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I am happy to be among friends here in Princeton. Wolfgang’s office makes me really 
nostalgic for my own in the good old days. My office then was a tourist attraction.  Visi-
tors who did not know what to do with their guests would bring them to just look at it. It 
had two great advantages, I will argue. One is that no one would trust you with adminis-
trative assignments. The second was that students would somehow assume the mess was 
an indicator of how busy you were. My advice to Wolfgang was in those rare moments 
when you could not find what you wanted, you needed to invoke some ancient wisdom: 
“If you cannot find it, you do not need it.” 
 
I will just try to say a few introductory things about self-determination.  Like the person 
who discovered he was writing prose all his life, in some ways I have discovered that I 
have been interested in self-determination all of my life. I guess the formative influence 
was my experience of the Vietnam War, an early and somewhat isolated moment of the 
American role in Vietnam. Largely, it had this pragmatic grab. It was only when I did the 
imprudent thing of accepting an invitation to go to North Vietnam during the war that I 
began to see the struggle as it was being experienced by a peasant society up against high 
technology and contemporary warfare. That really transformed my understanding of the 
war. It made it into a much more normative experience. As a relatively innocent Ameri-
can, I saw American planes bombing these villages in a countryside where there were 
essentially no targets to be bombed other than churches and hospitals. Many of the pilots 
were not allowed to come back with any bombs in their planes and so they would bomb 
the Gulf of Tonkin in order to return with their discharged pellets. I went a second time in 
1972 to bring three American pilots back from release.  
 
One other remark about the influence of Vietnam is from a conversation between the 
well-known counterinsurgency Colonel Harry Summers, who wrote books about Viet-
nam, and his apparent Vietnamese counterpart, Colonel Hull. This conversation for me 
epitomizes both the futility and the misapprehension of these counterinsurgency interven-
tion settings. Their conversation had taken place after the end of the war when Summers 
said to Hull: “You never defeated us militarily.” Hull’s response was: “Yes, that is true. 
But it’s irrelevant.” That in my mind is very expressive of several things. The first and 
probably the most currently relevant is the inability of the American policymaking com-
munity to understand the irrelevance. They have a misplaced, continuing confidence in 
the poignancy of hard power superiority in intervention situations. Being able to think 
outside the military box has led to a continuation of disguised failures. I would regard 
Iraq as a largely disguised failure and I think Afghanistan is on its way to being a failure.   



 
So, part of the issue is the political strength of the nationalist forces since 1945 that are in 
some sense committed to the ethos of self-determination. It is a very powerful force in 
contemporary history that cannot be blunted at acceptable costs through military inter-
vention. It can be blunted in some circumstances internally: the outcome of the recent Sri 
Lankan war suggests that hard power superiority can sometimes, if used brutally enough, 
frustrate a movement for self-determination. In this case, the Tamil movement seems to 
have been decisively defeated. At the same time, movements for self-determination are 
not necessarily destined to succeed, as the Tibetan struggle illustrates due to the relative 
strength of the Chinese government. The Tibetan case is a good case for another aspect of 
self-determination. In Tibet, the Dalai Lama has tried to achieve some kind of qualified 
self-determination – what might be called internal self-determination – by relying on soft 
power, that is, nonviolent coercive instruments to resist a violent, established order.  
 
When I speak of legitimacy wars, I mean the principle reliance on this kind of nonviolent, 
yet coercive resistance. The exemplary case of course is the Gandhian resistance to Brit-
ish colonialism. One of the interesting features of this form of resistance is that it often 
assumes a non-territorial parent. For instance, I do not know if all or any of you saw the 
movie, Gandhi, but one of the things that is quite striking if you see it from this perspec-
tive is how much attention Gandhi gave to the global media. He was very conscious of 
the importance of reaching The New York Times and LIFE photographers and spent lots 
of time with them. It was part of his sense that the struggle against the British Empire was 
not only in India. It had a symbolic global battlefield.  
 
