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As an historian specializing in the study of genocide and human rights, I bring my own particular perspective to today’s panel discussion on the African challenges which the next Administration will face. I am going to argue that combating crimes against humanity and their destabilizing indirect consequences is the most fundamental challenge facing the next Administration, whether the President is George Bush or Al Gore. Yes, African trade, access to natural resources, fostering integrated economic development, strengthening civil society, and fighting menaces to the health of Africans such as malaria, AIDS, and famine will all test the new Administration in Africa, but looming over all of them will be the most important challenge, the biggest and most dangerous obstacle to success in all of these high priority problem areas, the challenge of fighting crimes against humanity and their ripple effects on the vast African continent.

GENOCIDE

Let us remember that genocide, the most extreme crime against humanity, is the crime of destroying or seeking to destroy, with malice and forethought, whether in whole or in part, an ethnic, national, racial or religious group. Conclusive demonstration of the intent of the perpetrator, what lawyers call the “criminal mind” or the “mens rea,” is vital to securing the conviction of persons for acts of genocide, attempted genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, direct and public incitement of genocide through hate propaganda, and complicity in genocide. Genocide is a deliberate act whose huge scale generally requires the guiding and coordinating hand of a government or a well-organized force. (Schabas, Chapter 5.)

THE MOTIVES OF PERPETRATORS OF GENOCIDE

Students of genocide and its prevention need to be interested in the motives of its perpetrators. Throughout history, from ancient times to the present, perpetrators of genocide have exhibited four basic motives, sometimes only one at a time and sometimes in various combinations. (Chalk and Jonassohn, pp. 29-32.) The motives for genocide are:

1. To eliminate a real or potential threat;

2. To spread terror among real or potential enemies;

3. To acquire economic wealth; and

4. To implement a belief, a theory, or an ideology.

THE FUNDAMENTAL CAUSES OF GENOCIDE IN CONTEMPORARY AFRICA

Genocide in Africa has five fundamental, root causes, each of which impinges on the roles of ideology, propaganda and political expediency (Evans, 22-24; Gasana, 8-14; Lemarchand, 8-9):

1.
Demographic overload, with populations far in excess of land and other resources;

2.
A high rate of unemployment among young men due to falling world prices for agricultural products and resource-starved education systems;

3.   Ready access to modern and traditional weapons;

4. 
An atmosphere of fear and insecurity, especially the fear of becoming a victim of genocide yourself, or of being dominated by another ethnic group;

5.
Large numbers of internally displaced persons and refugees churned up by civil disturbances and wars; and

6.
Impunity for the perpetrators of crimes against humanity with few, if any, attempts to apply the principles of restorative justice to past genocides.

THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION AND AFRICA

One of the saddest ironies of the past eight years is that the Clinton Administration brought more commitment, energy, and enthusiasm to relations with Africa than any administration in the history of the United States. Although its record includes successes as well as failures, the next Administration must learn the important lessons of President Clinton’s African disasters if it is to succeed with any of its African initiatives.

THE RWANDA GENOCIDE OF 1994 AND THE LEGACY OF SOMALIA

President Clinton and his advisors emerged from the Somalia experience of 1993 believing that they had learned three crucial macro lessons:

1. Never change the mandate in midstream of a UN or US force in Africa.

2. Avoid involvement in large, multinational military missions because such forces are hard to coordinate due to their broad spectrum of training and weapons, as well as the tendency of their sponsors to micromanage their forces in opposite directions.

3. Do not participate in any future UN-managed peacekeeping interventions because of rampant and uncontrollable in-fighting and rivalry among UN departments. (Howe)

Any one of these macro lessons would have been enough to constrain the Clinton Administration’s response to the Rwanda genocide, but the Administration also learned from Somalia a number of micro lessons whose impact on the US decision not to intervene in Rwanda was just as important as the three I have just elaborated.

1. It is harder and takes more time to disengage from a humanitarian mission than you anticipate.

2. You may win militarily, but you lose politically when you are seen to be killing civilian members of the population you came to help.

