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INTRODUCTION:
THE YUGOSLAV ANVIL
FOR FORGING A NEW EUROPE

When NATO launched its attack on Yugoslaviatwo sharply opposing
viewsof the significance of thisaction formed within Europe and across
the world. Within part of the NATO zone - especialy the Anglo-
American part - the bulk of centre and centre-left opinion took the
view that NATO’s aggression against Yugoslavia marked the start of a
new, norm-based order in Europe and more widely around the world.
We could call thisThe Guardian view of thewar, sincethat newspaper
was one of themost articulate propagators of thisview. The Guardian
linewasthat NATO was at last taking human rights seriously. Thusthe
war would be good for Europe’s stable, norm-based development,
provided, of course, NATO triumphed.

But in other parts of the NATO zone, such as Greece and much
of Italy, in most of Eastern Europe and more widely across most of the
rest of theworld, adiametrically opposite view of the significance of
the NATO attack was expressed. NATO' s action was seen as precisely
marking the end of the long efforts in the 1990s to build a European
security structure governed by collectively binding norms and rights
rather than by power politics. We could call this the Ukrainian
Parliament’s view since that body has expressed it most articulately.
Ukrainian M Ps, though sharply divided between | eft and right on many
issues, united in the face of this NATO attack to pass a resolution for
Ukraine to regain nuclear weapons. They explained that Ukraine had
been persuaded by the American government to give up its nuclear
weapons through President Clinton’sinsistence that the new European
order was not going to be based on power politics but on rights and
collectively binding norms: alaw-based European order. But the attack
onYugoslavia, for Ukrainian MPs ,demonstrated conclusively that these
US arguments had been spurious. Hence, the Ukrainian parliament



wanted to regain a nuclear deterrent which would be directed at no
particular threat but simply at giving Ukraine aprotection of itssecurity
and avoicein European affairs.

Many in the West may regard the views of the Ukrainian
Parliament as not worth listening to. But this would be wrong for two
reasons. First, because Ukraine is now the big strategic stake for the
United Statesin its struggle for mastery in Europe. The current war in
the Western Balkansisthe preludeto the strugglefor control of Ukraine.
Those who doubt this should pay attention to the person who has been
the mastermind behind the European policy of Albright and Clinton,
Zbigniew Brzezinski. As long ago as last year, Brzezinski warned
unambiguously that a democratic movement in Ukraine to enter a
security pact with Russiawould lead the USto try to stageacoup d’ etat
in this, the biggest country in Europe outside Russia. As he put it:

In such a case, when the West would have to choose between a
democratic or an independent Ukraine, strategic interests - not
democratic considerations - must determinethe Western stance.*

And NATO’sattack on Yugoslaviais making the earth movein
Ukraine, sending shock after shock through its population of 50 million
people.

Thisleads usto the second reason why we should take notice of
the view of the Ukrainian Parliament. As Brzezinski’s words
demonstrate, we should listen to Ukraine’s M Psbecausethey are correct.
The Clinton Administration has launched this Balkan war as part of a
European strategy which involves subordinating all norms and norm-
enhancing and enforcing structures in Europe to US power and US
political goals. In theface of thisUSdrive, some European states have
influence over events and some don't. |s there any person in Europe
who believes that Ukraine would have had less capacity to influence
the shape of the new Europe if it had been a nuclear power? Would a
Ukrainian Parliament’ s obsessive focus on, say, the Council of Europe
and its norm-protection activities guarantee that country’s security

1. Zbigniew Brzezinski, “Keynote Address on Ukraine in Transition and
Western Strategy. Challenges for German and American Foreign Policy”,
American Institute for Contemporary German Studies at the Johns Hopkins
University, Washington DC, 23-24 April 1998, p. 32.



against thewill of thelikes of Brzezinski and Albright? Surely we should
be serious about such matters.

The NATO attack has occurred because, after a decade of
manoeuvring and rebuilding its political sway in Europe, the United
States government perceived a window of opportunity for a swift
assertion of its hegemonic dominance through another Yugoslav war.
The window was constructed by a uniquely favourable political
configuration in Europe: yet another phase of Russian crisisand decline,
and the French state’ srepositioning of itself between Germany and the
United Statesin anew partnership with Britain, ending the long period
where Germany had been positioned between the United States and
France. Now France could get out of its bind of having only onetactic
inits European policy: trying to pull Germany over to French positions
against the US. Instead, it had room for manoeuvre between Germany
and the US. It could go against the US on Irag and swing with it on, say,
Yugoslavia. In short, France, instead of Germany, could be the West
European pivot in the high politics of Europe. And Chirac would show
how to play this game on Kosovo.

And the time was important for the United States in another
sense too. Since the 1996 North Atlantic Council in Berlin, the West
European states had given up their aspirations to be an independent
collective organiser of the European political order, by agreeing that
there would be no autonomous West European military instrument or
policy-making authority: the US would have a veto. But this was an
agreement only in words. For the US, West European subordination
had to be anchored in practice. Yet, in practical politics, the West
Europeans were precisely threatening insubordination: threatening to
build Europe asapolitical actor ontheworld stage through turning the
Euro into a global currency challenging the dollar. This was the
unambiguous ambition of the new German Finance Minister, Oscar
L afontaine, and there was even discussi on with the Japanese government
for atwo-pronged attack on the dollar’s dominance. And, at the same
time, West European governments were resisting US sovereignty
through NATO over European affairs. No sooner had the US pushed
Russiaout of any effective voicein European politicsthrough theform
of NATO enlargement, than the West Europeans were bringing it back
in viademands that NATO military action must have the sanction of a



UN Security Council resolution. The attack on Yugoslavia would, it
was hoped, cut through all such resistances to US hegemony, putting
the Euro back in its place as a purely domestic European currency and
putting the UN Security Council where it belonged as far as both the
Senate and the Clinton administration were concerned: on the sidelines
in the European theatre.

None of this, of course, meansthat the Clinton administrationis
waging a covert battle to destabilise or undermine the West European
states. Certainly not. It is offering them a significant place on the
bandwagon of globalisation. If German big business - thereal capitalist
heartland of Europe for the US - will only go along with US hegemony
in Europe, it will be able to have a full partnership with the US in
conquering the ‘emerging markets’ of the world. But it must be what
the Clinton administration callsa“ strong partnership’, in other words,
one under US leadership.2 This is not an unattractive offer to the big
capitalist companies which exercise such political sway in the EU at
present.

Part 11 of thisissue of Labour Focus on Eastern Europe seeksto
explainthispower politics background to the NATO attack. But we can
also see how the US assertion of hegemonic power isreconfiguring the
whole institutional order in Europe during the course of the current
war. Peopl e working in bodies concerned with strengthening rightsand
norms feel the heat of the hegemon. NGOs monitoring human rights
abuses in Yugoslaviain recent years are discovering that their work
hasturned out not to be about assisting the peoples of Serbiato achieve
amore secure future at all: it has actually been preparatory to aNATO
air war against Serbia, awar to destroy the economy, the public utilities,
the infrastructures of civil life of the people of that country. For all we
know, it could be followed by a NATO blockade like the Anglo-
American blockade of Irag, which has become a weapon of mass
destruction against the Iragi people. All the institutions supposedly
designed to establish normsto be applied equally to all in Europe- the

2. See Clinton’s speech of 23 March 1999, the day before he launched the US
Air Force against Yugoslavia. He explained there that ‘a strong US-European
partnership is what this Kosovo thing is all about.” And he explained that this
kind of partnership was vital for the whole globalisation drive. This speech is
discussed in more detail at the start of Part |1 of thisissue.



OSCE agencies, the agenciesfor refugees, the Council of Europe, the
various UN bodies - have either been turned into agencies effectively
subordinated to Washington’s will or have been brushed aside like the
UN Security Council.

US war leadership also casts a new light upon the European
Union. Its institutions have been shown to be a political irrelevance,
with no say whatever over the conduct of thiswar. Their roleisto be
transmission-belt institutions for the economic statecraft linked to the
war, oil and other embargoes and the like. The political centre for
deciding such matters is not actually the EU at al. It is the North
Atlantic Council of NATO and, on that body, Turkey will carry far
more clout than the European Commission and European Parliament
and half a dozen EU member states combined. On the essentials of
European poalitics, the European Union has turned out to be a bluff.

The European Union does also play an important symbolic role
in the conflict. Every now and then, asin the Bosnian war, a European
leader or Commissioner saysthat ‘ oneday you could join the European
Union: thereisavision for your future.” Joshka Fischer came out with
that speech again near the start of the current war, asdid Tony Blair, in
aninterview in Die Zeit: “ To the democratic states around Serbia, and
to ademocratic Serbiaitself, | want to offer the prospect of becoming a
member of the EU, of NATO and thus part of theAlliance’ .2 It'san old,
endlessly played tune in Eastern Europe. Even in places like Poland
and Hungary people are getting rather sick of it. What Fischer will
never giveusisany dates. But asfar asthe Western Balkansis concerned,
if not Poland and Hungary, the devastation and chaos produced by the
war does suggest adefinite date: it’sthe Greek Kalends.