A second exemplary instance of this kind of legitimacy war was the anti-apartheid group 
in the late 1980s and 1990s. Again, it was not a Gandhian repudiation of violence in this 
case. But it was a definite increased reliance on soft power and boycotts, divestments and 
sanctions, tactics reinforced by UN condemnation.  In other words, it is both using this 
kind of nonviolent coercion, but trying to link it with control of the moral high ground. 
Part of the way you gain the moral high ground is through capturing enough sympathetic 
residents in the global media and partly it is by validating the political aspirations in rele-
vance to international law. International law’s role in relation to self-determination is not 
so much to control behavior, but it is to establish the parameters of morally justified 
claims. That has an important bearing on this kind of legitimacy war because it affects the 
way civil society perceives and understands the conflict.  
 
The third area, which I will take the time to elaborate, is what I believe is the shift in the 
tactics of the Palestinians and their supporters in this direction. It is what the Israeli think 
tanks have been focusing on in recent months in terms of what they call, “The Delegiti-
mation Project.” They have been arguing that Israeli security is much more threatened by 
soft power, localized tactics than it is by armed resistance. Underlying all of this is the 
sense that the political outcomes of conflicts since the end of World War II have been 
dominated by the successful deployment of soft power tactics combined with occupying 
the high moral ground. All the anti-colonial wars were essentially won by the side that 
was weaker from the perspective of hard power. 
 



So this is, in my view, a quite important historical trend that did not exist and has not al-
ways existed.  In fact, during the colonial era, it was exactly the opposite. It was very 
easy to prevail and establish new political arrangements on the basis of very economical 
uses of hard power superiority. It is still of course powerful if you measure conflict in 
terms of casualties and devastation: hard power is as potent proportionately as it was in 
the colonial era. What is different is that it is not able to control the political outcomes. 
My central point is that that difference has not been absorbed by realist policy makers, 
think tanks, the Beltway – and not only in the U.S., but certainly in Israel and a lot of 
other governments around the world. The reductionist side to realism that equates it with 
hard power overly stresses the relevance of power. I have not said too much directly 
about self-determination, but I hope I have not disappointed you too much. 
 
Shall I stop there? Thank you. 
 
Questions and Answers: 
 
Audience: It is a real treat to see you again. To take away from what Professor John 
Waterbury was discussing yesterday about the “democracy deficit,” I spent some time in 
Iraq from 2007 to 2009. Maybe in seeing how the whole aspects of self-determination 
occurred – the Kurdish had their own needs and the Shiites felt completely overtaken by 
the circumstances, and yet for some reason or other, you may say that everything went 
wrong with what happened. I agree with you, but having lived there, I saw that there was 
a subtle change of events that started to happen. I mentioned this yesterday.  For example, 
you never could have imagined a Kurdish president of Iraq. It was unthinkable. What has 
that done? Has it kind of rattled the change that we had not perceived? Business would 
have been as usual and they would have continued to understand sanctions, but nothing 
would have changed. What was most striking was Obama’s election. All the mosques, 
particularly in the south, thought there was no way Obama could win this. Every Friday, 
there was to be this ritual of bombing the airport. As they were finished their session in 
the mosque, the Shiite militia would bomb the airport. When the election results came 
out, something happened. Now, the mullahs did not know what to say because they had 
never expected that they would see someone else. So the democracy deficit that Professor 
Waterbury talked about yesterday suddenly became visible in a sense that, “Oh, in a 
country like this, which has actually come and bombed us and made our lives absolutely 
miserable, they can actually change themselves.” I think that became quite an interesting 
aspect. Now, whether that self-determination actually translates into independence or 
does it actually help to bring people closer together? My suspicion: it will probably bring 
people closer together. Why? You have got this current standoff in the Iraqi parliament 
for nine months. I see that as a good sign. I see that as signs of the Shiites, Sunnis, and 
the Kurds getting together on one side while there is another faction that is getting to-
gether. Is that democracy deficit being properly filled up, but gradually? 
 