3. The American public wants few US casualties and insists on American generals being in charge of operations involving American troops. Or, put more succinctly, as my friend Prof. Ken Campbell phrases it, “’No casualties’ trumps ‘Never again.’” (Campbell)

4. UN peacekeeping missions fail if they are orphaned by leading members.

5. Interventions on humanitarian grounds change the stakes of power, sometimes fuel conflicts and may alter the local balance of power by arousing nationalist reactions. (Crocker, Howe, and Allard)


According to George Stephanopoulos, President Clinton’s communications director and advisor during the Somlia débacle, the president’s immediate reaction to the attack on American soldiers was to fight back: 

“We’re not inflicting pain on these fuckers,” Clinton said, softly at first. “When people kill us, they should be killed in greater numbers.” Then, with his face reddening, his voice rising, and his fist pounding his thigh, he leaned into Tony [Lake] as if it were his fault: “I believe in killing people who try to hurt you, and I can’t believe we’re being pushed around by these two-bit pricks.” (Stephanopoulos, 214)

But, Stephanopoulos tells us, Clinton quickly fell back on political instincts honed by his understanding of United States’ history and the mood in Congress:

Congress would vote to “bring the boys home” while attacking Clinton for causing a humiliating American defeat. Retreating under fire would also end a humanitarian intervention that had saved thousands from starvation. So far, the public had supported our presence in Somalia, but Clinton believed opinion would turn fast at the sight of body bags. “Americans are basically isolationist,” he said then. “They understand at a basic gut level Henry Kissenger’s vital-interest argument. Right now the average American doesn’t see our interest threatened to the point where we should sacrifice one American life.” (Stephanopoulos, 214)


Clinton’s dilemma,  says Stephanopoulos, was that in Somalia, as in Bosnia and Haiti, “we were caught between critics who said we should use American power for humanitarian purposes and those who insisted that ‘we can’t be the world’s policeman’ so we shouldn’t even try.” Clinton agreed with columnist William Safire that “part of America’s ‘new impotence is the unwillingness of too many Americans to expend blood and treasure’ beyond our borders,” but he despaired of trying to change the mind of the American public as a hopeless task. The best Clinton could do was to announce that he would withdraw American troops from Somalia in six months and thus fend off a Congressional resolution demanding an immediate end to the intervention there. Accepting the view propounded by David Gergen, a former Reagan advisor hired to enhance Clinton’s public image, in private conversations the embarassed President now blamed his security advisors for giving him bad advice and leading him into broadening the goals of the United States intervention in Somalia. (Stephanopoulos, 215)

Today, we know very well the consequences which arose from President Clinton and his advisors applying the lessons of Somalia. The United States successfully opposed at the UN granting General Romeo Dallaire more proactive rules of engagement for UN forces in Rwanda prior to the start of the genocide and it, together with other Western powers, discouraged the reinforcement of the troops at his disposal once the genocide began. Hundreds of thousands of Tutsi were butchered, as were many Hutu opponents of the Habyarimana government. Moreover, the permanent members of the Security Council then permitted the Hutu refugee camps in Zaire to become training and staging bases for cross border attacks on Rwanda, convincing Paul Kagame in November 1996 to launch a combined operation that succeeded in emptying the refugee camps and, in May 1997, brought Laurent Kabila to power in the Congo. (Des Forges)


The ultimate collapse of the collaboration between Kabila and his sponsors in Rwanda and Uganda led to renewed fighting and the intervention in the Democratic Republic of the Congo of more African armies from bordering states. This, in turn, has allowed a number of the senior officers of some of these armies to divert diamonds, gold, and other natural resources to their own enrichment and to that of their home governments. In the process, the DRC and its invaders seem to be headed down the same road pioneered by President Charles Taylor of Liberia and Sierra Leone’s Revolutionary United Front. (Reno)


