ite uprising in the South and a Kurdish
uprising in the North (Washington'’s support was justified in order
to preserve “stability,” commentators thoughtfully intoned). He
reverted to devil as policy shifted to destruction of Iragi society
while strengthening its dicrator. Such policy shifts, which are com-
mon, tequire considerable agility on the part of those committed to
Orwell’'s maxim.”

Continuing with Kosovo, refugees reported that immediately
after the bombing began, the terror reached the capital city of
Pristina, mostly spared before, and provided credible accounts of
large-scale destruction of villages, brutal atrocities, and a radical
increase in generation of refugees, perhaps an effort to expel the
Albanian population. Similar reports, generally quite credible, were
prominently featured throughour the media and journals, in exten-
sive and often horrifying detail, the usual practice in the case of
worthy victims under attack by official enemies.

One index of the effects of “the huge air war” was offered by
Rohert Hayden, director of the Center for Russian and East
European Studies of the University of Pittsburgh: “the casualties
among Serb civilians in the first three weeks of the war are higher
than all of the casualties on both sides in Kosovo in the three
months that led up to rhis war, and ver those three months were
supposed to be a humanitarian catastrophe.” Admittedly, casual-
ties among Serb civilians amount to little in the context of the jin-
goist hysteria that was whipped up for a war against Serbs. But the
toll among Albanians in the first three weeks, estimated at the time
in the hundreds though presumably much higher, was surely far
heyond that of the preceding three months and probably the pre-
ceding years,

On March 27, U.S.-NATO Commanding General Wesley Clark
announced that it was “entirely predictable” that Serb terror and
violence would intensify after the NATO bombing. On the same
day, State Department spokesperson James Rubin said that “The
United States is extremely alarmed by reports of an escalating pat-
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tern of Serbian attacks on Kosovar Albanian civilians,” now attrib-
uted in large part to paramilitary forces. Shortly after, Clark report-
ed again that he was not surprised by the sharp escalation of Serb
tertor after the bombing: “The military authorities fully anticipated
the vicious approach that Milosevic would adopt, as well as the ter-
rible efficiency with which he would carry it out.™

General Clark’s phrase “entirely predictable” is an overstate-
ment. Nothing in human affairs is “entirely predictable,” surely not
the effects of extreme violence. But what happened ar once was
highly likely. As observed by Carnes Lord of the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy, formerly a Bush Administration national secu-
rity advisor, “enemics often react when shot at,” and “though
Western officials continue to deny it, there can be little doubt that
the hombing campaign has provided both motive and opportunity
for a wider and more savage Serbian operation than what was first
envisioned™ —by some, at least, if not the Commanding General.

The outcome was not unanticipated in Washington. On March
5, Tralian Prime Minister Massimo D’Alema visited Washington,
warning Clinton that if Milosevic did not capitulate immediately,
“the result...would he 300,000 to 400,000 refugees passing into
Albania”—and, he feared, Italy. Clinton turned to National
Security Advisor Sandy Berger, who told D’Alema that in that case
“NATO will keep bombing,” with still more horrific results. House
Intelligence Committee Chair Porter Goss informed the media that
“Our intelligence community warned us months and days before
[the bombing] that we would have a virtual explosion of refugees
over the 250,000 that was expected as of last year [pre-bombing],
thar the Serb resolve would increase, that the conflict would
spread, and that there would be ethnic cleansing.” As far back as
1992, European monitors in Macedonia had “predicted a sudden,
massive influx of ethnic Albanian refugees if hostilities spread into
Kosovo.™

The reasons for these expectations are clear enough: people
“react when shot at™—not by garlanding the attackers with flowers,
and not where the attacker is strong, but where they are strong: in
this case, on the ground, not by sending jet planes to bomb
Washington and London. lt takes no particular genius to reach
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these conclusions, nor access to secret intelligence. The overt
NATO threatr of direct invasion made the brutal reaction even
more likely, again for reasons that could hardly have escaped
Clinton, Blair, their associates, and commentators. One may recall
how the U.S. reacted during World War 1L when it was never under
the remotest threat of Japanese attack—and in facr, had not been
under any threat since the war of 1812.

The threat of bombing presumably had already led to an
increase in atrocities, though evidence is slight. The withdrawal of
U.S.-led KVM on March 19 in preparation for the bombing pre-
sumably had the same consequence, again predictably. “The moni-
tors were widely seen as the only remaining brake on Yugoslav
troops,” the Washington Post ohserved in a retrospective account;
and releasing the brake, it must have been assumed, would lead to
disaster. Other accounts agree. A subscquent detailed retrospective
in the New York Times concludes that “The Serbs began attacking
Kosovo Liberation Army strongholds on March 19, but their atrack
kicked into high gear on March 24, the night NATO began bomb-
ing Yugoslavia.”® It would take a heavy dose of “intentional igno-
rance” to interpret the facts as mere coincidence.

Serbia officially opposed the withdrawal of the monitors. In a
March 23 Resolution responding to the NATO Rambouillet ulti-
matum, the Serb National Assembly declared: “We also condemn
the withdrawal of the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission. There is
not a single reason for this but to put the withdrawal into the ser-
vice of blackmail and threats to our country.” The National
Assembly Resolution was not reported by the mainstream media,
which also did not publish the terms of the Rambouillet
Agreement, though the latrer was identificd throughout the war as
right and just. It was “the peace process,” emphasis on the, a term
used reflexively to refer to Washington’s stand whatever it may he
(often efforts to undermine diplomacy), a practice that has been
particularly instructive with regard to the Middle East and Central
America.*

We return to the crucial documents thar laid out the diplomatic
options as the U.S./UK. decided to bomb in accord with the dic-
tates of the “new internationalism”™—the Rambouillet Agreement
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and the Serb National Assembly Resolution—merely noting here
that both were kept under wraps, unavailable to the general popu-
lation, though some of the crucial facts were released after the
Peace Accord rendered them irrelevant to the threar of democracy,
and it was even discovered that they were “farally flawed” and had
undermined a course of diplomacy that “might have won the day”
without the terrible human consequences of “brute force,” all mut-
ters to which we return.

The bombing was undertaken five days after the withdrawal of
the monitors with the rational expectation that “the result” would
be atrocities and ethnic cleansing, and a “sudden, massive” flight
and expulsion of Albanians. Thar indeed happened, even if the
scale may have come as a surprise to some, though the
Commanding General apparently expected nothing less.



CHAPTER 2

Before the
Bombing

nder Marshall Tito’s rule, Kosovars had a considerable mea-

sure of self-rule, particularly from the 1960s and under the

1974 constitution, which gave Kosovo an ambiguous sta-
tus, “somewhat between an autonomous province and a federation
member-state,” a dissident Serb scholar comments.’ The distinction
is important; member-states of the Federation had at least a techni-
cal right to secede.

In 1981, an Albanian Professor at the University of Pristina con-
cluded from broad travel and study that “not a single national
minority in the world has achieved the rights that the Albanian
nationality enjoys in Socialist Yugoslavia.," The situation had,
however, hegun to deteriorate after Tito’s death a year eatlier, in
May 1980. In 1989 Kosovo's autonomy was effectively rescinded in
a series of constitutional revisions and administrative steps by the
Serbian government under the leadership of Slobodan Milosevic.
These reinstituted the basic terms of the 1963 federal constitution,
restoring Serbia’s direct control; the same moves affected
Vojvadina, the home of the Hungarian minority.

The reversion to the post-World War Il arrangements was
strongly opposed by Kosovo Albanians, and seems to have had
comparably strong support among Serbs. The most prominent
Yugoslav dissident, Milovan Djilas, who had long been justly
admired in the West for his courageous stand against Tito's dictator-
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ship, expressed his agreement with Milosevic's “policy of sorting out
the relations of Serbia with her Provinces” and granting “the largest
nation” in Yugoslavia (the Serbs) “the status which all national
minorities enjoy.” “Wipe away Kosovo from the Serb mind and soul
and we are no more,” he said. Meanwhile the official press agency
of Albania declared that “There is no Albania without Kosovo and
vice versa,” so that we must “demolish the border dividing
Albanians from Albanians,” a sentiment overwhelmingly shared by
Kosovo Albanians. “The political goal” of the post-1989 restora-
tion, Vickers writes, "was to prevent Kosovo's secession and help
the physical return of Serbs to the province,” many of whom had
left under what they described as “the genocidal tactics of the
Albanian separatists.” “The term ‘Kosovo’ has been used as a
metaphor by both Serbs and Albanians for the ‘suffering and injus-
tices' inflicted upon their nations throughout their turbulent histo-
ry,” in which one side or the other has held the whip.*

The outcome of the Serbian programs has been described as
“Kosovar Apartheid” (Vickers), “a Serbian version of Apartheid” in
Kosove (James Hooper).* But the Kosovo Albanians “confounded
the international community,” Hooper continues, “by eschewing a
war of national liberation, embracing instead the nonviolent
approach espoused by leading Kosovo intellectual Ibrahim Rugova
and constructing a parallel civil society.” For this achievement they
were rewarded by “polite audiences and rhetorical encouragement
from Western governments,” but nothing more. In one important
case, at a London conference on the Balkans crises hosted by the
British government and the U.N., “the entire new Kosovar political
élite turned up, only to be relegated to a side room where they had
to be content with watching the proceedings on a TV monitor,”
“an enormous humiliation.”

The nonviolent strategy “lost its credibility” after the Dayron
accords on Bosnia in November 1995, Hooper writes, expressing
the standard conclusion of specialists. At Dayton the U.S. effec-
tively partitioned Bosnia-Herzegovina between an evenrual greater
Croatia and greater Serhia, after having roughly equalized the bal-
ance of terror by providing arms and training for the forces of
Franjo Tudjman, the Croatian counterpart to Milosevic, and hav-
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ing supported his violent expulsion of hundreds of thousands of
Serbs from Krajina, acknowledged to be the most extreme single
case of cthnic cleansing in the horrendous wars of secession in
Yugoslavia but one that has not yet called for indictments; if it
ever does, these will be narrowly focused, given the roots of the pol-
icy. Thousands of expelled Serbs were sent to Kosovo.

With the sides more or less balanced, and exhausted, the U.S.
took over, displacing the Europeans who had been assigned the
dirty work—to their considerable annoyance. “In deference to
Milosevie,” Hooper writes, the U.S. “excluded Kosovo Albanian
delegates” from the Dayton negotiations and “avoided discussion of
the Kosovo problem.” “The reward for nonviolence was interna-
tional neglect”; more significantly, U.S. neglect. The result, Hooper
concludes, was “the rise of the guerrilla Kosovo Liberation Army
(KLA/UCK) and expansion of popular support for an armed inde-
pendence struggle.” In May 1999, by the time the KLA had become
virtually the ground forces of the NATO military operations, it
appointed as its military commander Agim Ceku, an architect of
the Krajina ethnic ¢leansing operation. British correspondent
Robert Fisk asked NATOs official spokesperson, Britain's Jamie
Shea, for NATO's reaction. “Mr Shea said he had no comment,”
Fisk reported, “because ‘NATO has no direct contact with the
KL AN

With or without direct contact, NATQ was apenly supporting
KLA cross-border attacks, using the guerrillas to draw Serb forces
into the open so thar they could be killed by U.S. bombing. In one
case that elicited considerable self-congratulation, some 4-500 or
more Yugoslav soldiers were reported to have been killed “by a US
B-52 homber that caught them massing in a field” to repel a cross-
border attack. “The B-52 was ordered to drop a large number of
cluster bombs,” weapons that are arguably banned by internarional
conventions that the U.S, has refused to sign and that continue to
exact a huge civilian toll for many years after.”

