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Rules for B

. .»andv'\vhen to bre‘a‘k th_em |
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B ISMARCK is supposed to have said -
that asking him to take pohncal

i c1p1es into accountwher
reign policy was like suggesting that
Wirough a dense forest with a
twelve -foot pde between his teeth. Well,
he would say that, wouldn t he? Still, even

if we discount for thé
century practitioner of realpohtlk ‘his
observation cannot be dismissed. For

\Y‘hen U.S. policy-makers turn to such |-
p

aces as' Afghanistan and the Balkans,

they brmgsfwi&t them a set of principles
that ofte#r inake them stumble.

- Here are three su¢htules: You should

not change borders; you'should not pro- |
pose a peaceful transfer.of populations;. |-
and your selution=-&specially if it re- |

quires force-4nust have the approval of
the UN. Now, these are all useful ideas,
provided that they are seen as caution-
ary—and optionad—restraints. Changing
borders is reasonably seen as dangerous
because it might be. a precedent encour-
agifig expansionist states to seek the
forcible, breakup of vulnerable nations.
Peaceful transfers of populatlons are dis-
liked lest they encourage violent “ethnic

cleansing.” And UN. sanction is re- _
duired because dlplomats generally

want to place as many obstacles as possi-

ble in the way of force as a solution to

disputes.
All of these are reasonable aims. But

there may well be circumstancesin which

other solutions are preferable. Forexam-:
ple, allowing Slovenia and Croatia to
secede from Yugoslavia involved much
less violence than would have resulted

from an extended attempt to qompel‘ )

them to stay in the federation. The U.S.
position—that we had no dog in-that
fight—effectively gave Milosevic permis-

sion to prevent their departure by force.

e Oslovakla broke ™ apart peaceﬁﬂl ‘and
: have sitice deveIoped qmte effecﬂv ei? B

_common state. And thelr recent hlStOI'Y

. between nations forcibly constrained
to stay in’ Yugoslavia. Yét desplte these
KCymcmm ofa 19th- |
| mains a bugbeat to respectable cﬁpk‘imat— '

' ;tlon Hostility to this is so fixed an ele-

nic cleansing. But very few refugees have 1.
in fact returned to the homes they left—

~ were offered more or less permanent pro-

"'upon the violent expulsion of ethnic

‘| - though that it was, it created stable post-

He soon abandoned that effort, but the
- US. policy+largely dictated by a “dishike
of changmg borders—was a grave error;
. by.re-liberating the genie of political vio-
- lence, it helped cause the Balkan wars of 1
the 1990s. :

Compare and contrast the velvet

d1 oxce sof - Slovakna and the Czech-;-‘:"f’

compares very favorably with the wars

experierices, redrawing boundaries re-

ic oplmon

‘pied :

‘war box‘ders that have nnnimmed sonﬂlct

. ever since. “And the decision of: ‘succes-
sive West German governments not to

" seek to-reverse these expalsions, diking

instead for reasonable compensatigh fot
their victims, has rightly been seeHl as 4
very considerable act of statesmanship.

And then there is the use of force with-
sanction: Suppose thata power-
China, mvsades Freedonia.

' Councﬂ resolunon o cméemn and fesist

&xe'mvaﬁeﬂ;f hmavetoes it. Ifthe UsS.

e g irce
ut%lf that is 'a bad' thmg. then the
rules that helped bring it about are either
foolish, or wicked, or (as I think) a rea-
sonable guide in genetal but not invari-
ably valid or hmdlng The US. should be
very wary of attempts by 1tsT?€rropean
allies to obtain American consent to ‘this
UN preeminence, whets #¢ not
éﬁ Hetf’;ﬁegmsm, these

The error committed-lay 2 < qf M*ﬁi%ﬁ&ﬁfmﬂo}ﬁc ‘powet.

the diplomats is fo confuse:
stability with MMQ
support of lhe status quo,

Let us now loﬁkat tra;nsferrmg popula-

ment in. mtemanonal affaus that when
the Davj:on Accords were negotiated,
one element in them was the return of
Bosnian refugees forcibly ejected by eth-

and for good reason: They would be
returning to live next door to the very
people who drove them out. That would
be prudent, indeed possible, orﬂv if they -

tection by NATO. It is hard not to feel
that a better solution would have been to
compensate them for their loss of propet-
ty and assist them-to settle amid their
new (and ethnically similar) neighbors.
‘What makes this unbending hostility
to population transfers so hard to fathom
is that the postwar order in Europe rests

Germans from eastern Europe. Unjust

" tions that reflect the wishes of t

> Most'of the above tules aré dictatéd by

“:an understandable desire:to promote
7| . stability in initetrational affairs. That hak

led some conservatives to mistakenly

“denounee : “stability” as.such.- Anyone

who seriously:thinks stability a bad thing
should be given a one-way ticket to
Colombia. The :actual error committed
by the diplomats is to confuse stability
with unbending support of the status
status quo is unavoidably-

re 'olence as.a..

¥ ¥ that can be

led by the facts on

populations. And if those solutions in-
clude border changes or transfers of pop-
ulation, so be it.

Another concept has recently entered

the diplomatic. rulebook: the principle of
,multl—ethm‘:lty Baldly stated, this is the

assertion that the only really legitimate
state is one combining several ethnic
groups. This proposition is the precise
opposite of the principle of natiogal self-
determination that Woodrow Wilson
asserted in 1918 as the only legitimate
basis for statehood. In those days, the

28

- NAT1ONAL REVIEW/DECEMBER 3, 2001

¥




Habsburg Empire was a model of what to
avoid; today it is a model to emulate.
Anyone who visits the Balkans today
in the company of U.N. officials soon
becomes accustomed to hearing “the
principle of multi-ethnicity” trip off their
tongues. Nor is this mere theory: In the
Dayton negotiations, great emphasis was
placed on ensuring that Bosnia remained
a multi-ethnic state; and in the Kosovo
war, the demand of the Kosovar Al-
banians to form their own ethnic state
was rejected—in part because it was seen
as conflicting with the principle of multi-
ethnicity.

One should, of course, distinguish the
principle of multi-ethnicity from the fact
of multi-ethnicity. No one needs to assert
the principle when the fact flourishes—
as it does, for instance, in New York City.
The principle becomes important only
when the fact is visibly and vitally lack-
ing, as in Bosnia or Kosovo. A man can be
murdered for speaking the wrong lan-
guage in a Pristina street; but the U.N.
authorities labor to ensure that the judi-
ciary contains the percentages of Serb
and Albanian appropriate to a multi-
ethnic society. An ideological orthodoxy
is being pursued, at the expense of com-
monsense solutions to pressing problems.

A faint echo of these concerns can be
seen in the State Department’s current
concern that Kabul and Kandahar
should not fall to the U.S.-led alliance
until a government of all tribal factions
has been put together. There is nothing
unreasonable in seeking to reconcile the
largest ethnic group in Afghanistan, the
Pashtuns, to a new order by including
thém in the government; but it is unrea-
sonable to insist that real military victo-
ries should be given up until the perfect
diplomatic solution has been achieved.
Nothing in life or war is certain; those
victories may not be permanently avail-
able; and forswearing them may finally
be self-defeating. After all, the Pashtuns
are already the largest faction in the
Taliban government. Common sense
suggests it would be easier to recruit
them for betrayal when their tribal
colleagues have been defeated; victory
drums up its own recruits. Only the
amour-propre of diplomats will be hurt by
a military victory; and that is presumably
an occupational hazard, like housemaid’s
knee, which need wring no tears from
the rest of us. NR
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