Richard Falk: One of the things that I did not say is that the Iraqi situation needs to be 
identified. If you are willing to pay a high enough cost, invest sufficiently, there is no 
question that some kinds of processes have changed. One of the things I find in the region 
is if you say who won the Iraq War, the answer is: Iran. The reason is that you do not 



have a unified Iraq. If you think of this in geopolitical terms, it is a much meeker pres-
ence. You also have the change in Turkey’s impatience both toward Iran and toward the 
region. But that does not address what you are really saying and I do not really know 
enough to either agree with you or disagree with you in a sense. My sense is that there is 
a high degree of uncertainty and volatility and the Iraqi-post-intervention narrative has 
certain features that will either reinforce what you are saying or disappoint it to some de-
gree. There has been some speculation about the return of leaders in unmarked provinces 
to a kind of oppositional violence and I do not know what that would mean.  
 
Wolfgang Danspeckgruber: If you do not mind, I want to bring you back to self-
determination as we discussed, as it emerged in this luncheon group discussion here in a 
more conceptual level. If you think of the role of self-determination in the 20th century 
and you think in terms of time periods when you and I and John and Henry and Gilpin 
discussed it, it was particularly 1994-1995, which was self-determination in its state-
shattering perspective: the Balkans, but crowning just on the role of self-determination as 
a state-forming dimension in the German reunification and the Velvet Revolution. And 
what people really forget is the demise of the Soviet Union. It began in the Baltic repub-
lics, where you have the state. If one makes a quantum leap, self-determination really in 
its notion began in the 20th century with this idea of “bread, land and peace.” It was a 
very layman’s idea and it got recognition for the first time in 1917 in the Bolshevik Revo-
lution and Kosovo. It was taken on by Woodrow Wilson in part because it was a reaction 
to the power and impact. Then, obviously, we have self-determination in the interwar pe-
riod where it was Hitler who used it as a primary argument against Versailles for the 
German-French territories, the Alsace. So, I remember still in the 1960s, the study of self-
determination had a very strong political connotation, an ideological one. So my question 
is: are we now entering a new phase? Because one element would actually be the discus-
sion of winning the “hearts and minds.” This was one of the slogans that was operated in 
the Vietnam War as well. Since you mentioned Afghanistan and we all know how deeply 
we are involved here in Afghanistan, this notion of what I have tried to coin: “Determine 
your destiny.” It would be a more aloof part of the initiative. So I wanted to bring that 
into the discussion. 
 
Richard Falk: Yes, I think that self-determination at its conceptual core exposes a con-
tradiction between the Westphalian logic of territorial sovereignty and the importance of 
sustaining the unity of territorial states. The geopolitical ambitions that always emphasize 
the inequalities of the states. You have the geritical level of equality and the geopolitical 
level of inequality and they both are relevant to understanding this inconsistent unfolding 
of self-determination as this historical phenomenon. Then you have a third dimension, 
which is really the normative dimension that comes out of the human rights tradition. The 
affirmation of self-determination is the prominent Article 1 of the two Human Rights 
Covenants. It is not connected, interestingly, with states, but with people, and people are 
not defined. So, it gives a kind of normative look to any minority that seeks to, at mini-
mum, have self-administration. So, governance and, at the maximum, political independ-
ence, and Kosovo is a good example of what I have called a “third-order state-
shattering.” In other words, Serbia was a second order because it was a formal part of the 
former Yugoslavia. Kosovo was a part of a part. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) 



has just issued an advisory opinion on the Kosovo unilateral claim of independence. In 
effect, it established a kind of de jure foundation for second sovereignty: their admission 
to the UN as a sovereign state. This goes directly against the negotiated Security Council 
Resolution that had been agreed even by the NATO intervening countries in 1999, that 
they were not questioning Serbia’s sovereignty over Kosovo. Here, the International 
Court of Justice was face with a situation where the realities on the ground were one of 
an independent, autonomous, political entity where the people living within those con-
fines clearly would engage in civil war if they could not maintain their political inde-
pendence. Here was an instance I think where they decided they could sleep better if they 
ignored the law and heeded the politics. And probably the morality. They probably felt 
that if you really unsettled this situation, the result would be violent conflict. So there is a 
kind of interface between law politics and morality in all of these self-determination 
situations. I think part of the inadequacy of a lot of the literature is that it only looks at 
self-determination from one of those three perspectives rather than from the interplay of 
the three within the unique contextual circumstances of each particular unresolved situa-
tion. 
 