In September 1990, an illegal parliamentary session had declared
Kosovo an independent state, adopting the “Kacanik
Constitution,” which at that time still “sought the solution to
Kosovo's status within the framework of Yugoslavia” (Vickers). A
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year later, the situation had changed with the secession of Slovenia
and Croatia und their quick recognition by the West—in the latter
case, without concern for the rights of the Serbian minority, a
recipe for disaster, as widely noted. In the wake of these events, in
September 1991 the Kosovar Parliament approved a “Resolution on
Independence and Sovereignty of Kosovo.” A few days later, the
decision was approved by close to 100% of the 87% of eligible vor-
ers who took part in a clandestine referendum, illegal according to
the Serh authorities but not disrupted. On October 19, the
Parliument declared the independence of Kosovo. A week before,
political parties of Kosovo Albanians had signed a declaration call-
ing for “unification of all Albanians.” Albania responded by offi-
cially recognizing the “Republic of Kosovo” as a sovercign and
independent state in late October. In a presidential and parliamen-
tary election of May 1992, Rugova, the sole candidate, was elected
President with 99.5% of the vote, and his Democratic League of
Kosovo (LDK) won 75% of the seats in Parliament.*
Journalist/historian Tim Judah describes Rugova’s LDK as “a
curious mirror image to Milosevic's SFS [Sacialist Party of Serbial,
for so long the dominating power in Scrbian politics.” The LDK
“brooks little dissent and those that challenge it are howled down
in LDK publications and can even be ostracised in the tight-knit
Albanian community”™; and “woe betide any Albanian family or
shop or businessman who will not pay his dues to Kosova's tax col-
lectors,”” Meanwhile, for “Albanians in Kosovo...Serbian rule is an
occupation.” Large numbers of Albanians and Serbs had left
hecause of repression and economic hardship.” According to New
York Times correspondent Chris Hedges, who covered the region,
“hetween 1966 and 1989 an estimared 130,000 Serbs left the
province because of frequent harassment and discrimination by the
Kosovar Albanian majority.™
“Serbs argue that Kosovo is kept under such a tight regime
because the LK is a separarist party,” Judah reports, a fact that the
LDK “proclaims...loud and clear,” having declared “national inde-
pendence” with the support of the vast majority of Albanians.
Rugova’s policy was “waiting until there are no more Serbs left in

Kosovo or their numbers hecome so insignificant that somehow the
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province falls to his people like a ripe fruit.” The issue is not “mere-
ly a question of human rights,” as “many westerners in search of
simplicity like to portray the Kosovo problem.” Favoring a Serbian
victory in the conflict, the Kosovar Albanian leadership “in no way
stuck up for the Croats and Bosnian Muslims,” much as “in their
hearts they wanted to see the Serbs defeated and humiliated.” The
reason, Judah argues, is that “they did not want the international
community to uphold the principle that Yugoslavia’s old republican
borders could turn into new inviolable international ones,” leaving
Kosovo a province “trapped inside Serbia” rather than a Republic,
with the theoretical right of secession under the Titoist framework.
In the Yugoslav clections of 1992, Kosove Albanians abstained; the
LDK denounced participants as “traitors.” Vickers concludes that

the million Albanian votes would undoubtredly have ousted
Milosevie, but as the Kosovar leadership admitted ar the rime, they
did not want him to go. Unless Serbia continued to be labelled as
profoundly evil—and they themselves, by virtue of heing anti-Serb,
as the good guys—rthey were unlikely to achieve their goals. 1t would
have been a disaster for them if a peacemonger like [opposition can-
didate Milan| Panic had restored human rights, since this would
have left them with nothing but a bare political agenda to change
borders.

In 1992-93, the Serbian president of Yugoslavia, Dobrica
Cosie, proposed in “discreet contacts with Kosovo Albanian lead-
ers” that the territory be partitioned, separating itself from Serbia
apart from “a number of Serbian enclaves.” But the proposal “was
rejected by Albanian leaders” of Rugova’s Republic of Kosovo.”
As noted, the Republic had already declared independence, also
setting up a parallel educational and health system that continued
to function under Serbian repression while Rugova travelled
abroad to lobby for independence, joining the government-in-
exile, without losing his passport or facing arrest—perhaps, Judah
suggests, because Serb authorities preferred that he keep “his mili-
tants in check.”

So he did, until Kosove Albanians recognized, after the sell-out
at Dayton, that Washington understands only force. By then “a
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cuerrilla cum terrorist organization called the |[KLA| began to
emerge in the province,” rejecting Rugova’s policies and “callling]
for war on the Serbs” (Judah).

In an analysis of the origins, growth, and likely future of the
KLA, Chris Hedges writes that it was founded in 1991, “its mem-
bership largely drawn from a few clans in Kosovo and radicals in
the Albanian diaspora,” and carried out its first armed attack in
May 1993, killing two Serb police officers and wounding five.

Hedges describes the organization as split “down a bizarre ideo-
logical divide, with hints of fascism on one side and whitts of com-
munism on the other. The former faction is led by...the heirs of
those who fought in the World War II fascist militias and the
Skandenbeg volunteer S8 division raised by the Nazis, or the
descendants of the rightist Albanian kacak rebels who rose up
against the Serbs 80 years ago.” “The second KLA faction, compris-
ing most of the KLA leaders in exile, are old Stalinists who were
cnece bankrolled by the xenophobic Enver Hoxha, the dictator of
Albania who died in 1985.” Hedges expected that the KLA would
rule Kosovo after a NATQO restoration by violence. He suggests fur-
ther that the leadership may become “utrerly disenchanted with
the West—and as if they were not already implacable enough—
turn to Islamic radicals ready to back another battle by Muslims
against Orthodox Christians,” noting “signs that contacts have
been established.” The sole doctrine the two KLA factions “agree
on is the need to liberate Kosovo from Serbian rule. All else, men-
acingly, will be decided later. It is not said how.” As Judah puts i,
“the whip would change hands and pass to the ‘enemy’ communi-
ty,” as in the past, most recently under Nazi occupation, when the
Albanian militias organized by the Nazis “indiscriminately killed
Serbs and Montenegrins in Kosovo” and drove out tens of thou-
sands (Vickers}.

Current press reports indicare thar factional splits remain deep,
both within the KLA, and between the rising Albanian Kosovar
leadership and the former Rugova parallel government. And of
course the character of the conflict and the participants changed
radically with the NATO military actions."
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Like other observers, Hedges reports that Kosovo Albanians felt
“a deep, deep sense of betrayal” because of lack of Western support
for their “peaceful, civilized protest,” which was “ignored.” And
Dayton “taught us a painful truth, [that] those who want freedom
must fight for it” (quoting a KLA commander). “As a result,”
Vickers writes, “the growing despair and frustration, noticeable by
now among women and older people, allowed the passive policies
of the Albanian resistance to be replaced by a more offensive strat-
egy,” manifested in “simultancous bomb attacks on five camps
housing Serb refugees in several towns throughout Kosovo in mid-
February 1996." These were refugees driven from Croatia in the
U.S.-authorized ethnic cleansing operations designed to set the
stage for partition, the local archirect appointed as the military
commander of the KLA in May 1999,

Vickers reports that the guerrillas had become a substantial mili-
tary force by the mid-"90s, with 40,000 soldiers in four regiments
deploved in border regions of Kosovo and based in Albania. They
were well-cquipped with arms, funded by the wealthy Kosovar dias-
pora and perhaps militant [slamic groups in the Middle East, and
trained in Albania, Iran, and Pakistan. From 1995 they increased
their attacks on police stations and other targets, moving from spo-
radic killings to organized assaults. In April 1996, after killing sev-
eral Serb policemen and civilians, the KLA officially announced
that it had undertaken “an armed assault against Serbian aggres-
sors” and that it was “operating a struggle for the liberation of
Kosovo that would continue until complete independence.”
Attacks against Serb police and others, including alleged Albanian
collaborators, continued through 1997, In December, the KLA
made its first public appearance ar the funeral of an Albanian
reacher killed by Serb security forces. A spokesperson for the
Republic of Kasovo ohserved on December 7 that the non-violent
movement had been a complete failure:

At a time when the internarional community has been underesri-
mating and seriously ignoring the Albanian factor, reducing it to a
problem of minorities requiring solutions in ridiculous frameworks
with Serhia, when Serbia’s only way of communicating with Albania
is violence and crime, one should not be amazed if part of the people
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decide to end this agony and rake the fate of Kosovo and its people
in its own hands."

By February 1998, guerrilla operations reached much greater
scale, as the KLA “not only fought Serbian Army and Interior
Ministry police but also gunned down civilians, killing Serbian mail
carriers and others associated with Belgrade.”” These events elicit-
ed a much hatsher Serbian military and police response, with brucal
retaliation against civilians regarded as supporters of the KLA.
Serbia interpreted the official U.S. government position as a “green
light” for this reacrion, Hedges suggests. In February 1998, U.S.
Special Envoy to the Balkans Robert Gelbard had announced in
Pristina that the U.S. regards the KLA as “without any question a
terrorist group” and “condemns very strongly terrorist activities in
Kosovo.” Within two weeks, Serb forces brutally attacked the small
town that was the headquarters of the Jashari clan “that made up
much of the KLA art the start of the rebellion,” turning it “into a
smoldering ruin” with almost 100 people killed. That act “ignited
the uprising.”

The uprising was not anticipated by the KLA or the Serbs,
Judah reports, though the KLA reacted quickly, distributing arms,
forming militias, and determining to “fight the Serbs,” now joined
by many other Kosovo Albanians. Within months the KLA had
occupied laree areas of the province “while the Serbs, uncertain
what to do, were not fighting back.” When they did, in the summer
of 1998, rthe KLA “melted into the hills as the Serbs wreaked their
revenge by burning villages and driving out their people™* By the
suminet of 1998 the KLA had taken control of 40% of Kosovo, two
New York Times reporters write in a lengthy review of the back-
eround, “and Mr. Milosevic responded with a major offensive,” just
as he was to react to the NATO bombing with “the expulsion, this
time within weeks, of hundreds of thousands of people.™

We need scarcely tarry on how the U.S. would respond to
atracks by a guerrilla force with foreign bases and supplies, seeking,
say, independence for Puerto Rico, or reunification with Mexico of
the southwest regions conquered by the expanding North
American giant, taking control of 40% of the territory.
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It is not hard to understand why the Serbian leadership might
have interpreted Washington'’s official position as a “green light.”
They were fully aware of Washingron’s support for Croatian ethnic
cleansing in Krajina. Judah suggests that the U.S. also gave a green
light to the Serb attack on Srebrenica, which led to the slaughter of
7000 people, as part of a broader plan of population exchange. The
U.S. did “nothing to prevent” the attack though it was aware of
Serb preparations for it, and then used the Srebrenica massacre “to
distract attention from the exodus of Krajina's entire population
which was then taking place.” Ethnic cleansing in Krajina was
“simplifying matrers,” as Secretary of State Warren Christopher
observed a year later.®

Serb leaders might also have had in mind the model of Lebanon,
where the U.S. effectively authorized murderous Syrian atracks on
Palestinians in 1976, and regular Israeli artacks on Palestinians and
Lehanese hefore and since, often with a huge toll of deaths and
refugees. These arrocities within Lebanon, which peaked under
Nobel Peace Laureate Shimon DPeres, are not an entirely appropri-
ate analogue, however. From the mid-1980s until today these have
typically been traceable to arracks on Israeli military forces occupy-
ing foreign territory in violation of long-standing Security Council
orders to withdraw. Often such attacks make no pretense of retalia-
tion. One air attack in December 1975, which killed over 50 peo-
ple, was apparently in “retaliation” against the Security Couneil of
the United Nations, then in session to consider a two-state settle-
ment of the Israel-Palestine conflict, supported by virtually the
entire world but vetoed by the U.S., hence vetoed from history
along with a multitude of other events that depart from “the peace
process.” Israel’s U.S.-backed 1982 invasion that devastated much
of Lebanon and left 20,000 civilians dead was motivated by similar
concerns, a matter familiar to Israeli scholarship and media, though
a different story is preferred in the U.S.

The process continued into the 1990s, always with firm U.S.
support. The most extreme examples have been under the Labor
leadership thar the U.S. has consistently preferred: Yitzhak Rabin’s
1993 offensive that drove a half million people from their homes,
and Peres'’s replay in 1996 with similar consequences, crearing a
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“tremendous humanitarian crisis,” the U.N. reporred. That attack
was halted only after the massacre of 100 refugees in the UN. camp
at Qana led to such strong international protest that the Clinton
Administration had to withdraw its carlier justification for the
atrocity.

Note that these events of the mid-"90s give further insight into
the operative values “when ethnic conflict turns into ethnic cleans-
ing” (Clinton).