But thewar also casts abeam of light on the big West European
powers. They arethemselves, duringthiswar, simply political voyeurs,
peering into the windows of the White House. For that iswherethekey
decisionsare being taken asto the continent’s destiny. Washington and
nobody else will decide the terms of NATO’s exit from thiswar. Tony
Blair may be able to catch more of the conversation in the Oval Office
through his mobile phonelink with Bill and Hilary. On the other hand,
the German government’s views and interests will count for far more

3. “Eine Vision fur den Balkan”, Die Zeit, 12 May 1999, p. 3.



among the people in that Oval Office than Tony Blair. But Schroder,
Blair and Chirac all wait upon the hegemon’swill. We can be sure that
British influence will count for less than that of Turkey in the calculus
of the Clinton Administration. Britain really has nowhere to hawk its
wares apart from the Washington Bazaar. But Germany and France will
have abigger say.

Washington’s decisions for Europe will be grounded on its
perceptions of the American state’s European and global interests. The
discussionsin the White House on this subject arewide ranging. There
will be the China factor and the World Trade Organisation issues,
Moscow and how far to push the Russian state, the threatened
destabilisation of Ukraine, theimpact of the bombing on Serbian politics,
the disintegration of Macedonia, the looming war amongst Albanians
between the Berisha-Rugovaaxis and the KLA-Tiranaaxis, the Greek-
Turkish daily confrontations over the Aegean, the squirmings of the
West Europeans and so on.

Washington is also demonstrating its ability to reshape the
domestic politics of Europe during thiswar. NATO istransforming the
party systems of Western Europe into transmission mechanisms of the
United States government’s objectives. The general approach of the
West European states towards the Kosovo crisis during 1998 was to
seek a restabilisation of the situation through a negotiated political
settlement in Yugoslavia. The approach of Albright and the US
government was to use Kosovo as an occasion for war. Washington
manoeuvred with the British and French governments to have its war
and hasthusturned the whole Social Democratic apparatusin Western
Europe into atransmission mechanism for a propagandacampaign on
the rightness of NATO power politics: why it isright to kick aside the
UN and to support a new European order in whichaUS-led NATO is
the political sovereign. Not only that. The Social Democratic leaders
find that they must justify or excuse the destruction of the Serbian
economy, the killings of Serbian civilians, the attempt to exterminate
the Yugoslav conscript army. So the Social Democratic leaders find
themsel ves using the language of dehumani sation against Serbiain order
tojustify NATO's practical dehumanisation of Serbian people by killing
them. They must explain that it is necessary to slaughter the staff of
Serbian TV and destroy the welfare of the Serbian people. So without
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acare, they announce that Serbia’s political elites are genocidal mass
murderers. This is a complete debauchery of public discourse in the
service of the hegemon’s power palitics. It opensthe way to atrocious
slaughter or murderous blockade of the Serbian population if
Washington considers such optionsdesirable.

Onefinal point on the West European institutional impact of the
launching of thiswar should be noted: the tight, practical and political
integration of the armed forces and defence ministries of the NATO
statesunder US command. This integration of state military capacities
and personnel of the European states has surely been a key objective
for the US in this war. NATO’s armed forces are being blooded as
comrades in arms. The West European general staffs will be open
mouthed with admiration for the Pentagon’s awesome war machine
and will be pressing their governmentsto persuade the US government
to do what it has done for the British: given them at |east a taster of a
few Tomahawks and some of the other smart weapons systems.

The impact of the war on Russia’s role in European politics has
taken aform that we are now used to after the experience of the 1990s.
Time and again, the USA has made moves to push Russia out of
European affairs. They tried that early on in the Bosnian crisis, the
whole NATO enlargement project was about that; and the current war
was supposed to finally bolt the European door against Russia’'s central
involvement. Yet time and again, Russia has bounced back as the
American administration has found that it could not exclude Russia
And this has happened again in the present war asthe G8 agreement on
terms for ending the war demonstrated Russian influence. Of course,
the American bombing of the Chinese Embassy set off achain of events
that pushed the G8 agreement to one side, thus giving the US at least
another week of blanket bombing to try to finish thejob without Russia.
At the time of writing, it istoo early to seeif that works. But the war
once again raises the fundamental issue of whether the peoples and
governments of Europe believe their security is enhanced by thisUS
project of trying to push Russia out of the European scene.

There remains the question as to the role of Yugoslaviain the
launching of this war. We argue in what follows that its role today is
basically thesame asit has been throughout the 1990s. With the col lapse
of the Soviet Bloc, Yugoslavialost its strategic importance for any of
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the NATO powers except Turkey, Greece and Italy. But Yugoslavia's
descent into collapse gave its people a great European political role
because it became the theatre in which the various big powers could try
to demonstrate their capacity to take command of European affairs.
There was the German attempt at European leadership over Croatian
recognition. There was al so the excitement in the EC that the ‘ Hour of
Europe' had arrived, asthe EC Presidency announced in the summer of
1991: the EC was to take command of the Yugoslav embroglio. The
EC Presidency was right: it did take command for about an hour. The
United Stateswould not allow it much more. The Bush administration
saw to that by pushing for Bosnian independence and a Bosnian war.
The EC tried to regain theinitiative by brokering various peace deals.
But Washington was not having such EC claims to be able to settle
anything in Yugoslavia so it sabotaged one peace deal after another.
Then, when the time wasripe, the Clinton administration made its big
power play in the Yugoslav theatre to assert its European leadership
through its Bosnian offensive in 1995 leading to Dayton. Through
Dayton, the US bounced back into the heart of European affairs. The
current war was to be the final use of the sufferings of the Yugoslav
people for great power political goals: the use of aggression against
Serbiaasthe anvil upon which the Clinton administration would forge
theinstrumentsof its European political hegemony. With every hammer-
blow against the peoples of Serbia, the political structure of Europe
would, it was hoped, be reshaped along hegemonic parameters. In this
war we are watching to see which breaks first: the political handle on
the NATO hammer or the anvil of the political will of the Yugoslav
state. That contest is deciding what political order isto be forged for
Europe.

In Part | of this issue we examine the ways in which the
manoeuvres of the Western powers have impacted on the peoples of
Yugoslavia during the 1990s. It is not an edifying story for those who
believe that the Western powers are pre-occupied with the rights and
welfare of Yugoslavia's peoples.

And it is not a story being given a happy ending by the NATO
powers in the current war. What that ending will be in political terms
we can have noideaat thetime of writing, for two reasons. First, because
the NATO powers have astutely avoided producing any clear programme
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for Kosovo, Serbia, Yugoslavia, Macedonia etc. They are shrewdly
playing such detail s asthe fate of these populations by ear. The second
reason is, of course, because the war continues, sending streams of
political chain reactions around the planet every day.

But we can be fairly certain about two outcomes of this war.
First, that young Kosovar Albanians, Serbs, Macedonians, Montenegrins
and Albanians, aswell asthedozensof other nationalitiesin Yugoslavia
will try, in large numbers, to get out of the region for the next quarter
of acentury. They will beright to try. Isthere a parent in Europe who
would want their child stuck in the Western Balkans after thiswar for
the next 20 years?

The second certainty, is that it will be very difficult for such
young peopleto escape, if the NATO powers have anything to do with
the matter. NATO leaders seem to love the phrase about Europe now
being ‘whole and free'. For Western business and for NATO missiles,
the phraseislargely true: they can roam anywhere across the continent
acquiring or ‘depleting’ fixed assets at will. But it is not true for the
people of South East and Eastern Europe and after thiswar it isgoing
to be less true than ever. The only consistent policy of the NATO
European powers towards these regions during the 1990s has been a
determination to try to stop significant numbers of peoplefrom having
the freedom to move around Europe as awhole.

Some imagine that the EU will offer the people of the Western
Balkans a dramatic new economic deal. Thisissimply false. The best
the Kosovar Albanians could ever hope for is a bit of public works,
some temporary anti-poverty relief - the Bosnian got an average of 13
US centsaday on atemporary basis after Dayton - some encouragement
for small business and complaintsthat the destitute peoples of the area
are misbehaving themsel ves so much that the devel opment panaceafor
the planet under globalisation, Foreign Direct Investment by the Atlantic
multinationals, issimply impossible.

A genuinely new deal for South East Europe would involve
reversing the entire globalisation programme of the Atlantic powersin
that region and reorganising the European division of labour in Europe
to givetheregion an effectiveinsertion in the European economy. That
was donefor West Germany and Western Europe after the Second World
war. But the entire effort of the West European capitalist statesin the
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1990s has been to keep that kind of operation firmly off the European
agenda. Those who believe otherwise are simply out of contact with
thereality of West European mercantilism and theAtlantic globalisation
drive. Thesinglestrong goal of thewar for the US asfar asthe Western
Balkans were concerned was to further that drive by destroying the
anti-globalisation politics of the Serbian Socialist Party - not to scupper
the whole globalisation strategy for Eastern Europe for the sake of
Albanians.

The question for Europe after this war is whether it supports
what the US administration has achieved during the war: a political
order for the continent controlled via NATO in Washington. The war
will, of course, be followed by a flurry of activity to obfuscate this
reality. There will be the talk of a new inclusive deal for Russia and
Ukraine. There will be an outpouring of bombastic rhetoric about a
new mighty West European Security and Defence I dentity within NATO
and the EU asatowering, independent political actor. The new President
of the Commission has already started this with talk of a European
Army and the Commission being a European government. Thisisjust
rhetoric.

The real issues for post-war Europe are two: first, whether the
two major East European states, Russiaand Ukraine, acquire the same
rights over European security issues as, say, Germany and France;
second, whether the political and military institutions of US hegemony
in Europe are replaced by new institutions to which NATO is
subordinated. In short, the future of Europe will be decided by the
question whether the hegemonic power structure which the current war
wasdesigned to consolidate will bereversed. If not, Europecould bein
for avery grim future.

