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According to Marc Garlasco, currently senior military analyst at Human Rights Watch (HRW),
the U.S. Air Force has so improved its targeting ability that now only the “bad guys” are being
killed. This is of course an old trope in the “selling of modern U.S. wars” whereby precisionguided munitions are alleged to spare civilians.2 Early proponents of this myth included William
Arkin (in the Washington Post) and Colonel (ret) MacKubin Owens. “It’s sort of the immaculate
approach to warfare,” was how Professor of Strategy, Col. (ret. U.S Marine) Mackubin Owens at
the U.S. Naval War College (Newport, R.I.) described the U.S bombing campaign in Afghanistan
in November 2001.3 Garlacso is recently quoted in Salon.org that since June 20074
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“I have not seen a single incident of civilian casualties in Afghanistan.”5

But a quick glance at the “Individual Names” file of the Afghan Victim Memorial Project data
base6 reveals hundreds of civilian casualties in Afghanistan since July 1, 2007. Though one may
wonder where Mr. Garlasco has been looking, no doubt should exist as to whom he and Human
Rights Watch are serving.7

Garlasco is always “on call” (in ways more than one) to provide contorted justifications for the
U.S. government about its bombs. Thus in a 60 Minutes CBS television program interview in
2007 with Scott Pelley, we heard

"I don't think people really appreciate the gymnastics that the U.S. military goes
through in order to make sure that they're not killing civilians," Garlasco points out.

"If so much care is being taken why are so many civilians getting killed?" Pelley
asks.

"Because the Taliban are violating international law,” says Garlasco, “and because
the U.S. just doesn't have enough troops on the ground. You have the Taliban
shielding in people's homes. And you have this small number of troops on the
ground. And sometimes the only thing they can do is drop bombs.”8

Human Rights Watch's Washington-based Advocacy Director Tom Malinowski stated that
HRW’s "objective is not to end war; it's to change the way militaries wage war."9 One cannot
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imagine a more self-incriminating statement by an HRW official about the real character of the
organization's mission. Because, in point of fact, U.S. territory was/is never threatened, let alone
actually attacked, by other states; rather, it is the U.S. military that projects American power
against other countries.

It is plainly fallacious and conveniently misleading for HRW to follow the U.S. and NATO-bloc
lead in distinguishing between combatants and civilians (or more strictly speaking innocents) in
the Afghan theater of war. First of all, the Kabul government is a creation of the invaders, and
surely the right of the Taliban or any body else to resist the occupying militaries precedes these
militaries' effort to destroy this resistance while distinguishing between combatants and civilians.
The population in its entirety is innocent of the crime of bombing-aggression-occupation that has
been waged against it since October 2001. But the high-value targeters and the bomb-droppers
clearly are not.

Second, the U.S. military and HRW both operate according to the convenient fiction that
purported intention and discrimination really are attributes of whatever the U.S. military does
when it sets out to kill "combatants" in theaters of war. Pleading inadvertent casualties, "collateral
damage," and the like allows the attackers to plead the purity of intention, even if the outcome
kills untold numbers. This is the fig-leaf that Marc Garlasco hides behind with respect to his
seven years of service inside the U.S. military, and HRW resorts to the same fig-leaf whenever it
laments targeting "errors" even while it accepts the military enterprise in its larger sense.10 But
why would a quote-unquote human rights organization follow the Pentagon's lead, and accept
this very cynical approach to U.S. war crimes? The answer is that, at least on these issues, HRW
is serving less as a human rights organization than as an adjunct of the criminals.

Even when they took-up arms to fight back against their Nazi occupiers, weren't the Warsaw
Jews innocents in some existentially prior sense of the term? No verdict of history has ever held
that by their resistance the Warsaw Jews transformed themselves into actors on a par with their
Nazi occupiers. Nor does anybody excuse the Nazis for targeting errors in their final offensive to
crush the Jewish uprising.
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One should be struck by how much prima facie evidence the article printed recently in The
Washington Post11 provides for Marc E. Garlasco's war criminality, including (in a descending
hierarchy of criminality): Nuremberg-class supreme international criminality12 and breach of the
peace and aggressive war under the UN Charter13; Geneva IV-criminality against civilians;14 and
customary international laws of war of the kind that HRW purports to watch, as well as those now
spelled out by the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court.15

Of course, the United States rejects the applicability of these laws to its own conduct.

In separate briefings for the New York Times and Washington Post in July 2003, U.S. Air Force
Chief of Staff General T. Michael Moseley divulged that, as The Times reported, "Air war
commanders were required to obtain the approval of Defense Secretary Donald L. Rumsfeld if
any planner airstrike was thought likely to result in deaths of more than 30 civilians."16 Garlasco
also shared the same news with Salon.org:

At the beginning of the Iraq war in 2003, there was one number that was crucial
to American military officials as they planned airstrikes. "The magic number was
30," said Marc Garlasco, who was the Pentagon's chief of high-value targeting at
the start of the war. "That means that if you hit 30 as the anticipated number of
civilians killed, the airstrike had to go to Rumsfeld or Bush personally to sign
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off." If the expected number of civilian deaths was less than 30, however, neither
the president nor the secretary of defense needed to know.17

Garlasco neglected to share with Salon.org the fact that his former boss never once rejected any
such targeting recommendation. "All of these targets were eventually struck during the war," The
Post reported, "but U.S. forces have not determined how many [civilians] died in the process -and have no plans to do so." Estimates of how many targets came under this category range
between 40 and 50.

This indeed represents standard-operating procedures for the U.S. military, given its immunity
before international law. But that a practitioner of the craft is welcomed at Human Rights Watch
is cause for concern. No genuine advocate for human rights would distinguish between casualties
among "bad guys" and casualties among innocents. True, these distinctions are spelled out by the
laws of war. But these laws presume warmakers, and preserve for states rights related to making
war. Advocacy on behalf of human rights is something much different. If, on the other hand,
Human Rights Watch is imbued with a mentality in which "innocents" don't deserve to die under
U.S. bombs (even though such targeting "errors" are pardonable, ultimately), but the "bad guys"
do, then Human Rights Watch ought to state that its advocacy includes U.S. warmaking, and state
this explicitly.

For as Marc Garlasco has noted: “…the airstrike had to go on…”

Bombs away!

17

Salon, org, op. cit.