Returning to Kosovo, fighting escalated through 1998, the scale
of atrocities corresponding roughly to the resources of violence.
According to retrospectives in the Washington Post, “approximately
10,000 Interior troops fought the rebels and harassed and some-
times massacred civilians in rural rebel strongholds,” and by the
end of the year the army was also involved, according to unidenti-
fied NATO officials. By October, as U.S. envoy Richard Holbrooke
reached an agreement with Milosevie (formal, and not observed),
U.S. intelligence reported “that the Kosovo rebels intended to draw
NATO into its fight for independence by provoking Serbian forces
into further atrocities.” A massacre in Racak on January 15, 1999,
with some 45 civilians killed, received extensive coverage and is
held to have been the decisive event that impelled Washingron
and its allies, horrified by the atrocity, to initiate preparations for
war, “Racak transformed the West's Balkan policy as singular events
seldom do,” Washington Post correspondent Barton Gellman
observed in reconstructing “the path to crisis.” This was the
“Defining Atrocity” that “Set Wheels in Motion.” It “convinced
the administration and then its NATO allies” that they must turn
to war, soon initiating “a military campaign whose central objective
was saving the lives and homes of Kosovo's ethnic Albanians” and
that at once “greatly accelerated their slaughter and disposses-

i1

ston”—as predicted.”

There are simple ways to evaluate the plausibility of the con-
tention that the Racak massacre had the described impact on
Western sensihilities. We return to some of the more obvious tests.

An October 1998 cease-fire had made it possible to deploy 2000
OSCE monitors. Breakdown of U.S.-Milosevic negotiations led to
renewed fighting and atrocitics, which presumably increased with
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the threat of NATO bombing and the withdrawal of the monitors,
again as predicted.” Officials of the ULN. refugee agency and
Catholic Relief Services had warned that the threat of bombing
“would imperil the lives of tens of thousands of refugees believed to
be hiding in the woods,” predicting “tragic” conscquences if
“NATO made it impossible for us to he here.™

Atrocities then sharply escalated afrer the March 24 bombing
provided “motive and opportunity,”
not “entirely” so.

as was surely “predictable,” if

The anticipated consequences go well beyond the severe and
immediate harm to Kosovo Albanians. Among them are death and
destruction throughout the FRY. One instructive example is
Vojvodina, at once atracked with extreme severity, particularly its
capital city Novi Sad, where bridges, infrastructure, water supplies
and electricity were quickly devastated. The home of the
Hungarian minority, Vojvodina is hundreds of miles from Kosovo
and was a peaceful region until NATO bombed. Just days before the
bombing there were no signs of conflict or disruption according to
highly credible observers who passed through, having been ordered
by international organizations to leave Yugoslavia.”

The province had been “a symbol of resistance to Slobodan
Milosevic’s regime,” the press reports, “a place where opposition
political leaders spoke of Western-style reform, where ethnic
minoritics lived in harmony, and where much of the population
favored greater autonomy from Belgrade.” But having instantly
“hecome a ground zero in NATOs bombing campaign against
Yugoslavia,...nearly all pro-Western sentiment has been crushed.”
“The democratic opposition in Vojvodina—once a bright spot in
Yugoslavia's otherwise dismal political scene—has become a vocif-
erous enemy of NATQO." An executive board member of the Novi
Sad Ciry Council, a leader of “a progressive opposition party,”
ohserves that “NATO showed they only understand the policy of
violence.” He concludes that Vojvodina, the country’s agriculrural
center and source of nearly half of its gross domestic product in
1998, is being “struck so frequently to destroy the Serbian econo-
my.” The first two bridges that were destroyed “were favorite walk-
ing bridges for the people of Novi Sad.” They “had no military
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uses,” he says: one “was barely strong enough to support buses” and
the other connected Novi Sad to a small village and was not a
main transportation link., Within a few weeks water supplies were
destroyed and electricity largely so, along with much of the health
gystem und, it was feared, import of medicines and veterinary drugs.
Forced “to concentrare on issues of daily survival,” people were not
“moving to press the Government to yield to NATO's conditions,”
a predicrable consequence that is not problematic if the goal is to
devastate the society.

Independent sources (see note 25) report that opposition centers
in central Serbia (Nis, Kragujevag, Cacak, Valjevo) were the most
severely damaged by the bombing. Nis mayor Zoran Zivkovic,
deputy leader of the Democratic Party, strongly condemned
Milosevic and his disastrous policy. The independent Bera News
Agency (Yugoslav, but not state-run like Tanjug) reported an esti-
mate by Vojvodina authoritics in early June that the NATO bomb-
ing damage had reached the level of about $4.8 billion, including
the destruction of 3650 housing facilities and eighty-two enterprises
damaged or completely destroyed. The staristics were transmitted
by Serb authorities and have to be regarded with skepticism, but
there is little doubt about the general picture.

The undermining of the democratic opposition in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia generally, not only Vojvodina, was another
consequence of the NATO bombing, also surely anticipated. We
return to this and other consequences, and the differing rcactions
in the enlightened stares and beyond.

Quite naturally, U.S. propaganda, and that of its allies, makes
every effort to divert attention from the conclusions that might be
drawn by attending to the consequences of the resort to force. One
method is to strike poses of nobility and humanitarian passion, with
the expectation, amply fulfilled, that they will be echoed in a
drumbear of appropriate rhetoric. Another is the claim that the
atrocities were going to happen anyway, as proven by the meticu-
lous planning with which they were executed after the bombing:
Operation Horseshoe, allegedly discovered well after the results of
the bombing were evident. We return to the most detailed cvi-
dence offered by official sources. However, without any information
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about Operation Horseshoe, we can be confident that Serbia had
such plans. The brief historical review makes that clear enough,
and suffices to explain why. Even living in total peace and security,
the U.S. has innumerable contingency plans for actions ranging
from nuclear destruction (first-strike rargeting Third World non-
nuclear states remains official U.S. policy; see chap. 6, below) to
lesser actions. Perhaps the U.S. has contingency plans even to
invade Canada.” If not, it would design and implement them
quickly enough, and not very politely, were Canada to bomb
Washington; Canada could not then claim very plausibly that it
was soing to happen anyway. That Milosevic had plans to drive the
Albanian population out of Serbia is vastly more likely in the light
of his well-known record, the history of Albanian-Serbian relations
in Kosovo, and U.S. threats. If NATO had no inkling of this, it
would be remarkable indeed.

The culpability of Clinton, Blair, and their associates would pass
beyond astonishing ignorance to extreme criminality if indeed they
knew (as they now claim) that huge atrocities were underway or
about to occur while doing nothing whatsoever to prepare for the
flood of refugees they anticipated. And the criminality mounts still
higher if they failed to notify Commanding General Clark, as he
maintains. A month after the bombing began General Clark
reported that the plans for Operation lorseshoe “have never been
shared with me,” and—even more incriminating—that the NATO
operation planned by “the political leadership”

was not designed as a means of blocking Serb ethnic cleansing. Tr
was not desipned as a means of waging war against the Serb and
MUP forces in Kosavo. Not in any way. There was never any intent
to do thar. That was not the idea. ™

The Commanding General, in short, regarded the ethnic cleansing
operations of Serbia as “entirely predictable” and “not in any way”
a concern of the political leadership who ordered the bombing that
evoked the atrocities: doubtless an exaggeration, but close enough
to the mark to allow reasonable people to draw some conclusions.
The agency that bears primary responsibility for care of refugees

is the U.N.’s UNHCR (see p. 16). In Qcrober 1998, the UNHCR
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announced that by January 1999 it would have to eliminate a fifth
of its staff because of a hudgerary crisis, with a decline of over 15%
in 1998. This is part of the general budgetary crisis of the UN.,
resulting primarily from the refusal of the U.S. to pay its debt, one
of its many violations of treaty obligations, particularly in the era of
the New Humanism, matters to which we return. The announce-
ment of the sharp cutbacks in staff for refugee care coincided with
Clinton’s expression of great concern about refugees who would
have to face the bitter winter in Kosovo, and with the U.S./British
announcement that they believe they have “sufficient authority to
launich air strikes” on the basis of Security Council resolutions and
a report by the Secretary-General, military actions that would sure-
Iy exacerbare the refugee crisis.”

The configuration of events lends further insight into the “prin-
ciples and values” that inspire soulful acclamations.



CHAPTER 3

Assessing
Humanitarian
Intent

he events in Kosovo alone suffice to eliminate from consid-

eration the primary and most exalted argument for the

resort to force: that the NATO bombings, undertaken with
humanitarian intent, open a new era in which the reigning super-
power and its junior partner, suffused with previously-undetecrable
nobility, promise to lead rthe way to a new era of humanism and
justice.

Apart from the evidence from the Balkans, there arc elementary
ways to test the thesis that is pronounced with such authority and
solemnity: ask how rhe same enlightened states behave clsewhere.
True, that requires breaking the rule that atrention be restricted to
the crimes of official enemies. But let us allow ourselves that lapse,
still keeping, however, to another central principle: the past cannot
be permitted to confuse the discussion, the familiar doctrine of
“change of course.” The current variant is that we must exclude
anything that took place during the Cold War, when there were
(understandable) mistakes and errors. Illustrations of this doctrine
are tooO numerous to mention.'

Why the doctrine must be upheld with such rigor will quickly be
discovered by anyone who departs from it—discovering, for exam-
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ple, that crimes of the Cold War had little or nothing to do with
the contlict, as sometimes acknowledged in high-level internal dis-
cussion, and that the systematic pattern precedes and follows the
Cold War with little change apart from public rationale and effects
of the disappearance of a deterrent.’

Let us nonctheless adhere to the doctrine while departing from
the second leading principle: that we focus laser-like on crimes of
selected enemies, at the moment Serbian devils. This departure has
at least two merits: (1) it allows us to test the New Humanism, and
(2) we can attend to issues that are of more importance on any
moral scale.

Perhaps it is worthwhile to digress briefly to mention a few tru-
isms. The first is that people are primarily responsible for the likely
consequences of their own actions, or inaction. The second is that
the concern for moral issues (crimes, etc.) should vary in accor-
dance with ability to have an effect (though that is of course not
the only factor). A corollary is that responsibility mounts the
greater the opportunities, and the more free one is to act without
serious cost. Accordingly, responsibility is far greater for privileged
people in more free socictics than for those lacking privilege or fac-
ing severe penalties for honesty and moral integrity,

The two truistns rend to correlate, even coincide, yielding con-
clusions that a moral agent will draw in real-world cases, taking
into account as well the corollary.

We understand these truisms very well at long range. Thus no
one was impressed when Sovier commissars railed about U.S.
crimes, even if they happened to be right and the crimes were seri-
ous or monstrous. We were much impressed, however, when dissi-
dents condemned Soviet crimes, even lesser ones. The reasons are
straightforward, the two moral fruisms just mentioned—which, as is
commonly the case, coincided in their implications. The corollary
also holds: the commissars could ar least plead fear in extenuation,
not merely the advantages that accrue to subordination to power.

It is also useful to recall a psychological truism. One of the hard-
est things to do is to look into the mirror. It is also one of the most
important things to do, because of the moral truisms. And there are
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powertul institutions that seck to protect people from engaging in
this ditficult and critically important task.

It may also be worthwhile to recall other truisms. Deploring the
crimes of others often gives us a nice warm feeling: we are good
people, so different from those bad people. That is particularly true
when there is nothing much we can do about the crimes of others,
so that we can strike impressive poses without cost to ourselves.
Looking at our own crimes is much harder, and for those willing to
do it, often catries costs. Every society has its “dissidents” and its
“commissars,” and it is close to a historical law that the commissars
are highly praised and the dissidents bitterly condemned—within
the society, that is; for official enemies the values are reversed. The
costs of dissidence can be severe, norably in U.S. client states: the
murdered Jesuit intellectuals in El Salvador, for example. A useful
expetiment is to ask products of an elite education to recall the

names of the assassinated dissidents, or their writings, and then to
compare the results with the same questions concerning Soviet dis-
sidents, who were not treated anywhere near as harshly in the post-
Stalin period. Equally instructive is inspection of the published
record: reviews, books, articles in major intellectual journals, and so
on. Such exercises in looking in the mirror can teach useful
lessons—about ourselves, about our institutions.