The present exclusion of Russia and Ukraine from integration
into the structures of Europe pushes these two countries together. But
the US has a strategic interest in stopping that. So it islikely to try to
make agrab for Ukraine through a presidentialist coup and pull it into
the Western zone. Will the Russian state try to stop that? If so, how? By
military means, through a civil war in Ukraine? Or will a US power
play just plunge the Russian state into collapse? We don’t know the
answers to these questions. Perhaps the current deep instabilities in
these two Eastern states can persist for some years more without
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catastrophic consequencesfor Europeasawhole. Butisit wiseto leave
Europe’s fate in the hands of people like Zbigniew Brzezinski and
Madeleine Albright?

If it is not wise, then Europe’s current political structure built
around US hegemony through NATO’s institutional sovereignty must
be broken up. Some other over-arching political structurethat can keep
US power properly balanced and controlled must be constructed. The
essential algebraof such astructurewould involve France and Germany
linking up with Russiaand Ukraine and including both. One temporary
joint action would be an absol ute insistence that from now on NATO be
placed firmly under the control of the UN Security Council. But since
Germany has no seat there, and Russiaand Ukraine are outside NATO,
that arrangement depends upon France for its anchorage. That is no
secure anchorage at al, asthis current war demonstrates. More radical
measures need to be examined urgently. Since the US will not agreed
to the OSCE being given a governing role over NATO and will not
agreeto abody likethe Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council being given
authority over the NAC, there is only one serious option: to break up
the NAC for everything except so-called Article 5 issues - defence of
the territory of the NATO states - and for France and Germany to link
up to break with US authority and work towards a new security body
for Europe. This should be coupled with an urgent campaign to reform
the Security Council. It is absurd that the US should have two vetoes
there - its own and that of Britain - while Germany has no seat. Asthe
largest country in Europe and apivotal statein Eurasia, Ukraine should
also have aseat and would have astrong claimif it did restoreits status
as anuclear power.

But istherereally any will within the key West European states
to mount achallenge to aUS-led Europe for the sake of amore secure
Europe (rather than for grabbing abigger chunk of thisor that ‘ emerging
market’)? This seems very unlikely. The EU states are capitalist
formations, hungry for fresh streams of profitsfrom the new, American-
led imperia project of globalisation. This, and the sheer aggressive
energy of the US at present, givesthese EU states powerful incentives
for just bandwaggoning with the Americansin the globalisation gamble.
And both Russia and Ukraine have resisted being globalised. Only
corrupt clans nested close to their power centres arefully plugged into
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the circuits of Atlantic finance capital. So there are powerful incentives
for the Western powers to play rough with Russia: give us your ail,
your gas, your mineras, all your strategic materialsand give our capitals
command of your economy, or else. Aslong as these peculiar gangster
clans tied to Western capital keep their grip on the Russian state, the
West still has a chance of globalising Russia. But that means a further
phase of squeezing the Russian state, weakening it and undermining
the health and welfare of its people.

This is the world that the collapse of the Soviet Union has
produced. Lasting solutions which can provide Europe with security
seem to lie only through along march to rebuild the strength of the
European labour movement and to reconstruct a trans-European left
with acommitment to anorm-based future for the continent. That project
will surely demand afirm grasp of the current realities. Unfortunately,
the bulk of Social Democratic peopleinWestern Europe havelost their
grip on reality even to the point of supporting the NATO war. The
prospectsfor European security do not look at all bright. The sufferings
of the peoples of the Western Balkans may well be aforetaste of equal
sufferings for very many more of the peoples of Eastern Europe, with
ugly consequencesfor therest of usaswell.
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|. National Rightsand International
Powersin Yugoslavia' s Dismember ment

Western powers usually legitimise military interventionsin terms of a
proclaimed commitment to some universalist norm or to some goal
embodying such a norm. These declared goals can oscillate, but they
are important, because a central element of their foreign policy,
particularly when it involves starting a war, is the support of their
domestic population. In the Anglo-Saxon countries, the domestic
populationsliketo think of themselves asthe guardians and promoters,
through their states, of themost civilised, humane, liberal and democratic
valuesin the world. It is true that they have short attention spans and
are generally far moreignorant of the world outside their borders than
the populations of many other countries. But at |east the el ected officials
of their states can get into some domestic troubleif the declared norms
and goalsare not remotely implemented or if implementationiscarried
through with such barbarity that they seem to contradict other, perhaps
more basic norms and goals.

So today, the attack on Yugoslaviais justified as aiming to end
the repression of the Kosovo Albanians through granting them their
human rights. It may be aNATO protectorate, it may be autonomous
within Serbia, it may involve partitioning Kosovo, it may even entail
an independent Kosovo, it may be built under Rugova's leadership or
under the KLA leadership. We simply don’t know. These norms are
only the latest of awhole series of such principles enunciated by the
NATO powers sincethe start of the Yugoslav crisisinthelate 1980s. It
would tire the reader’s patience if we were to list all the norms and
goalsproclaimed by these powers since 1989. A recitation of theentire
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list would betiresome and, in any casewould tell uslittle about thereal
operational goals of the NATO powers in Yugoslavia over the last
decade. For they have operated within that theatre not under the
governance of thisor that universalist norm geared to improving the lot
of the peoples of the area, but under the spur of their state political
interests and state political goals. These real objectives of the Western
states have usually been governed by aims that have had little to do
with the human rights of the citizenry. Yugoslaviahas, for along time,
been the cockpit of Europe: an arenain which Great Powers have sought
to gain political victoriesin the wider European political arena. At the
same time, the operations of the Western powers within the Yugoslav
theatre have been amajor - some would say, the magjor - cause of many
of the barbaritiesthat have confronted Yugoslav men and womeninthe
past. A balanced judgement of the March 1999 NATO assault on
Yugosl avia necessitates astudy of the whole tragedy.

The Western power s and the collapse of Yugoslavia

The post-World War Two Yugoslaviawas in many respects amodel of
how to build a multinational state, although, from the start, the
incorporation of Kosovo into Serbiawas an anomaly.! The Federation
was constructed against adouble background: an inter-war Yugoslavia
which had been dominated by an oppressive Serbian ruling class; and a
war-time slaughter in which the Nazis made use of the earlier Serbian
oppression to use Croatian fascism for barbarous slaughter and also
exploited anti-Serb sentiment amongst the K osovo Albanian - and some
elementsin the Bosnian Muslim - population to bolster their rule.

The new Yugoslav state's solution to the national question was
cemented by some key structural principles: first and foremost a
socialised economy and society directed towards social equality and
devel opment; secondly asophisticated constitutional order designed to
ensure full rightsand equalities for all the main nations and peoplesin
the country; thirdly aterritorial divisioninto republicsthat would ensure
that the previously dominant Serb nation - the largest nation in
Yugoslavia- would not again exert dominance over the other Yugoslav

1 Onthe historical background of Kosovo's placein post-war Yugoslav history,
see BrankaMagas's prescient article under the name of MichelleLege, ‘ Kosovo
Between Yugoslavia and Albania, NLR 140, July-August 1985
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nations; both constituent nations and republics were furnished with
rights of equal constitutional status; and finally the state was politically
anchored in a transnational Yugoslav Communist Party rooted in all
the Yugoslav nations.? The Communist Party exercised amonopoly of
political power but, despite the oligarchic character of the new state,
the Communist Party enjoyed wide support within the population as
the guarantor of all the other positive elementsin the system and asthe
force which had led a successful resistance against fascism.

Partly to ease Serb sensitivitiesover thefact that very large parts
of the Serbian population were left outside the boundaries of the new
Serbian republic, the Communist leadership allocated Kosovo to the
Serb republic as an autonomous province. They viewed this as a
temporary measure until their goal, shared by the Bulgarian and Albanian
Communists, of a Balkan Federation could be established. In such a
federation the borders dividing Albanian communities could wither
away. But the Stalin-Tito split blocked this possibility.

Therewasonefurther structural element in the post-war Yugosav
state’ sstability: thejoint concern of the USSR and the USA to maintain
the integrity of Yugoslavia as a neutra state on the frontiers of the
super-power confrontation in Europe.

The collapse of this state was the result of both internal and
external factors. Assigning comparativeweight to the external asagainst
the internal factors in the generalised crisis that shook Yugoslaviain
1990-1991 isacomplex matter. But without understanding the roles of
the Western powers in helping to produce and channel the crisis, it is
difficult to understand the disintegration of Yugoslavia. Yet thisWestern
role has largely been overlooked in Western literature.®

From debt to crisis
Thefundamental cause of the Yugoslav collapsewas an economic crisis.
This was then used by social groupsin Yugoslavia and in the West to

2 Though its roots within Kosovo were very weak, in contrast to those of the
Albanian Communist party in Albania.

3 The great exceptions among Western authors have been two outstanding
works of scholarship and courage. Susan Woodward's The Balkan Tragedy
(The Brookings I nstitution,1995) on which | have drawn heavily inthisarticle;
and Catherine Samary: Yugoslavia Dismembered (Monthly Review Press, New
York 1995)
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underminethe collectivised core of the economy and push Yugoslavia
towardsacapitalist restoration. The economic crisiswasthe product of
disastrous errors by Yugoslav governments in the 1970s, borrowing
vast amounts of Western capital in order to fund growth through exports.
Western economies then entered recession, blocked Yugoslav exports
and created a huge debt problem. The Yugoslav government then
accepted the IMF's conditionalities which shifted the burden of the
crisis onto the Yugoslav working class. Simultaneously, strong social

groups emerged within the Yugodav Communist Party, alied to Western
business, banking and state interests and began pushing towards
neoliberalism, to thedelight of the US. It wasthe Reagan administration
which, in 1984, had adopted an NSC proposal to push Yugoslavia
towards a capitalist restoration.