Robert Finn: I agree with your initial analysis that people in Washington may not com-
pletely understand the reality. Why do you think that is so? How is it that these people 
who are not stupid miss this? 
 
Richard Falk: There is a short answer and a very long answer to that question. The short 
answer: a political democracy has never had or been seen to be able to operate along ci-
vilian lines in a condition of permanent war. There has been a condition of permanent 
war ever since World War II, with a huge military budget that is outside the political de-
bate. You notice that in the last Presidential campaign, despite all the economic stress, 
there was no discussion of whether the military budget should be reduced. In fact, Obama 
supported an increase in the budget. The short, short answer is: Eisenhower’s farewell 
speech – “the military industrial complex” – almost fifty years ago and it has become 
much stronger and is reinforced by these conservative think tanks in Washington. It has 
extended its influence to the mainstream of media in a very powerful way, so it is very 
hard to be credible outside this military box. The main issue – if you look at the debate 
before the Iraq War or the Afghanistan decision, the discussion was mainly: is it feasible 
or not? It was mainly not a question of whether this was fundamentally misguided so it is 
extremely hard even to have the debate that is needed. Not necessarily agreeing with eve-
rything I am saying, but the political climate is such that you cannot have a debate and 
the most-respected media will not allow this point of view to be articulated. It is open to 
the points of view on the right. There is no problem that Richard Perl has to get a hearing 
for his views now, but the comparable critical views outside the prevailing conventional 
wisdom cannot get heard if they are perceived to be on the left side of the political spec-
trum.  
 
It is unhealthy in terms of how the parameters of policy debates in society that had many 
of the features of political democracy, but also, in my view, increasingly lack some of the 
indispensible ingredients of sustaining that democracy at least as a force for justice and 
stability and sustainable security. 



 
Audience: I guess I am following on the same theme, but I was struck by your emphasis 
on the possible divorce of legitimacy from hard power. I think it is empirically true in a 
number of instances, but inherently, it is also empirically not true in a number of others. I 
just want to observe what seems to have occurred with the legitimacy of Ahmedinejad 
and those sort of right, conservative elements in Iran to re-acquire a nuclear capacity. It 
seems to have conferred legitimacy on various Pakistani and Indian governments who 
have done the same thing, so I would just simply propose that in certain instances, hard 
power and answers to legitimacy other than working counter to it. 
 
Richard Falk: Of course, those are interesting examples. It depends on how you draw 
the circle of legitimacy. There is no doubt that internally enhancing of legitimacy of these 
leaders, but part of their motivation was to challenge an illegitimate, larger nuclear re-
gime where they are supposed to not have weapons while their adversaries are threaten-
ing with attacks and weaponry. India for a long time took the position that they would 
forego nuclear weapons provided the rest of the legitimate states would agree to do that. 
So, what is legitimacy in this context? I agree with you. I think that your broader point 
that you have to analyze legitimacy empirically and deconstruct in relation to any particu-
lar conflict and it all does not necessarily fall on one side of the ledger. It is a balancing 
kind of reality and it is interpreted, so not everyone would interpret a given situation in 
the same way. For instance, I would say Iran’s push for nuclear weapons should be met 
by at least getting rid of nuclear weapons in the region, which would incorporate Israel. 
You see, Israel gets a free pass. Why? What is legitimate about a political order that is so 
discriminatory, so selective, based so much on double standards, why should that be re-
spected by any government elite if it feels that its security and prestige would be en-
hanced. 
 