These are matters that have been frequently discussed. They are
so trivial that it may seem pointless to reiterate them. But perhaps
it is uscful nonetheless, particularly because the truisms are so com-
monly forgotten, and so casily illustrated. In the present case, for
example.

3.1 The Racak Massacre:
“Defining Atrocity Set Wheels in Motion™

Let us begin with a minor example: a test of the thesis that the
Racak massacre so offended the sensibilities of the leaders of the
Free World that they had to prepare for war. We can both test the
thesis, and observe the moral truisms, by asking how the same lead-
ers have reacted to similar or worse massacres at the same time,
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where their own direct responsibility is enormous, and it would be
unnecessary to resort to war, even threats, to mitigate or terminate
terrible crimes.

The Racak massacre was reported by U.S. diplomar William
Walker, leading his OSCE war crimes verification team to Racak.
“From what I saw,” he said, “1 do not hesitate to describe the crime
as a massacre, a crime against humanity. Nor do [ hesitate to accuse
the government security forces of responsibility.” Let us accept his
conclusions as complerely accurare.” We may note further that

b2kl

Walker is an expert in verifying state crimes. He served as U.S.
Ambassador to El Salvador, where he administered the U.S. sup-
port that allowed the government to carry out extreme state terror,
peaking once again in November 1989 in an outburst of violence
that included the murder of six leading Salvadoran dissident intel-
lectuals, Jesuit priests, along with their housckeeper and her daugh-
ter, Their brains were blown out by the U.S.-trained Atlacatl
brigade, which had compiled a remarkable record of shocking acts.
These were much the same hands, with the same guidance, that
had murdered Archbishop Romero to open the terrible decade of
U.S.-guided atrocities in El Salvador, in large measure a war against
the Church, which had violated the norms of good behavior and
infuriated the leading enlightened state by adopting “the preferen-
tial option for the poor.”

Walker was as quick to respond to the murder of the Jesuit intel-
lectuals as he was to the Racak massacre. He supervised the intimi-
dation of the main evewitness by the U.5. Embassy and its
Salvadoran client, who naturally sought ro discredir her testimony
(withdrawn under pressure). He then “told congressional investiga-
rors there was no evidence ro implicare the military and hypothe-
sized that leftist rebels might have committed the act while dressed
in soldiers’ garh,” Americas Watch reported in disgust. Walker's
efforts to deny the atrocities carried out by Washington's client
killers came “long after a Salvadoran colonel had told a U.S. major
that the Army had commitred the murders,” Americas Watch con-
tinued, reviewing his efforts to evade the obvious. He then recom-
mended to Secretary of State James Baker that the ULS. “not jeop-
ardize” its relationship with El Salvador by investigating “past
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deaths, however heinous”™—a wise decision, given the decisive U5,
role in the atrocities, including his own.’

I January 1999, Walker received great praise for his heroism at
Racak, inspired by his recognirion that he “may not have done
enough to stop past atrocities” (Ted Koppel, Nighdine) and by his
regret for his “silence” on the assassination of the Jesuits, when he
was “speechless” (Washington Post). We await his heroic denuncia-
tions of Washington's crimes.*

“These twa events—the murder of Archhishop Romero in 1980
and the slaying of the Jesuits in 1989—stand as bookends to the
decade offering harsh testimony about who really rules El Salvador
and how little they have changed,” Americas Watch observed in its
review of the year of Walker’s service to the cause. “Ten years later,
priest-killing is still a preferred oprion for those wha simply will not
hear the cries for change and justice in # society that has had too
little of either.” The Jesuit intellectuals joined a long list of reli-
gious martyrs, and hundreds of thousunds of other victims of the
reign of terror organized and directed by Washington in that grim
decade.

We should be permitted to recall at least the second of the
“hookends to the decade,” which is just within the designated time
frame for the onset of the New Humanism, coinciding with the fall
of the Berlin Wall, the event that at last released the two enlight-
ened states from the Cold War antagonisms that had hampered
their dedication to justice, freedom, and human rights generally.

Let us move on to a decade later, still seeking to evaluate the
thesis that it was their horror over the Racak massacre that
impelled the enlightened states to war.

Consider East Timor, the site of the worst slaughter relative to
population since the Holocaust, it appears, thanks to the support of
the U.S. and UK. (helped by others, to be sure), including diplo-
matic support, crucial military aid, and equally crucial falsification
and denial. It should be unnecessary to review the facts, carefully
suppressed during the worst days of the slaughter (when terminat-
ing it would have heen simple and costless), and still often denied.”
But the doctrine of “change of course,” to which we have agreed to
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adhere, renders such review irrelevant in any event, so let us keep
to 1999.

After 25 years of horror, steps were finally taken that might per-
mit the tortured people of the territory to exercise the right of self-
determination that has been upheld by the UN. Security Council
and the International Court of Justice. The Indonesian government
agreed to permit a referendum in August 1999, in which Timorese
are to be permitted to choose or reject “autonomy” within
Indonesia. Tt is taken for granted on all sides that if the vote is min-
imally free, pro-independence forces will win. The occupying
Indonesian army (ABRI/TNI) moved at once to prevent this out-
come. The primary device was to organize paramilitary forces to
kill, torture, and terrorize while ABRI adopted the stance of “plau-
sible deniability,” which quickly collapsed in the presence of for-
cign observers (including Australian journalists, the lrish Foreign
Minister, aid workers, ete.), who could see firsthand that ABRI was
arming and guiding the killers, and allowing them free rein.

In April 1999 alone over 100 people were reported to have been
massacred, more than twice the number in Racak, including some
60 people murdered in a church in Liquica on April 6 according to
the figures provided by the Foundation for Legal and Human Rights
in the capital city of Dili, which listed names. They were among
thousands fleeing from terrorist rampages, finally taking refuge in
the church, which was attacked by soldiers and paramilitaries
whaose aim “was to murder all the people in the church,” the parish
priest wrote in a local journal.

Fighteen more were murdered in the town of Suai from April 9
to 14 along with ten tortured and nine disappeared, according to
the Church-based Peace and Justice Commission. Church, human
rights, and women’s groups reported that hundreds were “killed
and wounded” in these attacks. Afrer villagers “pulled rotting
corpses from the ocean on April 24, human rights workers said the
death toll from the Suai massacres alone might top 100.” A few
days later militia attacks left “at least 30 dead” in Dili {April
16-17), along with “dozens abducted and possibly exccuted,” the
Australian press reported under the lead headline “Freedom
Slaughtered.” Thousands of others were herded into Indonesian
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concentration camps, perhaps 10,000 in one camp on the ourskirts
of Liquica where conditions were reported to be desperate and
humiliating. Tens of thousands of others fled the countryside in ter-
ror. The Dili office of the Catholic Relief Agency Caritas warned
staff that they would be attacked if they tried to provide food to
refugees. Australian aid workers had heen forced to flee in February.
ULS. doctor Dan Murphy, a velunteer in Dili (later forced out of the
country for several weeks), reported that fifty to 100 Timorese are
dying daily from curable diseases while Indonesia *had a deliberate
policy not to allow medical supplies into East Timor.” As of early
June, Indonesian authorities were still barring an Australian medical
team from entering “to ease an unfolding humanitarian disaster.™

ABRIs militias arc “well-organised death squads, unleashed by a
hidden, or partly hidden, hand—the public expression of a private
and calculated intelligence.” Australia’s leading specialist on the
Indonesian army describes the militias as “Amdamentally an extension
of the TNI [ABRI|,” secretly organized in Ocrober 1998 “to wage a
proxy war on the army’s behalf against the independence forces.™

“The population of East Timor is crving out for help but has been
abandoned by the international community yet again,” Australian
commentator Andrew McNaughran observed—accurately. But nor for
luck of information. Meeting in the wake of the “bloody rampage” in
Dili in mid-April, the UN. Security Council heard a report from its
special envoy on East Timor, leading to calls for pressure on Indonesia
to call off the viclence, from Brazil and Japan (which has traditionally
been highly supportive of the Indonesian government). Some UN,
observers finally entered in May to monitor the upcoming referendum,
but Jakarra refused to allow them to carry arms, even handguns for
protection, insisting that “its 17,000 strong security force will remain
responsible for security” in the illegally annexed province.”

How have the guardians of virtue responded to the latest stages of
the Indonesian atrocities that they have long supported? New Labor
took office with an “ethical foreign policy” under the guidance of
Robin Cook, who announced that “we have made a firm commitment
not to permit the sale of arms to regimes that might use them for
repression or aggression.” But “He will not block the sale of armoured
vehicles to a regime which has one of the worst human rights records,

sources say.” His government at once stepped up arms sales to
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Indonesia, granting fifty-six military export licences while he “acknowledged
that British equipment was being used against demonstrators” of
Indonesia’s democracy movement. “Broad catcgories cleared for export
included small arms, machine guns, bombs, riot control and toxicological
agents, surveillance systems, ‘armoured goods’, electronic equipment spe-
cially designed for military use, and aireraft”; the government also com-
pleted delivery of Hawk all-weather attack fighters, more expected.
“Labour is exporting more guns and other military equipment to
Indonesia than the Tories—in spite of Robin Cook’s much-vaunted ‘ethi-
cal foreign policy,” the press reported, while “sales of small arms, includ-
ing machineguns, have even doubled under Labour.” In justification, the
Foreign Office cited improvements in the situation in East Timor. British
armaments are used to crush dissent in East Timor, the Indonesian
Defense attaché reported on British TV, as in Indonesia itself. Arms man-
ufacturers “are more likely to have their export licences approved under
Labour than they were under the Tories,” John Pilger reports: “Fewer than
one per cent of applications were turned down” during Labour’s first year
in office.” An ethicul foreign policy is fine, correspondent Hugh
(O'Shaugnessy observed, but “No, Minister, British Aerospace cannot do
without Indonesian business™; like Pilger, he has covered Timor and other
areas with great distinction. As for the U.S,, Clinton has signed congres-
sional legislation banning the use of U.S. weapons in East Timor, and
education and training of ABRL Bur without careful monitoring his sig-
nature is worthless, as proven in the past when he used various devices to
evade congressional restrictions on training of Indonesian military offi-
cers, causing much irtitation in Congress but lictle notice elsewhere.!
No call has been heard from the New Humanists for withdrawal
of Indonesian military forces or for sending a meaningful U.N.
observer force. Quite the contrary. They appear to be impeding the
dispatch of such a force, so we learn from Farhan Hag of the Inter
Press Service (IPS), reporting from the United Nations in New
York under the headline: “Politics—East Timor: U.S. Delays Arrival
of U.N. Police Monitors.” “The U.N.’s hopes of quickly deploying
police monitors in increasingly volarile East Timor have hit a new
snag, with President Bill Clinton forced to delay U.S. approval
until he consults Congress.” UN. officials “had planned to have
slightly more than 270 police officers in place by the end of June,”
but Clinton's hands are tied by a 1993 directive he issued “in the
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aftermath of Washington’s bungled involvement in a U.N. mission
in Somalia,” which “likely will delay approval of the police” and in
turn “complicate the entire voting timetable, say U.N, officials.”

Francesco Vendrell, the U.N. Diplomat who heads the
Asia/Pacific Division of the UN. Depuartment for Political Affairs
and has been working for a peaceful reversal of the aggression for
twenty-five years, says that “there is a draft resolution in place” for
Council approval of the police, bur it cannot be enacted without
U.S. authorization, and Clinton must still “give two weeks’ notice
to Congress before it cun approve the deployment of the UN.
Mission.” Unlike the War Powers Act, this directive must be
observed. At the time of writing, it is unclear whether notice has
even heen given, though the issue has been on the agenda for
months as atrocities mounted, organized by the murderous military
forces of the long-time ally of Washington/London. The U.N.
accord calling for a referendum and monitors was signed on May 5,
twenty-three days before IPS reported thar Clinton had still failed
to give the required two-week notice to Congress. Coverage in the
U.S. is so scanty and superficial that any comment has to be tenta-
tive, and the facts will probahly emerge only much later, the usual
state of affairs with regard to atrocities acceptable to, or traceable
to, the New Humanism.