This, naturally, undermined a central pillar of the state: the
socialist link between the Communist Party and the working class.
Theformsand effects of the break varied in different partsof Yugodavia.
Firstin Kosovoin 1981, wherethelinks between Yugoslav communism
and the population had always been weakest and where the economic
crisiswas most i ntense, there was an uprising demanding full republican
status for Kosovo. Within the mobilisation there were separatist
tendencies, wanting to unite Kosovo with Albania. (At the time, the
Kosovo Albanians were constitutionally an autonomous province of
the Serbian republic but that status gave them far more extensiverights
and power within Yugoslaviathan national minorities generally enjoy
in West European states). However, in response to the separatist
tendencies, the central state began to reassert its power and harshly to
repress those deemed to be unreliable.

Thenin Serbia, therewas an attempt by partsof theintelligentsia
to reorganise the link between the Communist Party and the people on
aSerbian nationalist anti-K osovar basis, amovement which the Serbian
Communist leader Milosevic ultimately joined and led.* 1t mobilised
populist Serbian anti-Albanian chauvinism as a new basis for
maintaining popular support for the Communist Party while actually
implementing the Reagan administration’s ‘structural adjustment’
programme being processed through the World Bank.

4 On the evolution of the Serbian intelligentsia, see Branka Magas, The
Destruction of Yugoslavia (Verso, London, 1993) pages 49 to 76.
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In Slovenia, the Communist |eadership opposed Milosevic and
sought new legitimacy by agitating for greater autonomy, with the
obviousultimate goal of splitting away from Yugoslaviaaltogether. Thus
in Slovenia capitalist restoration would be seen as a means towards
Slovenia‘joining Europe’ . Similar nationalist trendsemergedin Croatia,
though largely outside the Communist Party. All these attempts to
replace the socialist link between leaders and peoples with new
ideol ogies embraced the symbol s and discourses of pre-1945 Yugos av
bourgeois nationalisms. This shift towards pre-war values on the part
of former Communist leaders and others building new pro-capitalist
parties was not a peculiarly Yugoslav phenomenon: it occurred right
across the Soviet Bloc and the rise of such trends was generally
welcomed in Western capitals where attempts by parties to maintain
socialist links with the working class were seen as the main enemy to
be combatted.® Western governments had, after all, for years been
funding nationalist émigré organisations from all over the region,
supporting groups such asthe Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Nations and the
like.®

Preparing the carve-up

Thiswasthe situation in 1989 when the Soviet Bloc started to crumble.
Asitdid sothe USA withdrew itsearlier commitment to the maintenance
of the integrity of the Yugoslav state. This shift by the USA signalled
the general view in the main Western powers. none of them had a
significant stake in Yugoslav unity and all of them were pushing for a
rapid switch to capitalism in the region, a switch to capitalism to be
brought about through induced economic slumps destroying the
collectivist social gains of populationsunder socialism. The populations
were expected to put up with their loss of social rights and economic
security because they had the prospect of later ‘entering Europe’ - a

5 The starting point for a serious analysis of both Milosevic and Tudjman lies
in seeing them as species of wider East European genuses. Milosevic's
similaritieswith Illiescu in Romaniaand Tudjman’swith Antall in Hungary or
the Christian Nationals in Poland are obvious. But of course, the contexts in
which they operated differed greatly.

6. Such émigrés from Croatia were to play a significant role within Croatian
nationalism in the 1990s.
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phase which meant joining the rich club of the EC. This package of
policies and conditionalities worked initially in much of East Central
Europe, uniting the populations around governments taking the shock
therapy road to capitalism. But in two states in produced splits and
political fragmentation: Czechoslovakia was one and Yugoslaviawas
the other.

In the Yugoslav case, the tactic’s destructive role took a
particularly virulent form for two reasons: first, because of the zeal of
Western policy makersin introducing their new paradigm in their first
two cases - Yugoslavia and Poland, where the shocks were introduced
simultaneously on 1st January 1990 by the same people- Stanley Fischer
from the IMF and Geoffrey Sachs as special adviser to the Polish and
Yugoslav governments; but there was a second reason as well: some
European governments actually wanted the break-up of Yugoslavia,
something not true in the case of any other part of East Central Europe
at that time. Their pressure thus combined with the general Western
drivefor capitalism to speed the break-up during 1989-90. On one side
were a number of European states eager to gain independence for
Sloveniaand Croatia; on the other side was the United States, eager to
ensurethat Yugoslaviapaid its debtsto Western banksand * globalised’
itspolitical economy through Shock Therapy in order to ensurearegime
in the country open for the Western multinationals.

The forces eager to see the break-up of Yugoslavia through
independence for Slovenia and Croatia were the Vatican, Austria,
Hungary, Germany and, more ambivalently, Italy. Sincethe mid-1980s,
the Vatican and Austria had started an active campaign in East Central
and Eastern Europeto rebuild their influence there and by 1989-90 the
Vatican was openly championing independencefor Sloveniaand Croatia.
By 1990 Austria’'s government was equally open. In the words of a
study by the International Institute for Strategic Studies, Austriahad “a
remarkably open and sometimesbrazen policy aimed at helping Slovenia
and Croatiain their efforts to leave the [ Yugoslav] Federation.”” The
Austrian media denounced what they called ‘ Panzer Communism’ in
Yugoslaviaand ‘ primitive Serbs' while the Austrian government went
so far asto include the Slovenian Minister for External Affairs, Dmitri

7. John Zametica, The Yugoslav Conflict (Adelphi Papers, No. 270, The
International Institute for Strategic Studies, London, Summer 1992), page 49.
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Rupel, in Austria’'s own delegation to a CSCE meeting in Berlin.
Although Austria presented its drive for Slovenian and Croatian
independence in terms of ‘democracy’ and the ‘democratic rights’ of
the Slovenians and Croatians, such concernswere hardly uppermost in
the Austrian state, given the fact that for decades Austriahad, according
to Zemetica,

been striving to assimilate the Slovene minority in the Klagenfurt
Basin and the Croats in Burgenland” and “had been flagrantly
and consistently brushing asideitsobligations towards minorities
under the 1955 State Treaty.®

Thereal goal of Austrian policy wasto expand Austria sregional
influencesinceit “ saw the Yugoslav crisis as an auspicious moment for
self-assertion”.° In the summer of 1991 the EC wasfinally prompted to
warn Austria that if it continued its energetic efforts to break up
Yugoslavia it would be excluded from eventual EC membership but
even that threat did not stop Austrian efforts.

The Hungarian government of Jozef Antall, elected in the Spring
of 1990, adopted a policy very much in line with that of Austria, but
with additional Hungarian goalsvisavis Serbia s Voivodina Province.
As Zameticaexplains, the Hungarian government,

during the Yugoslav crisis, consistently favoured and covertly
aided the secessionist struggle of Slovenia and, particularly,
Croatia. The Kalashnikov affair of early 1991 reveal ed that wide
sections of Hungary’s officialdom wereimplicated in theillegal
and large scale supply of weaponsto Croatia.

Hungary was secretly supplying automatic assault riflesto Croatia
inlate 1990. And in July 1991, at the very height of the crisis between
Serbia and Croatia, the Hungarian Prime Minister declared that the

8. ibid. The 1955 State Treaty between Austria, the USSR and the Western
powerslaid thebasisfor Soviet withdrawal from Austriain 1955 and established
the framework for Austria’'s sovereignty as a neutral state. On the Treaty, see
Sven Allard: Russia and the Austrian State Treaty (The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1970)

9. John Zametica, The Yugoslav Conflict, op cit p. 50. Austria seemed to have
hopes for rebuilding a kind of ‘Habsburg' sphere in Slovenia, Croatia and
Hungary.
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international treati es designating Hungary’s southern borderswith Serbia
and in particular with Voivodina were treaties made only with
Yugoslavia. This, he said, was an *historical fact’ which ‘ must be kept
inview’ .’°And, referring to the 1920 Treaty of Trianon, Antal spelt out
just why Hungary was so vigorously supporting Croatia's secession:
“We gave Vojvodina to Yugoslavia. If there is no more Yugoslavia,
then we should get it back.”

These manoeuvres by Austria and Hungary to break up
Yugoslavia were, of course, then overshadowed by the German
government’s drive to derecognise Yugoslavia through giving
recognition to Slovenia and Croatia. The German government’s open
championing of Yugoslavia' s break-up did not occur until thelate Spring
of 1991, but long before that both Slovenia and Croatia were getting
encouragement from Bonn for their efforts. The German campaign has
usually been explained by Kohl’s domestic electoral interests. But the
weakness of thisexplanation liesin thefact that it was Foreign Minister
Genscher - not a Christian Democrat - who seems to have been the
driving force behind the German policy. And there was thus a focused
and co-ordinated coalition involving Austria, Germany, Hungary and
the Vatican all pushing for the same goal: Yugoslavia s break up.