Audience: First, let me say that I agree entirely, but that kind of reasoning would double-
stance is, at least in my experience one that is confined largely to what I would call elite 
groups in the Middle East who worry about the injustices of the nuclear order, etc.  But 
when Ahmadinejad shows up on the border with Israel, he is getting a hero’s welcome 
because those people think he is going to use the bomb on Israel. It is not because of in-
ternational order. This dude has got the weapons and he is going to take care of this terri-
ble problem. So, not only do you have to deconstruct, it is sort of to which audience are 
you trying to assert legitimacy? There are different audiences. 
 
Audience: But different interpretive lenses also. I have a message from a friend in Leba-
non who said that Ahmadinejad’s visit was – he never, after living in Lebanon all his life, 
seen a welcome with so much enthusiasm in the whole history of the country. But he in-
terpreted not the way you do. He interpreted it as a kind of gratitude for Iran’s giving 
Lebanon the resources to rebuild after the 2006 war. Whether you are right or he is right, 
the importance is that these kinds of understandings heavily depend on interpreted per-
spectives. 
 
Audience: Two things: one is just following up on this question on Pakistan and India. I 
think it is worth keeping in mind that the nuclear program in the early 1970s did not stop 



him from being overthrown or hung. The nuclear test in 1998 ordered by Prime Minister 
Sharif did not stop him from being overthrown into exile. Nobody came out into the 
streets, saying, “This is the man that gave us the bomb. Why aren’t we getting rid of 
him?” The BJP ran nuclear tests in 1998 and then lost the next election. So, they claimed 
that this should be a basis for public support by equating the party with the nation will. 
That state project becomes a party-political project, becomes a leadership project and 
therefore, that changed. Empirically, that broke down in those cases pretty dramatically. 
In the case of Pakistan at least, some people have used the notion of the Islamic bomb 
certainly as a way of trying to position as a state with regard to the Middle East and other 
people. 
 
So, I think you are right to say it is deployed in this process of trying to mobilize legiti-
macy that at least in the domestic political sphere in these countries, there is very little 
that could be concretely applied to, apart from the day after the test. 
 
Richard Falk: It is spontaneous.  
 
Audience: And that is not connected to party politics. It trusts all political…. But the 
logical question I have regards when Richard talked about Gandhi. Now Jonathan Schoen  
in his book makes a similar argument: the “unconquerable world” where nuclear weapons 
basically made war between great powers effectively futile and self-destructive to the 
point of being useless and the rise of modern forms of society all over the world has 
made it impossible actually to occupy successfully and pacify, even by a great power, as 
we have seen.  And so, both nuclear weapons and this rise in the capacity of self-
determination and resistance are on one level fundamentally conservative projects in that 
both of them establish a balance of power and then freeze it, as we saw in the Cold War, 
or consolidate a system of states. I was struck by this because you remember the debate 
between Tagore and Gandhi for Indian nationalism, where Tagore criticized Gandhi for 
being conservative. He said, “You want to be free but all you can think of is a nation-
state? That is your notion of freedom and independence and self-determination?” It has 
been 100 years or since Tagore wrote his lectures on nationalism. I agree with the ques-
tion. So I am just wondering what you think about where we are 100 years after Tagore’s 
criticisms, where we have seen 50 years of self-determination and national liberation and 
second- and third-year state formation and so on. At least for me, I think they have a con-
servative aspect of Tagore that actually comes to be more and more clear. So I just won-
der what you think about that. 
 
Richard Falk: No, this is interesting. I have just come from India and I had long conver-
sations with someone who has written a book you may know – a man named Gut. He has 
written a book that argues that Gandhi was really a conservative and that he relies a little 
bit on Tagore in making this argument. I think that you have to historicize Gandhi: it was 
enough to deal with the British Empire and the problem of whether you can make ac-
commodations with Muslims and Hindus to create a viable, politically sustainable state. 
Of course, he regards himself as a failure. You see, this man’s argument goes beyond 
Tagore. He claims that Gandhi had a very superficial reading of the Bible than he did and 
if you go deeply into Hinduism, you get a much more cosmopolitan, humanistic under-



standing of the political community. So I think you need different kinds of visionaries for 
different sorts of political circumstances. 
 