“Time is of the essence for East Timor,” Vendrell and other U.N.
officials point out. Voter registration was to begin by about June 20
“Every day lost is a real danger to the whole consultation process,’
says Sidney Jones, executive director of Human Rights
Watch/Asia,” The possibility of a meaningful vote might already
have been successtully undermined by Indonesian terror, which had
driven leaders underground or abroad while “some 35,000 Timorese
have been driven from their homes to camps patrolled by pro-
Indonesia forces.™

The small U.N. contingent did attempt to investigate new
atrocities in late May, reporting that paramilitaries had attacked
the hamlet of Arara, killing at least six people preparing to go to
church on Sunday morning—perhaps five times that many, local
human rights groups allege. The UN. investigators were prevented
from reaching Atara, but they did report thar they had “stumbled
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across preparations for further atracks” by the same forces, a mili-
tary camp where they were being trained by ABRI in clear viola-
tion of the U.N. accord signed by Indonesia."

In its asscssment in late May, the “respected human rights
group” Foundation for Legal and Human Rights in Dili described
the “atmosphete of fear” as the worst since the period from 1975 to
1989, “when the violence-racked territory was closed to foreigners.”
“Every day has been marked with violence, kidnapping, torture,
killing, looting and arson direcred towards East Timorese through-
out the territory,” the Foundation reported.”

The New Humanists have exerted no pressures on Indonesia, as
far as is known, apart from alleged critical words in private and a
few taps on the wrist. Racak is a serious matter, not to be confused
with yet another episode in a long horror story that has proceeded
with decisive U.S./British support. From this example alone—one
of many—it follows that we cannot take seriously the display of
outrage over Racak, let alone the claim that moral indignation over
this “defining atrocity” impelled those who are “upholding our val-
ues” to turn to force.

True, this conclusion violates a significant precept of the New
Humanism, as of the old, articulated lucidly by former New York
Times correspondent A.J. Langguth, expressing his irritation at the
first extensive discussion of the U.S.-backed Indonesian slaughter
in East Timor after several vears of government and press fabrica-
tion, then total—literally, total—silence as violent ethnic cleansing
and atrocities peaked in 1977-78, reaching levels that many con-
sider genocidal, with a death toll of perhaps 200,000, over a quarter
of the population. He objected, quite accurately, that “if the world
were to converge suddenly on Timer, it wouldn't improve the lot of
a single Cambodian.” At the time, the mission was to contribute to
the huge outpouring of moral outrage over the crimes of the Khmer
Rouge, a task that had a number of merits: the immediate agent was
an official enemy; there was no hint of a suggestion as to how the
crimes could be mitigated (in dramatic contrast to Timor and other
major atrocities at the same time); these massive crimes could be

used to provide a retrospective justification for even greater crimes
committed by the U.S. in its wars in Indochina; and perhaps most
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important of all, the crimes could be invoked to justify ongoing and
projected crimes on grounds that they would deter “the Pol Pot
left"—priests and peasants in El Salvador, for example. In this con-
text, Langguth’s objection was appropriate: attention to huge
crimes conducted with decisive U.S. participation is an improper
distraction.'s

The argument is entirely rational on the reigning doctrinal prin-
ciples, and has been reiterated forcefully throughout the Kosovo
conflict in response to the observation that any serious assessment
of the self-congratulatory rhetoric will ask how the New Humanists
behave when faced, at the very same time, with comparable or
worse atrocities that they could reduce or terminate easily and cost-
lessly, merely by withdrawing their participation in them. In these
cases too, attention to U.S./U.K crimes “wouldn’t improve the lot
of a single Kosovo Albanian,” and therefore is a proper object of
derision and scom.

Let us nevertheless pursue this course in a further effort to evalu-
ate the self-description of the New Humanists, recognizing—
despite the indignation it provokes—that this is an elementary pre-
requisite for inquiry into their motives and goals, and the implica-
tions for the future.

3.2 Humanitarian Concerns in the '90s:
A Small Sample

Before proceeding, we might take note of a simple point of logic.
When a humanitarian erisis develops, outsiders have three choices:

(I) act to escalate the catastrophe

(11) do nothing

(III) try to mitigate the catastrophe

Kosovo falls under category (1), East Timor in 1999 under (II)—a
particularly ugly example given the very recent history that is off
the record under the doctrine of “change of course.” Let us consider
some other current examples.
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One instructive case is Colombia, through the 1990s the scene
of the worst humanitarian crisis in the Western hemisphere—not
so much because the crisis became sharply worse, but because U.S.-
run slaughters and terror in Central America in the preceding years
had largely achieved their goals, and other means became available
to maintain order as a result of the economic catastrophe of the
1980s and opportunities afforded by the changed international
ceonomy.

Recall that in Kosovo Western sources estimated 2000 killed on
both sides in the year prior to the bombing, and perhaps 2-300,000
internal refugees. As the bombing began, the State Department
released its report for Colombia during the same year. The figures
are eerily similar: 2-3000 killed, 300,000 new refugees, about 80%
of massacres (where there is credible evidence) attributed to para-
militaries and the military, who, for vears, have used the paras
approximately as ABRI does in East Timor and the Serb military
did in Kosovo.?

No two historical examples are quire parallel, of course. There
are differences between Colombia and Kosove, two of them partic-
ularly significant.

First, in Colombia these atrocities are not new (as in Kosovo
from early 1998, according to NATO and the scholarly literature).
Rather, they are added to an annual toll that has been much the
same. The State Department gave similar estimates in its report for
1997, as have human rights monitors for many years.”™ In 1998,
according to the State Department, the refugee flow even surpassed
that of earlier years. The refugee rotal is estimated by Church and
other human rights groups at well over a million, mostly women
and children, one of the worst refugee crises in the world. In 1998
the situation deteriorated to such an extent that one of Colombia's
most prominent and courageous human rights activists, Father
Javier Giraldo, who heads the Church-based Peace and Justice
Center, had to flee the country under death threats, joining many
others. A year earlier, Amnesty International had selected
Colombia as the first site for a global campaign for protection of
human rights monitors, a natural choice in the light of the record.®
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Like Al, Human Rights Warch, Church-based groups, and other
organizations concerned with human rights, the State Department
concludes that “credible allegations of cooperation [of the armed
forces] with paramilitary groups, including instances of both silent
support and direct collaboration by members of the armed forces, in
particular the army, continued” through 1998: “There were tacit
arrangements between local military commanders and paramilitary
groups in some regions, and paramilitary groups operated frecly in
some areas that were under military control.” Other reports arc far
more detailed, but with the same essential conclusion about the
paramilitaries: many of their killings are “carried out with the toler-
arce or active participation of the sccurity forces,” Human Rights
Watch reports once again in October 1998.

The second difference is that in this case the blood is on
Washington'’s hands. The state terror operations follow guidelines
provided by the Kennedy Administration, which advised the
Colombian military to “sclect civilian and military personnel...
[to]...as necessary execute paramilitary, sabotage and/or terrorist
activities against known Communist proponents. It should be
backed by the Unired States.” Citing these doctrines, Human
Rights Warch points out that “known Communist proponents”
include “government critics, trade unionists, community organizers,
opposition politicians, civic leaders, and human rights activists,” as
social protest was officially labelled “the unarmed branch of subver-
sion."™ The sole independent political party was virtually eliminat-
ed by assassination of thousands of its elected officials, candidates,
and activists. The primary victims have been peasants, particularly
those who dared to raise their heads in a regime of brutal repression
and enormous poverty in the midst of highly-praised economic suc-
cess (for domestic elites and foreign investors).

Colombia became the leading Western Hemisphere recipient of
U.S. arms and training as violence increased through the '90s. The
Clinton administration was particularly enthusiastic in its praise for
President Gaviria, whose tenure in office was responsible for
“appalling levels of violence,” according to the major human rights
organizations, even surpassing his predecessors as “violence reached
unprecedented levels.” Atrocities run the gamut. Currently U.S.
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milirary aid continues to be “used in indiscriminate bombing” and
other arrocities, and is slared to increase sharply for 1999, probably
taking first place internationally (apart from Israel and Egypt,
which belong to a separate category). The aid is provided under a
“drug war” pretext thar is dismissed by almost all scrious obscrvers.®

The example provides a current illustration of option (1): act to
escalate the atrocities, as in Kosovo—as systematically in the past
in a long series of cases that are barred from inspection by the doc-
trine of “change of course.”

The humanitatian crisis in Kosovo, of course, passed far beyond
the level of Colombia after the NATO hombing began: “the result”
that was “entirely predictable,” or at least plausibly anticipated,
according to high-level U.S. sources, Two months later, as noted,
refugee flight to neighboring countries and destruction of villages
had reached the level of Palestine 1948, in addition to hundreds of
thousands of new internal refugees and atrocities that greatly
exceed those of 1948 (which were serious enough), on a scale as yet
unknown though they are certain to be extensively investigated
and publicized, unlike others that are comparable or worse but are
attributable to the wrong source.”

The next reasonable step in evaluating the New Humanism
would be to ask how it responds to atrocities of the 1990s that are
on the scale of the anticipated results of the resort to bombing in
Kosovo, keeping to cases where the enlightened states could readily

act to mitigate or terminare such humanitarian catastrophes. That
step oo turns out to he straightforward.

In announcing the “new internationalism where the brutal
repression of whole ethnic groups will no longer be tolerated,” Tony
Blair also declared—somewhat more plausibly—that “On its 50th
birthday NATO must prevail.™ The anniversary of NATO was cel-
ebrated in Washington in April 1999, a grim commemoration in
the shadow of the ethnic cleansing that was proceeding in Kosovo,
not far from NATO's horders. The anniversary meetings were wide-
Iy reported. It required impressive discipline for participants and
commentators “not to notice” that some of the worst ethnic cleans-
ing of the "90s, well beyond what had been attributed to Milosevic
in Kosovo, was taking place within NATO itself, and within the
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]
(5]

jurisdiction of the Council of Europe and the European Court of
Human Rights, which regularly issues judgments finding NATO
member Turkey “responsible for buming villages, inhuman and
degrading treatment, and appalling failures to investigate allega-
tions of ill-treatment at the hands of the security forces.”™ Turkey
has not been formally accepted as a member of the European
Union because of its human rights record, which has disturbed
some Buropeans, unlike Washington, “which happens to support
Turkish membership.”™ Looking at that forbidden topic, we find
that after the NATO bombing, atrocities in Kosovo escalated from
the level of (Clinton-backed) atrocities in the Western Hemisphere
to a scale that might compare with that of (Clinton-backed) ethnic
cleansing within NATQ itself.

For many years, Turkish repression of Kurds has been a major
scandal,” reaching even to criminalization of use of the Kurdish
language or reference to Kurd identity. Anti-Kurdish repression was
so extreme that even the law banning the language did not men-
rion the word “Kurdish,” referring only to “the use of languages
other than Turkish.” While that law was repealed in 1989, severe
restrictions continue in effect. Kurdish radio and TV remain illegal,
Kurdish may not be raught in schools or used in advertising, parents
cannot give children Kurdish names, and so on. Violators are
severely punished in Turkish prisons, often hardly more than tor-
ture chambers. [n one notorious case, Turkish sociologist Dr. Ismail
Besikei, who had already served fifteen years in jail for defending
Kurdish rights, was arrested and imprisoned in 1991 for having pub-
lished a hook (State Terror in the Near East) exposing the govemn-
ment’s treatment of Kurds.”

Defenders of the Turkish regime point out accurately that indi-
vidual Kurds can integrate into Turkish society, on condition that
they renounce any Kurdish identity.

In 1984 the Kurdish Workers Party (PKK), led by Abhdullah
Ocalan, initiated an armed strugele. Conflict continued rhrough
the 1980s, but Turkish military actions, along with repression and
terror (closing newspapers and murdering journalists, and so on),
increased sharply in 1991-2 with the dispatch of Black Hawk heli-
copters and other advanced U.S. military equipment. In March
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1992 Ocalan announced a cease-fire after discussions with the
Turgut Ozal government, which regarded the offer as “a genuine
peace move.” The cease-fire was renewed by the PKK in April,
with the demand that Kurds “should be given our cultural freedoms
and the righr to hroadeast in Kurdish,” along with lifting of repres-
sive “emergency legislation” and abolition of the “village guard sys-
tem.” Under this standard principle of counterinsurgency doctrine,
applied in Guatemala and elsewhere, villagers are mobilized to
“defend” their communities against guerrilla forces; or else.