Thiscampaign wasnot, of course, supported by the United States.
It championed Yugoslav unity as did Britain and France. But for the
US unity was not the main thing: its policy was principally governed
by itsconcernto ensuretheimpositionof Shock Therapy on the country
as a whole via the IMF. In 1989 Geoffrey Sachs was in Yugoslavia
hel ping the Federal government under Ante Markovic preparethe IMF/
World Bank shock therapy package, which wasthen introduced in 1990
just at the time when the crucial parliamentary €elections were being
held in the variousrepublics.

One aspect of Yugodavia's Shock Therapy programmewas both
unique within theregion and of great political importancein 1989-90.
Thiswas the World Bank-organised bankruptcy mechanism. Whereas
in the rest of East Central Europe in the early 1990s, governments

10. ibid. Zametica cites the Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Newsletter
398, 9 July 1991.

11. Susan Woodward, Balkan Tragedy, Chaos and Dissolution After the Cold
War (The Brookings Institution, Washington DC,1995), p. 219.
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decided to keep the overwhel ming bulk of insolvent enterprises going
and postponed the implementation of draconian bankruptcy laws
(perhaps aware of the earlier Yugoslav experience), the World Bank
programme had a devastating effect in 1989 and 1990 in Yugoslavia.*?

The bankruptcy law to liquidate state enterpriseswas enacted in
the 1989 Financial Operations Act which required that if an enterprise
wasinsolvent for 30 daysrunning, or for 30 dayswithin a45 day period,
it had to settle withits creditors either by giving them ownership or by
being liquidated, in which case workers would be sacked, normally
without severance payments. In 1989, according to official sources,
248 firmsweredeclared bankrupt or wereliquidated and 89,400 workers
were laid off. During the first nine months of 1990 directly following
the adoption of the IMF programme, another 889 enterprises with a
combined work-force of 525,000 workers suffered the same fate. In
other words, in lessthan two years“ the trigger mechanism” (under the
Financial OperationsAct) had led to the lay off of more than 600,000
workersout of atotal industrial workforce of the order of 2.7 million.*
A further 20% of thework force, or half amillion people, were not paid
wages during the early months of 1990 as enterprises sought to avoid
bankruptcy. The largest concentrations of bankrupt firms and lay-offs
were in Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia and Kosovo.** As
Michel Chossudovsky explainsin hisanalysis of this episode:

Real earnings were in a free fall, social programmes had
collapsed; with the bankruptcies of industrial enterprises,
unemployment had become rampant, creating within the
population an atmosphere of social despair and hopel essness.*®

This was an critical turning point in the Yugoslav tragedy.

12. It is true that in Hungary a World Bank-inspired bankruptcy mechanism
also inflicted needless damage, but on nothing like the Yugoslav scale.
Elsewhere, government’s chose to pay lip-service to bankruptcy mechanisms
during the transition-slump, while in practice maintaining the bulk of their
industrial enterprises alive within the state sector.

13. World Bank, Industrial Restructuring Study, Overview, |ssuesand Strategy
for Restructuring, Washington DC, June 1991

14. This whole episode is analysed in Michel Chossudovsky, “Dismantling
the Former Yugoslavia’ (Research Paper, University of Ottawa, April 1996).
15. Ibid.
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Markovicinthe Spring of 1990 was by far the most popular politician
not only inYugos aviaasawholebut in each of its constituent republics.
He should have been abletorally the population for Yugoslavism against
the particularist nationalisms of Milosevic in Serbia or Tudjman in
Croatia and he should have been able to count on the obedience of the
armed forces. He was supported by 83% of the population in Croatia,
by 81% in Serbiaand by 59% in Sloveniaand by 79% in Yugoslaviaas
awhole.*®* This level of support showed how much of the Yugoslav
population remained strongly committed to the state’s preservation. But
Markovic had coupled his Yugoslavism with the IMF Shock Therapy
programme and EC conditionality and it was this which gave the
separatistsin the North West and the nationalistsin Serbiatheir opening.
The appeal of the separatistsin Sloveniaand Croatiato their electorates
involved offering to repudiate the M arkovic-IMF austerity and by doing
so help their republics prepareto leave Yugoslaviaaltogether and ‘join
Europe’ . The appeal of Milosevicin Serbiawasto thefact that the West
was acting against the Serbian peopl€’s interests. And these appeals
worked. As Susan Woodward explains:

In every republic, beginning with Slovenia and Croatia in the
Spring, governments ignored the monetary restrictions of
Markovic's stabilisation programme in order to win votes...*”

After winning el ections, they worked hard to break up the country.
If Western policy for Yugoslavia had been a Marshall Plan which the
federal authorities could have used to rebuild the country’s economic
and social cohesion the whole story would have been different.

Thisis not a case of being wise after the event. Western policy
makers were very well aware of the issue at the time. In 1989-90, the
US government faced an acute trade-off in its Yugoslav policy. The
State department was concerned in 1990 about Yugoslav political
stability. In 1990 the CIA was warning the Bush administration that

16. These statistics come from opinion polls published in Borba and Vjesnik
in May and July 1990, cited in Robert Hayden, The Beginning of the End of
Federal Yugoslavia: The Sovenian Amendment Crisisof 1989 (The Carl Becker
Papers, N0.1001, University of Pittsburgh, December 1992); also cited in
Woodward, op. cit., p. 129.

17. Woodward, op. cit., p.129.
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Yugoslaviawas heading for civil war within 18 months.*® The dilemma
was well brought out by a journalist at a press conference given by
Secretary of State Baker on 5 July 1990 in Washington. Thejournalist
asked:

I noticed intheremarksthat you made today that weredistributed
to us, you expressed some concerns about the situation in
Yugoslavia. Now, how does conditionality apply to the kind of
problem that you have described in Yugoslavia, which islessto
do with the central government and moreto do with the different
republics. It isnot clear whether Belgrade could deliver some of
the things that you want. How will that be judged?

Baker, normally laconic, replied with some feeling but more
evasion:

The question you raised is a very, very good question. There
will haveto be some seriousthought given to the degreeto which
you look at therepubliclevel asopposed to looking at the central
government level. And you are quiteright. Thereare somethings
in some countries with respect to which the central government
can deliver on; and in other countries that cannot be done.*®

But the US government as awhole opted for the priority of the
Shock Therapy programme over Yugoslav cohesion. Thus was the
internal dynamic towardstheYugoslav collapseinto civil war decisively
accelerated. Theonly European stateswhich did have astrategic interest
in the Yugoslav theatre tended to want to break it up.

It would bewrong, of course, to suggest that therewere no other,
specifically Yugoslav, structural flaws which helped to generate the
collapse. Many would argue that the decentralised Market Socialism
was a disastrous experiment for a state in Yugoslavia's geopolitical

18. The CIA report was later leaked. Its contents were explained in the
International Herald Tribune 29th November 1990, cited in Zametica, op.cit.
p. 58.

19. “Baker Says East Europe Aid for Reform, Not Status Quo.” Secretary of
State Baker’s press briefing following ameeting of the Group of 24, Tracking
Number: 145648 Text:TXT404, 3Fm Re (Background for the Houston
Economic Summit, US Information Agency, 07/05/90)
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situation. The 1974 Constitution, though better for the Kosovar
Albanians, gave too much to the republics, crippling the institutional
and material power of the Federal government. Tito’s authority
substituted for this weakness until his death in 1980, after which the
state and Communist Party becameincreasingly paralysed and thrown
into crisis. But if the Western powers had been remotely interested in
putting the interests of the Yugoslav people first, they had adequate
leversto play adecisiverole, alongside Yugod avid sfederal government,
in maintai ning the country’sintegrity. Instead, the Western powers most
interested in Yugoslav developments actually assisted, politically and
materially, in bringing about the collapse.

Western powersand the framework leading to atrocities
In 1990-1991, then, Yugoslaviawas in the grip of a dynamic towards
break-up despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of its
population did not favour such acourse. A break-up would also violate
acardinal principle of the new post-Cold War state system enshrinedin
the CSCE and the Treaty of Paris of 1990: that inter-state borders in
Europe should not be changed. Instead, internal arrangements within
states should be put in place to ensure adequate rights for al groups.
But the Western powerswere not prepared to enforce such principlesin
the'Yugoslav case because Germany did not want to and the other states
did not have any strategic interest in doing so. In the early summer of
1991, James Baker flew into Belgrade for a day to take a look at
Yugoslavia'scrisis before flying off with the remark: “We have no dog
inthisfight”. Normsnot relevant to Western state interestswere ditched.
In the early summer of 1991 German and Austrian efforts to advance
the break-up achieved atriumph by getting the EC to mediate between
Sloveniaand Croatiaand the central Yugoslav authorities. The EC states
were eager to enhance their foreign policy role and standing through
such mediation. They therefore accepted arolethat implied Yugoslavia's
destruction: mediation between forces within a state over that state’s
unity implies arepudiation of the state's sovereign authority.

But break-up might have been possiblewithout great bloodshed
if clear criteria could have been established for providing security for
all the main groups of peoplewithin the Yugoslav space. Thiswas such
avital issue not just because Yugoslavia was a multi-national state in
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which different national groupswerethoroughly intermixed, but above
all becausetherevival of inter-war and war-time bourgeois nationalisms
was the general East European political and ideological correlate of
Shock Therapy socia transformations. And several of these nationalisms
bore symbols which struck fear and panic into the minds of many of
Yugoslavia's peoples. Ensuring the practical application of clear and
just principlesfor handling these national questionswasliteraly alife-
and-death issue. This was what the Western powers were taking
responsibility for oncethey gotinvolvedin ‘mediation’. And Western
powers were taking responsibility for this cardinal issue because only
the Western great powers could give post-Yugoslav entities the rights
of statesin the inter-state system. And everybody knew that.