As William Reno has insightfully pointed out, following their 1997 electoral victory, “Taylor and his associates have used their control over the Liberian state to continue a wartime strategy of profiting from commerce related to warfare in Sierra Leone, Liberia’s western neighbor.” (Reno, 15) As criminal networks multiply among officers in the armies and militias of Uganda, Zimbabwe, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Angola and other African countries, Reno fears that “Ultimately, this development would deprive state rulers of control over violence and pose the danger that military factions would fight each other over the spoils of war.” (Reno, 9-10) If Reno is right, the next United States Administration may inherit as a legacy of the Clinton years a growing number of weakened African states dominated by violent commercial organizations and networks. This development is not inevitable, as he points out. It depends on “the political choices of individual leaders, their identification of opportunities in a crisis management context, and their success in recruiting outsiders with resources to aid their regimes.” (Reno, 18)

THE PROBLEM OF BURUNDI

I have tried to show that a narrow, national interest approach to policy such as the Clinton Administration followed in Rwanda following on a refusal to educate the American public about the need to remain in Somalia had unexpected and disastrous consequences. In the case of Burundi, the next Administration will face the challenge of another ethnically polarized society, one intimately linked to Rwanda, and one whose problems will once more pose the question to the United States, “Should we get deeply involved in preventing genocides and mass crimes in Africa or should we limit our investment of money and lives to global order issues, such as maintaining the sanctity of national borders and the extension of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty?” 

As the next Administration comes into office, the consensus among the five permanent members of the UN Security Council is that the people of Burundi hold their fate in their own hands and it is they who must decide what direction they will take, the road to yet another genocide or the road to reconstruction and renewal. The attitude of the United States is that private investors will only risk their money in countries that establish a climate of trust and security. The United States, Canada, and the countries of the European Union are willing to help if the leaders and people of Burundi are willing to provide the necessary modicum of security. If they are not, that is just too bad. Africans are seen as sitting in the driver’s seat. Sharing these attitudes, President Mandela has been telling the delegates to the Arusha conference on a peace accord for Burundi in so many words: “You are the leaders. Demonstrate to the world that you are the kind of leaders I think you are. Remember the past, but think about a better future.” (Mandela and telephone interview with senior Canadian official, Ottawa, 29 November 2000)

Central to the current policy emphasis on “tough love” is the idea that Africans should decide what they want to do to create the conditions that will attract private investment. Once that is done, donors from outside their countries can assist them to achieve their goals and to build up their capacity. If the next Administration pursues this approach, it will position itself as respecting the views of African leaders while negotiating compacts with those leaders to achieve mutually agreed on goals.

But Burundi is a country that has known horrendous massacres and extreme ethnic polarization. Large scale killings took place in 1965 and 1967, followed by the genocide of 1972 and the terrible events of October 1993, when President Ndadaye, the first democratically elected Hutu president of Burundi, and his cabinet ministers, were assassinated by paratroopers from the army of Burundi, and retaliatory killings against Tutsi and Hutu were staged in many parts of the country. It was the reversal of the fortunes of the Rwanda Tutsi and their persecution between 1959 and 1963 that spurred a group of Tutsi army officers to commit genocide in Burundi by selectively murdering between 100,000 and 300,000 educated Hutu in 1972. To prevent the Hutu from sharing power, they selectively killed all Hutu army officers, civil servants, doctors, nurses, priests, bank clerks, businessmen, shopkeepers, drivers, teachers, and students. A whole generation of educated Hutu was murdered. (UN, Economic and Social Council, Deng Report, 6) No one was ever punished for the killings of 1972 or of 1993. Ultimately, the 1972 genocide and successive waves of retaliatory killings in the 1980s and 1990s produced extreme ethnic polarization in Burundi and fed the radicalization of the conflict in Rwanda. By 1991, 240,000 Hutu had fled from Burundi to refugee camps. After the October 1993 massacres, 700,000 persons left the country. (UN, Economic and Social Council, Deng Report, 4; Evans, 21-22)

The United Nations and the permanent members of the Security Council responded to the Burundi crisis with a flurry of activities that masked their determination to never commit their own troops to solving the problem. A host of foreign mediators were volunteered by their governments. Ould Abdallah, the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General (SRSG), is said to have thrown up his hands in disgust and resigned when the number of interfering negotiators reached seven in 1995. (Evans, 88, note 8)