Shortly after, President Ozal died. He “left two legacies on the
Kurdish question itself,” Tirman observes: “a small opening for
politicians to cope more realistically with the fact of Kurdish griev-
ances, and a military strategy that relied on overwhelming force in
the Southeast and deportation of Kurds from their homelands. The
second legacy was more durable,” thanks in large measure to the
preferences of the reigning superpower, which rushed sophisticated
cquipment to the Turkish military (jet planes, missiles, land-mine
dispensers, etc.) so that it could escalate the ethnic cleansing and
terror, “Turkish officers educated in the United States employed the
methods familiar to peasants from Vietnam to Guatemala,™ where
ethnic cleansing, massacre, terror and torture and other atrocities
were carried out by U.S. clients, or in the worst cases, by ULS.
armed forces directly. The doctrines were horrowed directly from
the Nazis, then refined for application in U.S.-run counterinsur-
gency operations worldwide.”

But the instructions are to learn nothing from this history, so let
us keep to the permitted time span: the 1990s.

Savage atrocities rapidly increased through the early '90s, peak-
ing in 1994-96. One index is the flight of over a million Kurds
from the countryside to the unofficial Kurdish capital Diyarbakir
from 1990 to 1994, as the Turkish army was devastating the
Southeast regions of heavy Kurdish settlement. The forced mass
migration is reported to have swelled the population of Diyarbakir
by aver a million more in the two years that followed.” In 1994, the
Turkish State Minister for Human Rights reported:
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The terror in Tunceli is state terror. The stare has cvacuated and
burnt down villages in Tunceli. We insist an Tunceli. There are two
million hameless people in the south-east. We cannot even give
them a tent.”

The toll of internul refugees has increased substantially since, per-
haps to 2.5 or 3 million, along with unknown numbers who have
fled the country. “Mystery killings” of Kurds alone (assumed to be
death squad killings) amounted to 3200 in 1993 and 1994. These
continued along with torture, destruction of some 3500 villages
(seven times Kosovo according to Clinton's figures), bombing with
napalm, and casualties generally estimated in the tens of thousands;
Nno one wias counting.

In one particularly gruesome “ferocious campaign of village
destruction,” Turkish military forces “demolished in the autumn of
1994 some 137 villages in the province of Tunceli, fully one-third
of all the villages in this large area north of Dyarbuakir. Vast tracts of
fires in one of the last green areas of Turkey were set aflame from
[ULS.-supplied] helicopters and F-16s” (Tirman).

The killings are attributed to Kurdish terror in Turkish propa-
ganda, generally adopted in the U.S. as well. The same pracrice is
followed in Colombia, and routinely by Serbian propaganda as well.
Like vircually all propaganda, these exercises have a measure of
truch. It would be hard, probably impossible, to find a war of aggres-
sion, imperial violence, or internal repression and slaughter that is
free of arrocities by the “rerrorists” or “resistance” (depending on
the stance adopted); and equally hard to find a conflict of rhis
nature that is not rooted in the “silent violence” of socioeconomic,
cultural, and political arrangements imposed by force.

1994 marked two records in Turkey, veteran Washington Post cor-
respondent Jonathan Randal reported from the scene: it was “the
year of the worst repression in the Kurdish provinces,” and the year
when Turkey became “the biggest single importer of American mil-
itary hardware and thus the world’s largest arms purchaser. [ts arse-
nal, 80 percent American, included M-60 ranks, F-16 fighter-
bombers, Cobra gunships, and Blackhawk ‘slick’ helicopters, all of
which were eventually used against the Kurds.” U.S. firms are
involved in extensive co-production arrangements with Turkish
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milirary indusery, U.S. taxpayers have also paid tens of millions of
dollars to train Turkish forces ro fight Kurds, arms specialist
William Hartung estimates. When human rights groups exposed
Turkey’s use of U.S. jers to bomb villages, the Clinton
Admimistration found ways to evade laws requiring suspension of
arms deliveries, much as it was doing in Indonesia and elsewhere.”

“The U.S. pours sophisticated weapons into Turkey's arsenals
every year,” Human Rights Warch reported in 1995, “becoming
complicit in a scorched earth campaign that violates the funda-
mental tenets of international law.” Its reports detail atrocities of
the kind familiar from the front pages of every newspaper (concern-
ing Kosovo), and many that are qualitatively different, since Turkey
can freely use U.S. jets, helicoprers, ranks, and other advanced
weapons of destruction and massacre.” In addition to the usual
methods of rorture, assassination, and ethnic cleansing, the records
reveal such actions as throwing people from helicopters (somerimes
prisoners, sometimes abused women forced to strip naked before
being thrown to their deaths), burning civilians alive while bound
and tied with electric cables and chains, and a long and gory list of
others, Couragcous Turkish human rights activists have sought to
report abuses, and have suffered for it. Members of the Human
Rights Association “have been prosecuted, tortured, imprisoned
and sometimes killed,” and the Diyarbakir office was raided and
closed in 1997, curtailing still further the reporting of human rights
abuses. ™

“Ferocious battles” continued through 1996-97, Tirman reports.
“The war against the Kurds was very much alive” in 1997 when he
wrote, in fact intensified after retraction of “flimsy comments about
a political settlement.” In 1999 the government is reported to have
300,000 forces deployed in the region, continuing the war. But suc-
cessful state terror and cthnic cleansing have reduced the level of
necessary atrocities below that of the mid-1990s, so Turkey is no
longer the leading recipient of U.S. military aid (after the perenni-
als: Israel and Egypt), displaced by Colombia.*

Turkish aircraft (i.e., U.S. aircraft with Turkish pilots) shifted to
bombing Serbia, though correspondents report Turkish “fears that
supporting independence for Albanian Kosovars could encourage
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Kurdish separatism within its own borders,” Meanwhile Turkey is
lauded for its humanitarianism, and as already noted, benefits from
the “goodwill Turkey has built up over its actions in the Kosovo cri-
sis.” When an invasion was being planned, NATO officials
expressed hope that Turkey might send ground troops o Kosovo,
where they could put their current experience to good use. ™

Turkish assistance was also important in Bosnia, Randal reports,
when Washington decided thar Turkey “could be decked out as a
friendly, pro-Western, moderate Muslim NATO partner” to take
over training missions that the Clinton Administration regarded as
“nolitically risky” because they would require keeping U.S. troops
in Bosnia long after the Dayton accords. “In public no one men-
tioned the ironies of Turkey, a state involved in crushing the identi-
ty of its Kurdish minority, helping Bosnia’s beleaguered Muslims to
survive against proponents of ‘greater’ Croatia and Serbia.”

Washington claims to be unable to investigate atrocities in
Southeast Turkey because of Turkish bans on travel to the region.
“The U.S. government’s professed inability to seriously evaluate the
actions of a major NATQO ally does not appear credible, given the
immense investigative resources at its disposal,” Human Rights
Watch comments, with some understatement. Furthermore,
“throughout Turkey's wide-ranging scorched earth campaign, U.S.
traops, aircraft and intelligence personnel have remained at their
posts throughout Turkey, mingling with Turkish counterinsurgency
troops and aircrews in southeastern bases such as Incirlik and
Dyarhakir’—hases from which the U.S. launches regular actacks
against Iraq, while Turkey invades Northern Irag at will to punish
Kurds, following the practices of its close Israeli ally, which now
uses bases in Fastern Turkey for training flights for its advanced
(U.S.) aircraft and for upgrading Turkish military facilities. Nuclear
weapons are also deployed at these major U.S. bases, and Israel has
at least the capability to do the same. While U.S. jets based at
Incirlik patrol Northern Irag and bomb ait-defense systems alleged-
ly in order to protect Iragi Kurds, “in regular sorties north of the
Iraqi horder, Turkey simultaneously uses U.S.-exported jets and
attack helicopters—and U.S.-supplied intelligence—to target the
same Kurdish population in Iraq."
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The State Department Human Rights Reports have been sub-
jected to some criticism by human rights eroups for downplaying
the atrocities in Turkey, just as they have been from their first
appearance, with particular bitterness in the 1980s, for their apolo-
gerics for state terror in client regimes. In its critique of the report
for 1994, when atrocities were peaking in Turkey with increasing
LS. assistance, the Lawyers Committee observed that the report

gives only a skerchy picture of the most egregious collective viola-
tionn of human rights in Turkey during 1994, namely the Turkish
Army’s stepped-up campaign of destruction of Kurdish villages,
accompanied by the burning of forests and the forced displacement
of populations in the sourheastern region of the country. Vast
stretches of previously inhabited land have been turned into
scorched earth and large numbers of people—over two million by
many estimares—have been forced from their homes and obliged to
seek refuge in the cities. The report cither ignores these violations or
speaks of them in euphemistic language that echoes that used in the
afficial pronouncements of the Turkish Governmenr.™

Perhaps one should expect nothing more of official agencies. And
perhaps it is naive to expect the general intellectual culture, the
elite media in particular, to recognize the moral truisms mentioned
earlier. But there is no reason for the public to conform to those
demands, and it is the obligation of anyone who takes moral tru-
isms seriously to act to terminate the terrible crimes in which we
are engaged—withour awareness, thanks to the major information
systems.

NATO has “done nothing to set up oversight mechanisms to
restrain Turkey’s armed forces,” which are often integrated into the
NATO command structure, Human Rights Watch continues.
While most other arms suppliers have at least made mild gestures of
protest (temporary arms bans, etc.), Washington is following “our
values” as understood by the political leadership, which remains
silent or supportive.

As in other cases, charges of a “double standard” are quite
wrong: “our values” are implemenred with no slight consistency,

Turkey has been highly appreciative of the U.S. stand, Tirman
reports. “We have nothing to complain about with the Clinton
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Administration,” one high official commented: “In northern Irag,
on NATQO, Bosnia, economics and trade—it’s all been very good
and helpful. [Assistant Secretary of State Richard] Holbrooke and
[Ambassador Marc] Grossman are excellent.” A diplomart in the
.S, Embassy praised U.S. military aid to Turkey as “incentives”
that help them become “a country that supports our kind of val-
wes,” rather like Suharto in Indonesia—"our kind of guy,” the
Clinton Administration explained, before he made his first mis-
takes (losing control, and unwillingness to impose harsh IMF con-
ditions on the general population). “It’s not fair for us to urge
Turkey to not only be a demoeratic country but to recognize human

rights and then not to help the government of Turkey deal with ter-
rorism right within its own borders,” Vice President Al Gore added,
justifying the huge flow of arms for internal repression and ethnic
cleansing.”

Tirman notes that Turkey’s war against the Kurds “raged on
unknown to most Americans,” who were paying for it. Others have
also ohserved that “the brutal scorched earth campaign..., detor-
estation and village burnings have been accomplished with little
press attention, a minimum of public debate, and no censure from
the United Nations” (McKiernan). Standard practice, of obvious
utility.

Turkey’s treatment of its Kurdish population has not passed com-
pletely without notice, though the unpleasant facts have not been
permitted to sully the admiration for the New Humanism. The
issue arose in connection with the trial (if the word can be used) of
QOcalan after he was kidnapped by Turkish forces in Kenya, surely
with U.S. complicity.® New York Times correspondent Stephen
Kinzer wrote that most of Turkey’s 10 million Kurds have “roots in
the southeastern provinces that have been shaken by violence for
the last fifteen years. Some say they have been oppressed under
Turkish rule, but the Government insists that they are granted the
same rights as orher citizens.” “There have long been complaints
from Kurds, a distiner ethnic group in Turkey and neighboring
countrics, about official suppression of their language and culture.
The Kurdish guerrillas have heen at war with the Turkish govern-
ment for fifteen years, a struggle that according to various estimates
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has taken more than 30,000 lives and cost Ankara $100 billion.”
Kinzer’s reports on Ocalan’s capture a few months earlier, which
included murginal references to some of the facts, focused on his
rise as “one of the greatest modern tragedies for the hapless Kurds,”
apparently comparable to the “white genocide” of the Clinton years
or the gassing of Kurds by Saddam Hussein.™

These reports are not literally incorrect. Nor would it be literally
incorrect if the reporting on Kosovo satisfied itself with the obser-
vation that most of Serbia’s Albanian minority have “roots in
Kosovo, which has been shaken by violence for the last eight years.
Some say they have been oppressed under Serbian rule, but the
Government insists that they are granted the same rights as other
citizens. There have long been complaints from Albanians, a dis-
rinct ethnic group in the FRY and some neighboring countries,
about official suppression of their language and culture. The
Albanian guerrillas have been at war with the government of
Serbia for eight years, a struggle that according to various estimates
has raken more than X lives and cost Belgrade Y dollars” (fill in X
and Y, depending on date chosen). True as far as it goes, but not
quite the whole story. The comparison, however, is not exact. Uu.s.-
backed repression and atrocities have been far more severe over a
long period, and their escalation to the gruesome heights of the
mid-1990s was not attributable in any way to bombardment and
threat of imminent invasion by the world's leading military power.