The problem here was that the constitutional arrangements,
furnishing rights to Yugoslavia's republican territories and its nations
and peoples, were arrangements that were premised upon Yugoslavia
remaining anintegrated state. Thereweretwo cardinal structural issues
here. Thefirst was adivision of the country into republicsin such a
way that the non-Serb nations would not fear that Yugoslavia would
become a Serb-dominated state. To achieve this, as Branka Magas
explains, required “winning Serbian acceptance of the new constitutional
order which wasto divide - morein form than in fact - the Serb nation
inside post-revolutionary Yugoslavia.”? Thus large parts of the Serb
population were placed within other republican territories or within
autonomous provinces which enjoyed greater autonomy than, say, the
Basque country in today’s Spain. The Serbswere thus split up between
Serbiaproper, Croatia, Bosnia, Vojvodinaand Kosovo. Thiswas, indeed,
aquestion “moreinformthaninfact” within anintegrated Yugoslavia,
but it became, of course, a division more of fact than of form in the
context or Yugoslavia's break-up. But Yugoslavia's constitutional
principles did provide akey to its resolution for the Constitution gave
rights to nations of equal forceto the rights of Republics. Thus, under
these criteria, the Serb nationals in, say, Croatia, were the subjects of
national rightswhich could not be overridden by thewill of the Croatian
republic. But how wasthisissue to be dealt with in acontext wherethe
Yugoslav constitution was collapsing?

20. Branka Magas, The Destruction of Yugoslavia (Verso,1993), p. 34.
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The second major issue concerned the major non-Slav nation
within Yugoslavia, the Kosovo Albanians. While post-war Yugoslavia
divided the Serbswithin the state, it divided the Albanians both within
the state and between Yugoslavia and Albania. As aresult, there were
always understandabl e tendencies within the Albanian communities of
K osovo and Macedoniathat would have preferred to unite all Albanians
in asingle Albanian state. With the break-up of Yugoslavia, for many
Yugoslav Albanians that became arealistic possibility. How was (and
is) that problem to be dealt with?

The Croatian question

The answers which the Western powers gave to these two cardinal
questions contributed very directly to the bloody cyclesof butchery in
the Yugoslav theatre during the 1990s. In 1991 the Western powers, led
by Germany, gave their answer on the question of the Serb population
in Croatia. They said Croatia should be entitled to independence on
grounds of self-determination and within the boundaries of republican
Croatiaestablished within post-war Yugoslavia. Self-determination was
established by the fact that a referendum of the Croatian nation had
voted for independence. Thiswasaformulafor war between the Croatian
nationalist government and Croatia s Serb popul ation becauseit violated
the principlesfor handling the national question established in the post-
war Yugoslav constitution: it denied the Serbsin Croatiatheir sovereign
national rights.

Under that constitution the will of arepublican majority could
not overridethe equally valid will of aconstituent nation. Thusthevote
of the Croatian mgjority for independence could not overridetherights
of the Serb population which had to be equally respected. The political
leaders of the Serbian population in Croatiaorganised areferendum on
whether to remain within anindependent Croatiaand the result wasan
overwhelming rejection. According to the Yugoslav principles Croatian
independence should have been dependent upon a prior resolution of
that conflict of rights and democratic wills.

But the EC statesduring 1991 ignored this, rejecting the Yugosav
idea that the Serb nation had rights equal to the Croatian republican
will. Instead the majority of EC states adopted the view that the Serb
population of Croatia should accept their status as a national minority
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within an independent Croatia. This approach should, of course, have
implied that CSCE principles for protecting minority rights must be
guaranteed before Croatian independence was recognised. But the
Croatian government rejected the granting of such CSCE rights.

And the German government decided to brush this CSCE
principle aside and recognised Croatia without any prior commitment
by the Croatian government to adequate minority rights for Croatia's
Serbian population. This German position thus involved a double
betrayal of Croatia's Serbs: a betrayal of the Yugoslav principles
concerning their rightsand abetrayal of the CSCE principles concerning
their rights. It was bound to drive the Croatian Serb population towards
war under the leadership of Serb nationalism. And it led the American
mediator Cyrus Vance to call the resulting war ‘Genscher’s war’,
referring to the German Foreign Minister. Thismay be an exaggeration:
it wasalso Tudjman’sand Milosevic's. But it was Genscher who made
it clear to the Croatian Serbs that they had nobody to depend on for
their rights but the force of their own arms and those of Serbia.

As to why the German government took this stand is an issue
which remainsobscure. Theline of German diplomatsthat it wasdriven
by domestic pressures is not convincing since the Auswartiges Amt
[foreign office] led the whole drive. As we shall see, there were other
interpretations at the time. But equally important is the question as to
why the other EC powerswere prepared to accept the German line. The
bargaining on this issue reached a climax at an all-night meeting of
European Political Co-operation on 15-16 December 1991 in Brussels.
At that meeting Chancellor Kohl got the British to support him by
offering John Major two big carrots over the Maastricht Treaty: the
British opt out on Monetary Union and a British opt out on the Social
Charter (rightsfor workers within the EC). And at the sametime Kohl
promised that he would not recognise Croatia and Slovenia until they
had implemented full minority rights for their minorities (essentially
rightsfor Croatia' s Serb minority). But having made that big concession,
Kohl then proceeded to renege on it, unilaterally recognising Croatia
and Slovenia on 23 December without any minority rights being
guaranteed.?

21. For afull account, see Woodward, The Balkan Tragedy, p. 184.
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The question then is why did the other main Western powers
accept this German unilateralism? And the answer istwofold: first, the
USdid not accept thisbig German demarche: it finally decided to move
ontheYugoslav crisis. Asfar asthe other EC powers were concerned,
Yugoslavia was simply not an important strategic issue for them: far
more important was the Maastricht Treaty (and, for the British, being
able to opt out of central parts of it).

It isalsoworth stressing that the EC wasnot only acquiescingin
Tudjman’srejection of CSCE principles for the large Serb population
in Croatia. It was equally ignoring the right of the Kosovar Albanians
to CSCE standards of minority rights within Serbia’s province of
Kosovo. Thereason was simple: no Western state had any stakein that
issue.

Onegroup inthe West had, in fact, cometo grips seriously with
what was at stake if appalling inter-communal slaughter was to be
avoided inYugoslavia. This was the Badinter Commission, which had
been set up by the EC in August 1991 as an arbitration commission of
senior international juriststo tackle basicissues of rightsin the context
of Yugoslavia sdissolution. At first, during the Croatian/Slovenian crisis,
the Badinter Commission took what might be called a German line:
when asked by the Serbian government to arbitrate on the issue of
Serbia sborder to Croatia, the Commission cited a case from adispute
between Mali and Burkino Faso which said that post-colonial boundaries
should not be changed. It a so rgjected therelevance of thewill expressed
in areferendum of the Serbian population in Croatiaagainst being part
of an Independent Croatia. At the sametimeit opposed recognition of
Croatia on the grounds that it was not respecting minority rights. But
over Bosnia, the Badinter Commission took adifferent view, closer to
earlier Yugoslav jurisprudence: it said that Bosnian independence should
not be accepted unless substantial approval was given to such
independence by all three peoples within Bosnia - the Bosnian Serbs,
the Bosnian Muslims and the Bosnian Croatians. Thus, while the EC
took an ‘historic rights' approach to recognising bordersinthe Croatian
case (and in the Kosovo case) it took an approach of recognising the
democratic rights of all national groupingsin the Bosnian case. Since
the Bosnian Serbswerebitterly against aBosnian independencewhich
would cut them off from the Serbs of Serbia, Badinter’slineimplied no
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acceptance of Bosnian independence. Thiswasalso the Germanlinein
January 1992 and it waslargely accepted by the European Community.
But at thiscritical juncture, the United Statesintervened vigorously in
the Yugoslav crisisfor thefirst time.

US intervention: playing the Bosnian card against an
emer ging Ger man sphere of influence

During 1991 the United States' sdeclaratory policy was one of supporting
Yugoslav unity. But in reality the US stood back from the Yugoslav
crisis, simply watching the chaotic manoeuvrings of the European
powers on the issue. The US no longer had any significant national
interest in Yugoslavia.?? But it was pre-occupied by one overriding
European policy issue: ensuring that Western Europe remained firmly
subordinated to the Atlantic Alliance under US leadership. And this
was viewed by the Bush administration as a serious problem asaresult
of fundamental features of the Soviet collapse. First, NATO - themilitary
cornerstone of the Alliance - had lost itsrational e and there were moves
in Western Europe (and the USSR) to build a new security order in
Europethat would tend to undermine US|eadership. Secondly, the new
United Germany, liberated from US tutelage, seemed to be building a
new political bloc with France through the Maastricht Treaty with its
stress on a Common Foreign and Security Policy leading towards ‘a
common defence’ . This seemed to be more than words since Germany
and France were in the process of building a joint military corps, the
so-called ‘Euro-Corps’ outside the NATO framework - a move that
profoundly disturbed Washington and London. And thirdly, Germany’s
drive in relation to Yugoslavia seemed to be geared not simply to
domestic German constituencies, but to the construction of a German
sphere of influence in Central Europe, involving Austria, Hungary,

22. As it happened, the Bush Administration was staffed at the top by long-
timeYugoslav experts: Eagleburger, in charge of European policy, wasaformer
Ambassador and Scowcroft, head of the National Security Council had been
in the Belgrade Embassy and had written his Ph.D. on Yugoslavia. Woodward
says that one of the reasons for US passivity during 1990-1991 was that both
men had had businessinterestsin Yugoslaviaand questions were already been
raised in the US about the possible influence of these interests on US policy
towards the country. See Woodward, op. cit., p. 155.
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Croatiaand Sloveniaand perhaps|later drawing in Czechoslovakiaand
eventually and most crucially Poland. This seemed to be the only
explanation for the extraordinary assertive unilateralism of Genscher
and Kohl, running roughshod over their EC partnersin December 1991
and sending asignal to the whole of Europe that Bonn had become the
place where the shape of the new Europe was being decided.