Behind the refusal to support UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s proposals for international military intervention in Burundi was the idea, articulated by Glynne Evans of the United Kingdom Foreign Office, that it was common sense which prevailed, not failure of political will. “In an internal conflict with a high degree of ethnic mobilisation, the choice is between taking sides and backing a winner--which will allow for a swift exit--or a major long-term commitment if the mandate is to be even-handed and protect civilians at risk.” The potential interveners concluded, says Evans, that “In violent domestic strife where there are no effective security forces, the intervener effectively takes over the role of the state and cannot leave until the state can provide that capability itself.” (Evans, 72) Under these conditions, I would add, that the United States, Britain, and other leading countries indeed evinced their strong political will--the will to not get involved beyond the negotiation table and the check book.


The Western powers refusal to deploy large numbers of troops to Burundi cripples the chances for peace. Observer missions cannot do the job, as Glynne Evans emphasizes:

Short of a powerful Western-led force prepared to confront and disarm all sources of violence, a small and lightly armed force dependent on the consent of all parties would have been held hostage by the [Burundi] army, unable to assert its right to move freely, and to protect the civilian population. Faced with this army hostility, the foreign force would have become too easily aligned with the Hutu cause. (Evans, 54-55)

UN Under-Secretary-General James Jonah summarized the problem facing advocates of a major commitment of UN peacemaking troops to Burundi thus: “We are now realising that government’s aren’t prepared to take casualties except in their own national interest.” (Evans, 55)

Following the signing of the Arusha Accord for Peace and Reconciliation in Burundi on the 28th of August of this year, President Clinton reiterated that determination at Simba Hall. “[N]o one can force peace; you must choose it,” he declared, continuing “if you choose peace, the United States and the world community will be there to help you make it pay off . . . We will help you to create the economic and social conditions essential to a sustainable peace--from agricultural development to child immunization, to the prevention of AIDS.” Clinton spoke eloquently, pleading with the delegates: “You have to help your children remember their history, but you must not force them to relive their history.” (Clinton)

Clinton, the World Bank and the European Union held out the carrot of massive foreign aid to the delegates from Burundi if they would implement the peace accord. But they were unwilling to fashion or threaten the use of a stick. Stephen Stedman attributes the failure of the Arusha Accords for Rwanda in 1994 to the emergence of spoilers who only stood to gain from blowing up the peace process. He concludes that a credible threat of armed intervention to contain spoilers potentiates and makes more effective the use of the carrot. (Stedman) It is essential if the peaceful resolution of highly polarized ethnic conflicts in societies like Burundi’s is to succeed. Force will probably not be required, but the spoilers must believe that it is available and will be used unless they cooperate.

So, what should the next Administration do about Burundi? As a first step, I believe it should ask the South African Defense Forces to place elite units on standby-alert for fast deployment to Burundi if a serious attempt is made to stage a Rwanda-like destruction of the peace process. President Mandela and the Government of South Africa have one more sacrifice to make.  The International Crisis Group has already called on the Security Council “to order rapid intervention should violence escalate on the ground after 28 August.” Moreover, the International Crisis Group has also asked that “Strong measures . . . be applied against those who threaten the peace process, such as the freezing of their bank accounts, the refusal of visas for their travel and the issue of international arrest warrants for prosecution of their crimes.” (International Crisis Group; also see UN, Economic and Social Council, Deng Report, parag. 119) The stick is thin, but it can hurt.