As noted earlier, along with reports on the Kosovo Peace
Accord, the Times noted that “Turkey’s best-known human rights
advocate [Akin Birdal] entered prison” to serve his sentence for
having “urged the state to reach a peaceful settlement with Kurdish
rehels”—as proposed by the PKK seven years catlier, an offer reject-
ed by Ankara and Washington in favor of ethnic cleansing, state
terror, und torture on a grand scale. Below the threshold was the
fact that as Birdal began to serve his sentence, the Turkish parlia-
ment “overwhelmingly approved a new government that has
pledged to crush Kurdish guerrillas fighting for a homeland in
southeastern Turkey.” The new government promised to “wipe out
the Kurdish rebels and has ruled out negotiations with Kurdish
ouerrilla leader Abdullah Ocalan, despite his repeated peace over-
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tures” during his trial—in fact, since 1992. The new government
thus failed to fulfill the “hopes of friends of Turkey” expressed by
the national press. The day before the new government was
approved, prosecutors had asked the Court “to sentence Qcalan to
death for leading the Kurdistan Workers Party in its fifteen-year
war for autonomy in southeast Turkey,” an act that would very like-
ly undercut what hopes remain for peaceful settlement and set the
stage for further tragedy.#

Journals of opinion have also largely avoided the matter, particu-
larly during the period of outrage over the Serbian demon whose
actions are “wholly comparable with Hitler’s and Stalin’s forced
deportations of entire ethnic groups” (Timothy Garton Ash in the
New York Review, one of many such comparisons).” Like other
commentators who try to be serious, Garton Ash recognizes that
Serbia’s reenactment of the days of Hitler and Stalin “escalared dra-
matically as soon as the air campaien began.” Could that have been
anticipated? Reflecting on the question, he concludes that the con-
sequences might have been obvious to “politicians from former
Yugoslavia” and other uncivilized places, but it “was nor obvious to
us who live in a more normal world.” Our “more normal world” still
does not comprehend that evil roams the earth, though since
March 1999 we have “learned or been reminded of some deeply
sobering lessons [about] the human capacity for evil,” and even
“about the United States,” which radically violated the values it
upholds by keeping to a “no-loss war” in Kosovo.

Borrowing Orwell's apt phrase, it “wouldn’t do to mention” that
the “normal world” not only cheerfully rolerates huge atrocities, but
actively initiates and conducts them, lends them decisive support,
and applauds them, sometimes euphorically,” from Southeast and
Western Asia to Central America to Turkey and beyond, nort to
speak of an earlier history. Such annoyances do not rarnish the
image of the normal world with its “saintly elow,” thoush even in
this “noble phase” we must recognize our flaws: insisting on a “no-
loss war” in Kosovo, the one crime that penetrates the veil of
intentional ignorance.
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One has to admire the achievement. We return to other con-
remporary samples of the genre, which of course has a long and ¢di-
fying history, not only in Anglo-American culture.

The New York Review was, however, unusual—perhaps unique
in intertupting the flood of heartfelt denunciations of Serbia’s emu-
lation of Hitler and Stalin with an article entitled “Justice and the
Kurds,” reviewing a book praised as “the most serious and convine-
ing study of Turkey’s Kurdish question to date.”” Whatever the
merits of the study reviewed, the accolade cannot be correct, if only
because the study pointedly and explicitly avoids the topic of
“Tustice and the Kurds.” As stressed in its opening sentences, the
study is devoted to an entirely different topic: policy issues that face
“Turkish policymakers and Turkish society, as well as Turkey’s
friends and allies.” It is “a policy study” concerned with “the future
stability and well-being of Turkey as a key American ally” and the
government’s “ahility to deal satisfactorily with the debilitating
Turkish problem.” The authors begin by emphasizing that their
study will not deal with “human rights in Turkey,” which they men-
tion only in scattered phrases. The Human Rights Watch reports
are cited in a comment in a footnote, observing that we cannat say
that “the army is blameless when it comes to human rights abuses.”
Government policies in the Southeast receive a few sentences of
mostly tactical criticism. The review itself touches on Turkey’s poli-

cies towards the Kurds in a “praising with faint damns” style that is
in stark contrast ro the stream of indignation about today's official
encmy.

Throughout the print literature, and I presume on radio and TV
as well, the imbalance of coverage and concern is remarkable, even
if we put aside the moral truisms that would dictate the opposite
rilt. As has been documented to the level of boredom, the pattern
is consistent, to a depree that is truly impressive in frec societies
where the penalties for adhering to moral truisms are slight.

The U.S.-Turkey example again illustrates option (I): act to
escalate the atrociries—in this case on a massive scale, and with
full confidence that no troubling questions will be raised as the
enlightened stares proceed to escalate atrocities in the Balkans
from Colombia-level to perhaps even NATO-level. Though the
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atrocities fall well within the designated time-frame, and indeed
continue right now, they do not bear on the principles of the
New Humanism, which hold that *when ethnic conflict turns
into ethnic cleansing where we can make a difference, we must
ery.” That is “clearly the case in Kosovo,” so Clinton announced
as he ordered the bombing, but it is clearly not the case within
NATO itself, where even more brutal ethnic cleansing must be
expedited.

U.S. /UK. contempt for Kurdish rights has a long and distin-
guished history, including in recent years the notorious sell-out of
the Kurds to Iragi terror in 1975 (eliciting Kissinger’s observation
that “covert action should not be confused with missionary work”)
and again in 1988, when the U.S/U K. reacted to Saddam’s gassing
of Kurds by increasing their military and other support for their
friend and ally; U.S. food supplies were particularly vital, not only
as a taxpayer gift to ULS, agribusiness but also hecause Saddam's ter-
ror operations had destroved much of Irag’s food production.*

In Britains case, the record goes back far beyvond. One enlight-
ening moment was after World War | when Britain was no longer
able to control its empire by ground forces and turned to the new
weapons of air power and poison gas, the latter a particular favorite
of Winston Churchill for use against “uncivilised tribes” and “recal-
citrant Arahs” (Kurds and Afghans). It was presumably these disor-
derly elements that the eminent statesman Lloyd George had in
mind when he applauded Brirain's success in blocking an interna-
tional treaty that sought to ban bombardment of civilians, having
“insisted on reserving the right to bomb niggers.”

Though these are understood to be among the facts “it wouldn't
do to mention,” one cannot be too careful; there always is the ran-
dom deviant. Accordingly, William Waldegrave, who was in charge
of Prime Minister John Major's “open government” initiative,
ordered the removal from the Public Record Office of “files derail-
ing how PBritish troops had used poison gas against Iragi dissidents
(including Kurds) in 1919.” This “childish sanitizing of historical
embarrassments” followed the model of the statist reactionaries of
the Reagan Administration, whose dedication to protecting state
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power from public serutiny reached such extremes that the State
Depurtment historians resigned in public protest.”

Let us turn to one last illustration of the New Humanism in
practice, still keeping within the designated time frame (the
1990s), a case that happens to have direct implications for the
Balkans as well.

Every year thousands of pcople—mostly children, the test mostly
poor farmers—are killed in the Plain of Jars in Northern Laos, the
scene of the heaviest bombing of civilian targets in history it
appears, and arguably the most cruel: Washington's furious assault
on a poor peasant society had little to do with its wars in the
region. The worst period was from 1968, when Washington was
compelled to agree to a negoriated settlement (under popular and

husiness pressure) and therefore to call a halt to the regular bom-
bardment of North Vietnam, which had turned much of it into a
wasteland. With those targets lost, the planes were shifted to bom-
bardment of Laos and Cambodia, with consequences that should be
well known.

The current deaths are from “bombies,” tiny anti-personnel
weapons, far worse than land-mines: they are designed specitically
to kill and maim, not o damage trucks or buildings. “Bombies” are
the live munitions that are packed together in cluster hombs, less
than the size of a clenched fist.* The Plain was saturated with hun-
dreds of millions of these criminal devices, which have a failure-to-
explode rate of 20%-30% according to the manufacturer,
Haoneywell (now a spin-off, Alliant Techsystems). The numbers
suggest either remarkably poor quality control or a rational policy
of murdering civilians by delayed action. These constituted only a
fraction of the technology deployed, including advanced missiles to
penetrate caves where families sought shelter, killing hundreds with
a single missile. Current annual casualties from “bombies” are esti-
mated from hundreds a vear to “an annual nationwide casualty rate
of 20,000,” more than half of them deaths, according to the veteran
Asia correspondent Barry Wain of the Wall Swreet Journal—in its
Asia edition.”

A conservative estimate, then, is that the crisis each year is
comparable to the toll in Kosovo in the year betore the NATO
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bombing, though as in Colombia this is an annual toll, and deaths
are far more highly concentrated among children—over half,
according to studies reported by the Mennonite Central
Committee, which has been working in Northern Laos since 1977
to alleviate the continuing atrociries.

There have been efforts to publicize and deal with the humani-
tarian catastrophe. The British-based Mine Advisory Group
(MAG) has been trying to remove the lethal objects, but the U.S.
is “conspicuously missing from the handful of Western organisa-
tions that have followed MAG,” the British press reports, though it
has finally agreed to train some Laotian civilians. The British press
also reports, with some annoyance, the allegation of MAG special-
ists thar the U.S. refuses to provide them with “render harmless
procedures” that would make their work “a lot quicker and a lot
safer.” These remain a state secret, as does the whole affair in the
United States. The Bangkok press reports a similar situation in
Cambodia, particularly the Eastern region where U.S, bombard-
ment from early 1969 was most intense.”

A rare mention in the U.S. press, headlined “US Clears Laos of
the Unexploded,” reports with pride thar “crew-cur American offi-
cers are training Laotians as part of an international program to
clear hundreds, if not thousands, of unexploded ordnance that pose
a threat to Laotian farmers.” Even apart from a few omissions, reali-
ty is a little different: MAG found 700 “bombies” in a third of a
hectare in one schoolyard, and as noted, children are the main vie-
tims. The same national daily does have a front-page report head-
lined “One Man's Crusade to Destroy Mines,” honoring a Japanese
entrepreneur whose company is designing technology to clear land
mines used by the Russian invaders of Afshanistan.”

In the case of Laos, as in East Timor, Washington's cutrent
choice of options is (I1): do nothing. The failure is arguably even
more evil than in the case of East Timor, given the nature of the
U.S. role. And the reaction of the media and commentators is to
keep silent, following the norms under which the war against Laos
was designated a “secret war"—meaning well-known, but sup-
pressed, as was the bombing of Cambodia from March 1969. The
level of self-censorship was extraordinary then, as is the current
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phase. The events, and the reactions then and until today, tell us a
good deal abour the New Humanism, and about the “normal world”
in which we comfortably find our home.