This was not acceptable to the Bush administration. As
Eagleburger explained, Germany “was getting out ahead of the US”
with its Croatian drive. In other words the US interpretation of
Genscher’sdriveto break up Yugoslaviawasfar from being that it was
just a sop to Catholic domestic constituencies and the editor of the
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. In response to this challenge, the US
administration decided to take over the political lead in the Yugoslav
crisis.

But just as Germany’s various declared universalist norms and
goalswerein the service of not of the Yugoslav people but of German
political influence, so the United Stateswas not, of course, entering the
Yugoslav theatre to calm the storms of war and provide new security
for Yugoslavia's terrified peoples. Quite the reverse. The Bush
admini stration was entering the sceneto push Germany and the European
Union aside but it was going to do so by laying the basisfor anew and
much more savage Yugoslav war.

Washington’'s chosen instrument for taking the lead was that of
encouraging the Bosnian government to go for independence and
thereforefor aBosnian war. Bosnian independence was opposed by the
German government and the EC. They aimed to try to hold therest of
Yugoslavia together. The US administration decided to put a stop to
that by launching adrive for Bosnian independence which got underway
in January 1992 just as the EC was following Germany’s lead in
recognising Croatiaand Slovenia.

Germany had turned the internal Yugoslav crisis into its own
problem definition: Europe must defend independent Croatia against
Serbian/Yugoslav aggression. Now Washington would provide a new
problem definition: Europe and the world must defend an I ndependent
Bosniaagainst Serbian/Yugoslav aggression and, perhaps, if tactically
useful, against Croatian aggression aswell. Thusdid the US enunciate
the great norm that would eventually provide it with European



|eadership: self-determination for the Bosnian nation and defence of its
independence against aggression.

Bosnia: A state without a nation

There was a factual problem with the American line: there was no
Bosnian nationinapolitical senseor inaYugosav constitutional sense.
There were, instead, three nations in Bosnia, none of which had a
majority of the population. Asof the 1981 Census Bosniacontained the
following main national groups:

Muslims 1,629,000

Serbs 1,320,000

Croatians 758,000

Yugoslavs 326,000

Bosnians 0]

It was evident from voting results that the majority of Bosnid's
own population was not going to respect the authority of an independent
Bosnian state. (The Croatian nationalist |eaders had supported Bosnian
independence but only to facilitate Bosnia's being carved up). And it
was equally obviousthat large parts of that popul ation would go to war
rather than accept the state. The American government knew this
perfectly well. So by pushing the | zetbegovic government to launch a
drive for independence, the Bush administration was pushing for war.

Asfar asthelzetbegovic government was concerned, it had been
bitterly opposed to the German drive to grant Croatia independence
becauseit had been surethat thiswould increase pressureswithin Bosnia
for independence and thus civil war. | zetbegovic had made an emotional
pleato Genscher in December to draw back in order to save Bosnia,
but to no avail. But after Croatia’'s recognition and with the US
government urging lzetbegovic to go for independence, the Bosnian
government must have been given strong political and material
commitments by the US government in order to persuadeit to launch a
course that was certain to produce an atrocious civil war in which both
Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Serbswould be sure to gain support from
their respective states.

If, at thistime, the United States had decided to back the EC and
German positionsto keep Bosniawithin rump Yugoslaviaand to shore
up its security in that context, the |zetbegovic government would
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certainly have refrained from a step which was bound to produce war.

That this was the attitude of the Izetbegovic Government was
demonstrated in March 1992 when it reached agreement with the
Bosnian Croat and Bosnian Serb leaders under the auspices of the EU
at ameeting in Lisbon to establish aconfederation within Bosniabased
upon three ethnically based cantons. But as the New York Times later
explained the United States government persuaded | zetbegovic aweek
later to repudiate the agreement he had made

and choose instead a sovereign Bosnia and Herzegovina under
his presidency, saying that thiswasjustified by the referendum
on 1st March onindependence. The problem with that referendum
was that although the Bosnian Muslims and Croats
overwhelmingly endorsed it, the Bosnian Serbs boycotted it,
warning that iswas a prelude to Civil War.®

If the United States had backed the EC and German positions
on Bosniait would have conceded to Germany game set and match in
the European politics of Yugoslavia's crisis. It was this policy of the
use of Yugoslav developmentsfor wider US European goalswhich led
the USdown aroad which required it to trample under foot the Badinter
Commission and post-war Yugoslav jurisprudence on national rights: a
government representing a minority of Bosnia’'s population was to be
encouraged to ignore the expressed democratic will of Bosnia's other
communities - the Bosnian Serbsand Croatians - and attempt to establish
aBosnian state without a Bosnian nation. The palitics of this strategy
would consist of presenting the Bosnian civil war as aggression by
Serbiausing the Serb nation in Bosniaasitsviciousfifth column. Quite
predictably, Serb paramilitary groups, some of them en route to the
Krgjina, were beginning to wipe out Bosnian Muslim villages. An
appalling and vicious war was unfolding among the Bosnians.

The war was apolicy successfor the US, which took control of
eventsintheYugoslav theatre and very successfully polarised European
politics around those who supported the * Bosnian nation’ versusthose
who supported adrivefor ‘ Greater Serbia - astate uniting all Serbs- a
drive for ethnic cleansing and barbaric massacres. Decisive in the

23. The New York Times, 17 June 1993.
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success of the US operation were precisely the barbaric methods
employed by the one wing of the‘ Bosnian nation’ - the Bosnian Serbs
- against the Bosnian Muslims. But al so important were the covert supply
of weapons to the Bosnian Muslims by the US and the reconciliation
between Germany and the USA over wider European policy.

But of course, therewere other consequences of the US splaying
of the Bosnian card, two in particular: first, the biggest nation in the
Yugoslav arena, the Serbs, were having their national rights trampled
underfoot by the Western powersinsofar as US policy was successful.
Thismeant that they would rally to Milosevic's Serbian government as
their protector (and it also meant that Western liberal democratic politics
could hardly triumph in a Serbia whose people were being victimised
by Western liberal democratic states). But the second consequence was
that Yugoslavia's fourth biggest nation, the Kosovo and Macedonia
Albanians with their national aspirations to freedom and unity, were
also to be ignored by the Western powers, though they were
simultaneously powerfully damaged by America's Bosnia policy: for
they were trapped in the mercy of a Serb nation, enraged by Western
disregard for their national rights and swinging over to nationalist
extremists; left within a Serbian republic frozen in a nationalist
authoritarianism, with 600,000 ethnically cleansed Serb refugees,
refugees cleansed by NATO-led forcesin the Bosnian war. Without the
context, itishard to believe that Milosevic could have won the Serbian
elections in 1993 and 1996. That in itself would not have solved the
problems facing the Kosovo Albanians. But it would have opened a
path towards a peaceful resolution of many of their problems.

Cat and mice - and fox - over Bosnia

During 1992 and 1993, the United States appeared to be uninvolved in
the Bosnian war, appeared to be still ready to let the West Europeans
lead with their Vance-Owen mission and with their British, French and
other troops under UN mandate. Thus, the media-surface of the political
side of the war seemed to be a cat and mouse game between the EC
plusVance-Owen playing cat and theleaders of thevarioussidesin the
war playing mice. Vance-Owen would one moment seem to catch the
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mice and get them to agree a peace-deal, but the next moment one of
the micewould escape, the deal would collapse and the EC would have
to start again.

But to understand what was really taking place, we must bring
the actual UStacticsinto the picture. The US was making sure that the
I zetbegovic government had sufficient resources to carry on the war
(by breaking, along with other states, the arms embargo) but at the
sametimeit was using the continuance of the Bosnian war to ram home
aclear political message to Western Europe. At this time, the French
and Germans were attempting to build the EU and WEU independent
of theUS-led NATO. The Bush and Clinton governmentswere bitterly
opposed to this. But they were going to opposeit not just in words but
through the Yugoslav facts.

Paul Gebhard, Director for Policy Planning in the Pentagon,
explains the position at this time. The West Europeans were trying to
develop ‘ aEuropean Security and Defence Identity inthe WEU outside
NATO. US criticism of European institutions, however, can only be
credible if European policies are unsuccessful.”?* And he goes on to
point out that the key European policy was the UN/EC Vance-Owen
plan for Bosnia. He goeson:

The EC claimed the lead in setting Western policy at the start of
the Yugoslav crisis...The Europeans may have thought that
Vance's participation as the US representative was sufficient to
commit the USto whatever policy devel oped. By having aformer
Secretary of State on theteam, they may have expected to bring
the USinto the negotiationswithout having to work with officials
in Washington. This approach reflects a desire in European
capitalsfor ‘Europe’ to set the political agendawithout official
US participation on issues of European security.