RECONSTRUCTING POST-GENOCIDE SOCIETIES: THE EXAMPLE OF BURUNDI

1. Education

Equal access to education is vital to the reconstruction of Burundi’s unequal society.  Tony Jackson’s study of the state of education shows that “Exclusion [in Burundi] begins with differential access to education.” The Tutsi minority maintains it dominance over the army, the judiciary, the senior civil service and business through measures aimed at denying higher education to Hutu students. The remedy is not to diminish access to education by Tutsi, but to enlarge the educational opportunities of Hutu and Twa. This can be done by the donor community. Thirty-six percent of the adults living in Burundi are illiterate. An estimated 800,000 Burundians are internally displaced persons, including 77,000 children of school-age, or about one in eight of the school population. Due to the conflict, the number of children in school, the number of teachers, and the number of viable school buildings is dropping steadily every year. School fees must be lowered, with help from the international donors, to raise the rate of participation in schooling, especially for girls, who now constitute a small percentage of the students. (Jackson, 7, 8, 25-31)

2.
Information

Radio is the most popular and accessible source of news in Burundi. Hate radio stations broadcasting from mobile transmitters in the Democratic Republic of the Congo and using the same hate propaganda techniques employed by the notorious RTLM in Rwanda should be eliminated by military action, if necessary. Radio Democracy, one such hate station, broadcast with a mobile transmitter until 1996, when its sponsor, the Conseil national pour la defense de la democratie (CNDD), lost its rear bases to the advance of Laurent Kabila’s Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Congo-Zaire (ADFL). (United Nations Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs) New hate radio stations emerged in the Democratic Republic of the Congo as Kabila abandoned his old alliance with Rwanda and Uganda to support Burundi Hutu paramilitary groups based in his country.

International donors should expand their support for Studio Ijambo (i.e. Wise Words, in Kirundi), whose brilliant mixed Hutu/Tutsi production teams present daily installments of a soap opera, “Our Neighbors, Ourselves,” listened to by an enormous slice of the population (87 percent in the three provinces surveyed). An estimated 24 percent of the population listens to Studio Ijambo’s news programs. Produced by Search for Common Ground, a Washington-based organization headed by John Marks (co-author of the 1974 exposé, The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence), Studio Ijambo is funded with grants from the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the US Agency for International Development, the British and Swiss Governments, the UN Development Program, and the Open Society Institute (Soros). (Burundi: Courage)

3. Security and the Military

The Government of Burundi spends 40 percent of its budget on defense and 21 percent on education. (Jackson, 32) In the current conflict, civilians, not soldiers, are the chief victims. Typically, the insurgency and its repression are waged by soldiers attacking civilians belonging to the other ethnic group or killing members of their own ethnic group who are suspected of not cooperating with them. A gradual integration of Hutu soldiers and officers into the armed forces and police is essential to the successful implementation of the peace accords. (United Nations, Economic and Social Council, Deng Report)  The next United States Administration will need to assign US military personnel to the training of these new troops, preferably within Burundi.

4. Development and Aid

The World Bank, the European Union and the United States have already pledged millions of dollars in aid to Burundi if the parties cease killing each other and adhere to the peace accords. (Clinton, European Union) Vital to the success of the international aid effort will be monitoring and assessment to ensure that aid does not cement existing divisions through unequal support of inputs and services or through the recruitment of staff and the granting of rewards to only one ethnic group. It is especially important in Burundi, where the province of Bururi is differentially favored over all others in education and the production of army officers, that aid should be equitably spread throughout the regions of Burundi. (Jackson, 21, 26, 28)

CONCLUSION

Essential to the success of postgenocide reconstruction is the deployment of six tools (Leonhardt):

1. Conflict analysis, aimed at identifying the root causes of conflict, an assessment of conflict trends and peace opportunities. 

2. Stakeholder analysis, identifying the key stakeholders and evaluating their capacities for working towards peace. 

3. The Choice of Strategic Objectives and Instruments, including development and trade cooperation, plus financial, diplomatic and military instruments.

4. Drawing Up A Country Strategy, including a staged and realistic time frame.

5. Risk Assessment, based on consultation with the major stakeholders to identify and mitigate potential conflict risks.

6. The Selection of Conflict Indicators for Monitoring and Evaluation, including attention to the unintended effects of aid on the local peace situation.

Postgenocide reconstruction is harder than rocket science, but it is not beyond the human imagination. Acting early and firmly to prevent genocides and their multiplier effects is more cost efficient than picking up the pieces after the débacle. But that takes a willingness to level with the public and to educate it about the realities of peacekeeping and peacemaking. I hope the next Administration is listening.
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