By April 1999, U.S. correspondents on the scene reported that
NATO was using cluster bombs in Kosovo, turning “parts of the
province into a no man's land,” “littered” with unexploded
bomblets; as noted, they were also used to kill Serb soldiers en
masse when they were drawn into the open by cross-border artacks.
As in Laos and elsewhere, these weapons are causing “horrific
wounds,” with hundreds treated in Pristina’s hospital alone, about
half civilians, including Albanian children killed and wounded,
mostly victims of time-activated cluster bombs designed to kill and
maim without warning.” Noting credible reports that cluster bombs
are heing used, the U.K. Campaign for a Transparent &
Accountable Arms Trade initiated a campaign charging Tony Blair,
Robin Cook, and Defense Minister George Robertson with “crimi-
nal negligence” for deployment and usc of these terror weapons,
and with explicit violation of the Ottawa “Convention on the pro-
hibition of the use, stockpiling, production and transfer of anti-per-
sontiel mines and on their destruction,” as well as of British legisla-
tion that brings British law into compliance with the international
convention. The .S, cannot be charged because it refused to sign
the Orrawa Convention, its normal stance with regard to human
rights conventions and international law generally.™

The Kosovo Peace Accords require that Serb forces clear mine-
fields; apart from limited border patrol, they are permitted to enter
Kosovo only for that purpose. It is entirely appropriate that they be
required to remove the mines they laid in preparation for a NATO
invasion, which doubtless create serious hazards for civilians. “Serb
forces were responsible for mine laying, so they will be responsible
for mine removal,” NATO military spokesman Colonel Conrad
Freytag righteously declared.*

As for the idea that the U.S, might have some responsibility to
clear the murderous debris of its vastly more scandalous crimes,
even to provide information that would allow others to do so with-
out being subject to the fate of the thousands who are killed every
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year right now—evidently that is too outlandish to consider, to
judge by the (null) reaction.

President Clinton explained to the nation that “there are times
when looking away simply is not an option™; “we can’t respond to
every tragedy in every corner of the world,” but that doesn't mean
that “we should do nothing for no one.™

Clinton's point has merit. Even the most angelic person could
not attend to every problem in the world, and even a saintly state
(were such an entity as a “moral state” imaginable) would have w
pick and choose. But the President, and numerous commentators
who repeat the point, fail to add that the “rimes” are well-defined.
The principle applies to “humanitarian crises” in the technical
sense: when the interests of the powerful are endangered.
Accordingly, the examples reviewed do not qualify as “humanitari-
an crises,” so “looking away” and “not responding” are definitely
options, if not obligatory. On similar grounds, Clinton’s policies on
Africa are legitimate: the policies, as understood by Western diplo-
mats, of “leaving Africa to solve its own crises.” For example, in the
Republic of Congo, scene of a major war and huge atrocities. Here
Clinton refused a UN. request for a trivial sum for a barralion of
peacekeepers; according to the U.NLs senior Africa envoy, the
respected diplomar Mohamed Sahnoun, the refusal “torpedoed” the
LULN. proposal. In the case of Sierra Leone, “Washington drageed
out discussions on a British propesal to deploy peacekeepers” in
1997, paving the way for another major disaster, but also of the
kind for which “looking away” is the preferred option. In other
cases too, “the United States has acrively thwarted efforts by the
United Nations to take on peacekeeping operations that might
have prevented some of Africa’s wars, according to European and
UN diplomats,” correspondent Colum Lynch reported as the plans
to homb Serbia were reaching their final stages ™

The common refrain that “we can't respond to every tragedy in
every corner of the world” is a cowardly evasion. The same holds
for the routine reaction to the occasional impolite mention that
Milosevic’s crimes in Kosovo are not the only ones in the contem-
porary world: even if we are “ignoring comparable brutalities in
Africa and Asia,” nonetheless we are for once doing the right thing
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by using force in response “to the plight of the Kosovars,” and
should be applauded for that.™ Putting aside the fact that the plight
was admitredly the result of the response in overwhelming measure,
it is not at all rrue that the enlightened states are simply “ignoring
comparable brutalities”: rather, they commonly intervene to esca-
late them, or to initiate and conduct them, dramatically so within
the time frame we are permitted to inspect (the 1990s), and right
within NATQ, to select only the current example that requires the
most effort to ignore.

I will skip other examples of options (1) and (11), which abound,
and also contemporary atrocities of a different scale, such as the
slaughter of Iragi civilians by means of a vicious form of biological
warfare—exactly what it means to destroy water and sewage sys-
tems and electrical and other infrastructure, and to prevent repair
or even supply of medicines. The New Humanists have not ignored
the moral issues that arise. It was “a very hard choice,” Madeleine
Albright commented on national TV in 1996 when asked for her
reaction o the killing of half a million Iraqi children in five years,
“hut the price—we think the price is worth it.” And three years
fater, the moral calculus is unchanged while the toll of civilians
mounts, and we dedicate ourselves once again with renewed pas-
sion to “the notion, defended by Secrerary of State Madeleine K.
Albright, that the defense of human rights is a form of mission.

Current estimates remain about 4000 children killed a month.
The embargo—primarily a U.S.fU.K. affair—has strengthened
Saddam Hussein while devastating the civilian society. According
to the respected U.N. diplomar Denis Halliday, who probably
knows Irag better than any Westerner and publicly resigned as

iy

humanitarian coordinator in Baghdad in protest over policies that
he saw as “genocidal,” there are costs beyond the cnormous toll of
death, disease, and social disintegration: “Iraq’s yvounger generation
of professionals, the political leadership of the future—Dbitter, angry,
isolated, and dangerously alienated from the world—is maturing in
an environment not dissimilar to that found in Germany under the
conditions set by the Versailles Treary,” and many of them “find the
present leadership and its continuing dialogue and compromise
with the UN to be unacceptable, to be too ‘moderate’.” He warns of
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a “longer-term social and political impact of sanctions together
with today’s death and despair.™

Two hawkish military analysts observe that “economic sanctions
may well have been a necessary [sic] cause of the deaths of more
people in Iraq than have heen slain by all so-called weapons of mass
destruction throughout history.” Reporting from Baghdad, David
Shorrock reviews the effects of “the monstrous social experiment
on the people of Irag” that the West is conducting, suggesting that
it is a likely model for Serbia, not implausibly.”

Departing from “intentional ignorance,” we may recall that this
is the standard operating procedure of the enlightened states when
someone steps out of line as Saddam Hussein did in August 1990,
shifting quickly from favored friend to demon when he commirtted
crimes that were bad enough, but neither novel (the primary fear of
the Bush Administration was that unless negotiations were blocked
he would duplicate what the U.S. had just accomplished in
Panama), nor very grave by his grucsome standards, which posed no
serious problem for the enlightened states. Or Nicaragua, no prob-
lem while Somoza’s U.S.-supplied and -trained army was killing
tens of thousands of people twenty vears ago, but reduced to the
second poorest country in the hemisphere (after Haiti) for the
crime of disobedience shortly after. Or Cuba, subjected to forty
years of terror and unprecedented economic warfare, with sanctions
that bar even food and (effectively) medicine, not because of
Castro’s crimes, but, so we learn from the Kennedy intellectuals,
out of concern over “the spread of the Castro idea of taking matters
into one’s own hands,” a serious problem because throughout Latin
America “the distribution of land and other forms of national
wealth greatly favors the propertied classes, [and] the poor and
underprivileged, stimulated by the example of the Cuban revolu-
tion, are now demanding opportunities for a decent living.”

These and many other examples might be kept in mind when we
read admiring accounts of how the “moral compass” of the Clinton
Administration is at last funcrioning properly—in Kosovo.®

It might be argued that this sample is unfair, omitting the cases
put forth as the prize examples of the New Humanism: Somalia and
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Haiti. The challenge has some merit, but also a defect: the merest
look at these cases makes the story only more sordid.

Uncontroversially, Washington playved a major role in creating
the tragedy of the early '90s in Somalia, then stood aside until the
fighting had declined and relief was beginning to flow freely. That
its December 1992 intervention was a public relations stunt was
recognized even in the usually supportive media, which ridiculed
“the invasion’s made-for-Hollywood quality,” describing it as a
“showcase” for the military budget, “a public relations bonanza at
just the right time.” It was a “paid political advertisement” on
behalf of plans for an intervention force, Joint Chiefs Chair Colin
Powell commented. But things soon went sour, in large part
hecause of U.S. military doctrine, which calls for massive force it
LS. soldiers come under any threat.®

In Qctober 1993, “criminal incompetence by the US military
led to the slaughter of more than 1,000 Somalis by American fire-
power,” the press later reported. The official estimate was 6-10,000
Somali casualties in the summer of 1993 alone, two-thirds women
and children. Estimates are highly uncertain. “Somali casualties
have been largely overlooked by reporters,” the occasional refer-
ence noted.*

The last U.S. Marines left Somalia behind a hail of gunfire—a
ratio of about 100 to one, Los Angeles Times correspondent John
Balzar reported. The U.S. command did not count Somali casual-
ties, Balzar reports, surely not those killed because they “just
appeared to he threatening.” Marine L. Gen. Anthony Zinni, who
commanded the operation, informed the press that “I'm not count-
ing bodies...I'm not interested.” “CIA officials privately concede
that the U.S. military may have killed from 7,000 to 10,000
Somalis” while losing thiry-four soldiers, the editor of Foreign
Policy, Charles William Maynes, noted in passing. After Zinni led
the December 1998 bombing of Irag, a New York Times profile took
note of his immersion in foreign culeures and history, which made
him “sensitive to Arab values.”™

The number of lives saved by the “humanitarian intervention” is
estimated by the U.S. Refugee Policy Group at 10-25,000; even the
lower figure may be an overestimate, Alex de Waal of African
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Rights observes, since maost of the deaths were caused by malaria and
there were no anti-malaria programs; de Waal is a leading specialist
on famine, aid, and this region specifically. Specific war crimes of
U.S. forces included direct military attacks on a hospital and on
civilian gatherings. Other Western armies were implicated in serious
crimes as well. Some of these were revealed at an official Canadian
inquiry, not duplicated by the U.S. or other governments.”

The usual picture is as portrayed by the Washington Post, opening
the new year: U.S. troops were “leading the way” in a UN. opera-
tion, but “the thousands of Somali lives saved were overshadowed
by the deaths of eighteen ULS. soldiers,” a disaster that led to “U.N.
withdrawal.” The thousands of Somali lives lost have rarely
appeared on the radar screen, and are unmentioned.”

In Haiti, the first free election took place in December 1989 in a
ruined country that the U.S. had dominated since Woodrow
Wilson'’s murderous invasion.” To general surprise, the winning
candidate, with a two-thirds majority, was the populist priest Jean-
Berrrand Avistide, hacked by a vigorous grass-roots movement that
had escaped notice. Appalled by the defeat of its own candidate,
who received 14% of the vote, Washington moved at once to
undermine Haiti's first democratic government. When it was over-
thrown seven months larer by a murderous military regime,
Washington maintained close inrelligence and military tics with
the new rulers while undermining the embargo called by the
Qrganization of American States, even authorizing illegal ship-
ments of oil to the regime and its wealthy supporters.

After three years of terror, the U.S. intervened to “restore
democracy,” but on condition that the Aristide governmenrt adopt
the U.S. program that had been decisively rejected in the sole free
election. Washington imposed an extremely harsh version of these
neoliberal policies. One consequence was destruction of tice pro-
duction, the food staple in which Haiti had been self-sufficient.
Under the U.S.-imposed reforms, Haitian farmers were denied tariff
protection and were therefore free to compete with U.S. agribusi-
ness, which receives 40% of its profits from government subsidies,
sharply increased under Reagan. Recognizing what was in store, a
1995 USAID report observed thar the “export-driven trade and
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investment policy” that Washingron mandates will “relentlessly
squeeze the domestic rice farmer,” who will be forced to tum to
agroexport in accord with the principles of rational expectations
theory, and with incidental benefit to U.S. agribusiness and
investors. More recently, one of the few hopeful enterprises in the
stricken country, production of chicken parts, was destroyed in the
same fashion. U.S. producers have a large surplus of dark meat that
is “flooding Hairi,” compelled to reduce tariff protecrion to near-
zero by the U.S.-mandated neoliberal program, unlike Canada and
Mexico, which impose tariffs of over 200% to bar U.S. dumping.*
In principle Haiti could resort to anti-dumping measures, closing
its markets to U.S. exporters in retaliation, following Washington'’s
regular practice to protect domestic producers. The double-edged
market theory that has reigned for hundreds of years—market disci-
pline for you, but the nanny state for me—is revealed in stark ugli-
ness when practiced by the world's richest country to destroy a bru-
talized corner of the world that may well become uninhabitable

before too long.

U.S. troops seized 160,000 pages of documents of the coup
regime and its paramilitary forces, still kept from Haiti’s govern-
ment apart from redacted versions with names of U.S. citizens
removed—""to avoid embarrassing revelations” about U.S. govern-
ment involvement with the rerrorist regime and efforts to under-
mine programs undertaken during the brief democratic interlude,
according to Human Rights Watch and analysts c