Wolfgang Danspeckgruber:  Can I jump into this discussion and ask one question, 
which begins really with all my professional experiences of life outside the university 
that begins really to preoccupy me: the role of individual leaders. The role of persona, 
who in so many of our conversations here on seminars says, “Who cares? This cannot 
deal with the theoretical approach,” but at the same time, intangibles speak about the 
“Obama Effect.” How do you see, with all this huge experience you have, can one as an 
academic, an analyst, an observer who tries to be able to see the conceptual underpin-
nings, how can one come to grips with the role of individual actors? 
 
Richard Falk: I think that is very important and as you said, an often neglected, issue.  
Would the anti-apartheid movement have succeeded without Mandela is one way of pos-
ing the question.  Or, could India have confronted the British Empire without Gandhi? 
Edward Said was once asked, “Why don’t the Palestinians have a Mandela?” His re-
sponse was: “We don’t even have a ‘De Clerk.’”  
 
On one level, leadership is not enough. You see the Tibetan experience with the Dalai 
Lama who has been an extraordinary leader in mobilizing and gaining the high moral 
ground, but he has not been able to translate that into a political outcome. Many of the 
younger generations of Tibetans want more militant, hard power types of resistance. He 
is losing his capacity to control the Tibetan movement because they feel it will not lead to 
a political outcome. I think Vietnam was extremely fortunate in their leadership. It was 
the only Communist country with the inspired leadership of Ho Chi Minh. One of the 
things I learned in Vietnam was that Ho Chi Minh was someone who nurtured talented 
people around him. He was not threatened by people that were intelligent or more intelli-
gent than he was. One thing that I had always observed in my superficial contacts with 
Communist leaders in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union was that there was this kind 
of hierarchy of intelligence. People were not encouraged to question the authority of any-
one who had the more important hierarchical position. You did not have any encourage-
ment of creative thinking. I think leadership is very important in that role, giving space 
for creative thought. One of the criticisms of the Lyndon Johnson approach, even the 
Kennedy approach, to Indochina was that it typified what was called at the time “group 
think.” If you did not conform to the consensus on what to do, you were out of the loop 
and out of government. You could not until very late in the game, it was not possible to 
meaningfully dissent. McNamara, who made a career of soul-searching, after his…. he 
was supposed to be one of the least approachable people during that period when it was 
“McNamara’s War,” as that early period was called. I heard George Ball speak just after 
he left the U.S. government at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, where he 
said that he only understood the war when he stopped reading the telegrams. But that is 
again, where do you get usable knowledge? If you are trying to impose orthodoxy on a 
power, because that is part of how you mobilize support for a non-viable policy, then you 
cannot think outside that box. It is not only self-censorship; it is self-imprisonment. It is a 
sort of cerebral self-imprisonment. I think a lot of sincere people see these issues differ-
ently once they stop having “Beltway” ambitions. I think that is the best way to put it.  



 
I remember talking to people in Princeton during the early stages of the Vietnam War 
when it was still popular and people would say privately to me: “I agree with you but I do 
not want to cut off my bridges to Washington.” That meant not articulating deviant 
views. Once the elite gets split, as it did after the Tet Offensive, then everybody is against 
the war. It was really an extraordinary phenomenon. I knew it from here because I was 
here throughout that whole period. At first, you could not find anyone who was not for 
the war, at least publicly, and then toward the end of the war, there was no one willing to 
enter into a public debate on the war on the side of pro-war, which is a comment on the 
academic community.  It is not only the Beltway policy, it is the timidity of the academic 
community.  
 
