speakers maintained, that if there had been
intervention in 1991, as many as 100,000 lives would
have been saved.

Yet there were two arguments against
military intervention. The first one was the view of
the conflict resolution specialists who assert that any
solution imposed by force can never be a true
resolution of the conflict, and that any unresolved
conflict will reappear in a different, but equally
pemicious, manifestation. I have already discussed
this argument above.

The second argument was advanced ina :
private conversation by a man who blamed the Serbs :
for the preponderance of the war crimes, but who
nevertheless would not have sent troops to protect
their victims. He claimed that the world should not
have permitted the break-up of Yugoslavia. The
politicians who asserted these claims of
independence were criminals, he said, who inflamed 2
nationalist antagonisms in their republics and incited &
people to vote for secession. Furthermore, he
continued, all those who illegitimately declare
independence must bear the consequences of their
own reckless actions, even if one unfortunate
consequence is to be victimized. The world must
show separatists that if they declare independence
unilaterally, they cannot call upon the United
Nations or NATO to come and defend them or
fight 2 war of "national liberation” for them. Only if
a state is partitioned legitimately, properly
protecting the rights of minorities and other
stakeholders, may its leaders invoke the support of
the international community if then they need help
in defending themselves against an aggressor.

Probably only a few of the conference
participants would have accepted this tough-minded
argument but, right or wrong, it does buttress 2
position that virtually all participants endorsed: that
henceforth all partitions of states must be conducted |
under the auspices of the United Nations and within |
a better-codified framework of international law than
exists today: No more support for unilateral
secessions! ‘

o z6Yug'oslav communist courts were inconsistent,

though often hard on former Nazis.

27This lesson was rejected by many participants in

the audience, of course. The main argument against

it seemed to be that intervention in favor of one
side in conflict destroys international organizations’

: 2 credibility and makes regimes reluctant to admit

IBE BEhUNE: them to their territory.
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