There, I think it also deprives a democratic society of the critical edge that it needs to 
cope with the complexities of world problems. It is unfortunate that you see this surge of 
pressure on people who take views similar to mine on the Israel-Palestine conflict. We 
had problems on a person at Santa Barbara who circulated some pictures during the Gaza 
attack that compared what Israel was doing in Gaza with the Nazi experience. Suddenly, 
NGOs outside – Anti-Defamation League and others – tried to get the university to dis-
miss this. That may have been poor taste for them to do that and provocative and other-
wise, but what it does is to create an atmosphere of intimidation in relation to controver-
sial positions. That is very unhealthy in my view for a creative intellectual community. 
 
Audience: I wanted to bring you back to two cases of self-determination and your ideas 
of “soft power” and “hard power.” You had mentioned earlier on the Sri Lankan case, 
which I admit I do not know well, but you said it was one example of seemingly that hard 
power won…. 
 
Richard Falk:  …Without external intervention. Hard power does better when it does 
not have external intervention. 
 
Audience: But given your discussion on Gandhi and some of the other leaders who 
talked about engaging outside actors, even through the media – so not necessarily direct 
intervention – is there a problem in here that this is also a failure or decline of soft 
power? Or on the side of Tamils? The little I know about the terrorism associated with 
some of their tactics over their long history, there was this corporate personality around 
its most recent leader, which does not embody the same sort of engagement or legitimacy 
that you talked about when you were discussing soft power and its successes in other 
cases.  From that, I just wanted to ask, if considering the Kosovo experience and the ad-
visory opinion there, in terms of hard power and soft power, is there sort of a lesson or 
your opinion on self-determination in the future. Is the lesson that hard power wins if you 
can keep everybody out, or is it to build up the legitimacy, the soft power, to the point 
that Kosovo was able to get the opinion that took in the political and moral realities. 
 
Richard Falk: What each unit is in these situations is extremely complex. I do not know 
so much about the Sri Lankan case either, but the (illegible) were not successful in gain-
ing the higher moral ground, so because they rely on these terrorists, the (illegible), more 



than any other movement really invented suicide bombing as an attack method and assas-
sinated Rashi Gandhi in retaliation for India’s seeming entry into the conflict. So, in a 
sense, one can say their failure was the lack of soft power mobilization. They probably 
could have had much greater because as a major populace state in India, they have 75 
million or something – it is a very large state – and they never really were able to…. that 
would have been, one would have thought, a very important potential source of symbolic 
and moral support. The regime was very brutal and reinforced by this vey militant Bud-
dhist community there. I do not remember exactly, but they really committed horrible 
atrocities in the process of crushing this movement. If you are willing to commit geno-
cide, hard power can work. 
 
To use the example of the indigenous people of North America and if you compare what 
happened to the Australians who used hard power to completely marginalize and destroy 
the Aboriginal people there. New Zealand never managed. There remains a strong Maori 
population there. If you ask the New Zealanders, they will say they were more humane 
than the Australians were. But if you ask the Maoris, they say, “We were like the Viet-
namese! We were retreated to the mountains where they would beat us! They never de-
feated us militarily.” All I mean is that these situations are very complex in these terms. 
 
Kosovo was a case where the conflict became implicated in a geostrategic situation, in-
cluding the desire of the United States to make NATO seem alive in post-Cold War 
world. It was the 50th anniversary of NATO. It also was trying to build on the Gulf War 
experience of showing how good hard power is when you use this technology. You re-
member they were talking about this zero casualties wars and more Chinese died in the 
Kosovo war than NATO forces because, as you remember, they bombed the Chinese 
Embassy because apparently they were giving radio signals and targeting. The four Chi-
nese who were killed were more than the NATO operation was. It was completely done 
from the air. Again, they are the opposition; they are not resisting hard power. It is vile 
and disturbing, but you did have a human rights surge with little access to high moral 
ground, like in Bosnia, so there was the sense that the Albanians in Kosovo, 90% of the 
population, were being victimized and that I think did affect the NATO consensus to re-
inforce a de facto independence for Kosovo. 
 
Wolfgang Danspeckgruber: Thank you very much. 
 
 