Gebhard goes on to describe the trip of Vance and Owen to
Washington in February 1993 to try to persuade the US of their plan.

Vance and Owen argued that the dedl.....was the best that could

24. Paul R. S. Gebhard, “The United States and European Security”, Adelphi
Paper 286 (International | nstitute for Strategic Studies, London, February, 1994)
Subsequent quotations of Gebhard are taken from this same source.
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be crafted (implying that US participation would not have
produced a better deal for the Muslims)...Without its
participation, the Clinton administration was not committed
politically to the plan.....

This is an understatement on Gebhard’s part: the Clinton
administration was committed politically against the plan because it
was an independent EU plan. And by quietly undermining the plan it
successfully undermined West European attempts at independent
European leadership. As Gebhard explains:

Because of the situation in Bosnia, the EC was unable to set the
agenda for European security without the full participation of
the United States....The political influence and military power
of the US remain essential to security arrangementsin Europe.

In short, the interests of the peoples of Bosnia simply didn’t
figure. Much moreimportant geopolitical interestswere at stakefor the
Clinton administration than bringing the war to an end.

New German-American partnership and theroad to Dayton
Asthe Bosnian war continued through 1993 and 1994, therivalry and
mutual suspicions between Germany and the United States over various
broad European issues gave way to anew unity around anew political
programme for Europe and the Atlantic Alliance. Onevital step tothis
was the Uruguay Round Agreement - embracing acommon vision not
just for ‘trade’ in the usual sense of that word, but actually for the
expansion of Atlantic capitalism acrossthe world through the strategy
of ‘globalising’ national political economies. But another absolutely
crucial step wasthe BrusselsNorth Atlantic Council meeting of January
1994. This meeting took two fundamental decisions: first, to expand
NATO eastwards into Poland; and second, the adoption of the twin,
seemingly purely technical-military concepts of “ Combined Joint Task
Forces’ and of “separable but not separate” European military
capabilities.

These decisions, essentially taken by the USA and Germany,
marked the big policy shift on the reorganisation of European
international politicsafter the end of the Cold War. To understand their
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significance we must look at the broader debates and political battles
between the Western powers over the shape of the post-Cold War
European order. Thisdebate can bedivided analyticaly intoitspolitical
side and its military side.

The political concept for Europe

The collapse of the Soviet Bloc had re-opened the question of how to
structure and channel power politics across Europe. There were three
big ideas in the early 1990s and two of them were absolutely
unacceptableto the USA:

Optionl.A pan-European collective security system, embracing Russia
and the USA as well as all the other states of Europe, in an
institutionalised framework - a much strengthened and streamlined
OSCE - that would be norm-based: clear ruleswhich all should enforce
and which would lead all to gang-up on any state that breached them.
Option 2: A two-pillar power structureinvolving the EU and WEU in
Western Europe and Russiaand the CISin the East. NATO would fade
into the background as an ultimate guarantor of its members security,
whilethe WEU/EU would expand into East Central Europe, something
Russia could have lived with.

Option 3: NATO under American leadership would take command of
European politics. The OSCE would survivein aminor technical role;
the WEU/EU would not be allowed to have a policy-making authority
and a command structure autonomous from US supervision through
NATO; and NATO would expand East but would exclude Russia. So
Europe would be re-polarised further East between a US-dominated
Western Europe and aweakened Russia. Germany would be expected
to discuss Eastern issues first with the US and its Western partners
rather than having the option of discussing with Russiabefore bargaining
with its Western partners.

Options 1 and 2 would have undermined the American power
position in Europe. But during the early 1990s there was resistance to
Option 3 not only from the Russians but also from many European
states. But it became a vital issue for the US to get this option into
reality. The great problem with Option 3, however, was that it would
necessarily exclude Russia. American leadership through NATO could
only be possibleinsofar as Russiawas not amember of NATO. If Russia
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wasin NATO it would not be possible for the United Statesto brigade
the West and central European states into a common policy on this or
that policy issue affecting the space around NATO. American leadership
through NATO precisely required Russian exclusion. Only Options 1
and 2 therefore gave Russia a central place in European international
politics. But the decision to expand NATO Eastwardsinto Poland was
in essence adecision to go for Option 3 - American leadership.

During the early 1990s the US has been pushing forward its
very delicate campaign to turn NATO asan institution into the dominant
pan-European politico-military force. Thefirst step in this diplomatic
effort had been launched at the Rome meeting of the North Atlantic
Council in November 1991 this created the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council (NACC) to develop consultative links with the entire former
Soviet Bloc region. It could be explained as an attempt to reassure the
former Bloc at atime when the USSR was collapsing. Russia (with a
strongly pro-Western government in 1992) participatedin NACC. The
next and really crucial step in the campaign was taken at the January
1994 NATO summit. This decided to expand NATO’s membership
Eastwards and, to prepare the way, it established a new mechanism,
the so-called Partnership for Peace (P4P). At the time, some saw the
PAP as a possible alternative to NATO enlargement, but for the US it
was a stepping stone to such enlargement.

Yugoslaviamay, at first sight, seemto havelittleto do with these
security debates among the Western powers. But what was going on
was not just a“‘debate’: it was apolitical battle over the political shape
of Europein the future. And such battles between the Western powers
are fought not only in words but also by deeds and by creating facts.
And inthiscontext Yugod aviawas acentral arenafor winning arguments
by deeds and by creating facts.

Thus, if the EU had successfully handled the Yugoslav crisisin
1990-91, that would have given a great boost to Option 2 above. The
fact that during the Bosnian war the United States found that it could
not do without political help from the Russians meant the formation of
the Contact Group and implied an inclusive collective security approach
to European affairs - Option 1.

But with an agreement between Germany and the United States
on making NATO the central pillar of the new European system and on
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expanding NATO Eastwards, theway was open for putting that German-
American approach into practicein the Yugoslav theatre. Successthere
would then feed back onto the wider European political field with the
actual expansion of NATO into Poland. The P4P scheme legitimised
practical political and military cooperation between NATO and ex-
Yugoslav states, enabling joint security and military planning. US
military co-operation with both Macedoniaand Albania could now be
legitimated under the P4P umbrella.

By 1994 Germany was coming round to theideathat the notion
of an autonomous West European instrument wasimpossible: it had to
be a US-led NATO instrument. The January 1994 Brussels Summit
decisions on “Combined Joint Task Forces” and of “separable but not
separate” European military capabilities were essentially decisions to
kill off theideaof building the WEU as an autonomous military-political
power bloc. Instead the WEU would become simply another hat which
the European NATO members could use for operations that the US
approved of but did not wish to become involved in. The Combined
Joint Task Forces concept essential brought French forces and the Euro-
corpswiththe NATO framework and the principle of separable but not
separate meant that there woul d be no separate European policy planning
or command structure: only NATO, oneand indivisible. Thusthe French
concept of the early 1990s of an autonomous (from the USA) European
Defence I dentity was dead. The language of the European Security and
Defence ldentity was retained, but only as a notion of the West
Europeans doing morewithin NATO, under US supervision. And again,
the Yugoslav theatre could be the anvil on which the new joint task
forces could beforged.

The Yugodav road to the new NATO

During 1994 and 1995 these shifts on the new role of NATO politically
and militarily in the New Europe fed back into the Bosnian conflict.
Therewere, at first, acute tensions between the US and the British and
French because the US wanted to demonstrate its enormous air power
with strikes against the Bosnian Serbs but that threatened the saf ety of
the British and French troops on the ground. The tensions reached the
point where some thought NATO might even split on the issue as the
British even threatened such asplit. But during 1995 an effective set of
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tactics emerged.

First, the US adopted the German approach to wrapping up the
Bosnian war by building acoalition of Bosnia'sMuslimsand Bosnia's
Croatsin conjunction with an alliance between the Bosnian Government
and the Croatian government against the Bosnian Serbs. This was a
great success against the Serbs, ethnically cleansing them from both
Croatian territory and parts of Bosnian territory.

Secondly, NATO could swing into action vigorously ‘ out of area
with British and French forcesaswell asUSair power and the Croatian
and Bosnian Muslim forces driving the Bosnian Serbs back into defeat.
And the whole operation under US leadership was crowned with a
European political triumph for the US in the form of the Dayton
Agreement. And the US tried to argue that the key to victory had been
their air strikes, showing how central the USwasto * European security’
asaresult.

Thefact that Dayton did not produce apoalitically genuine Bosnian
state was, from a US point of view, a mere detail, wrapped up in too
much complexity for European electorates to notice such detail. The
US hastaken command of Yugoslav affairs and of the high politics of
Europe through the reorganisation of NATO and the new German-
American partnership.

The US approach to the new Balkan backlash.

To understand the US decision to launch war against Yugoslaviaon 24
March 1999 we must understand how events have‘ progressed’ in both
the Balkan theatre and in the broader regional European context since
Dayton. Thebig changein the Balkan region wasthe Albanian explosion
leading to the collapse of an effective Albanian state, which still
continues, and the destabilisation of both Serbiaand Macedoniaby the
arrival of the KLA, itself in large part a product of the Albanian blow-
out.

The real politics of Dayton did not involve creating a viable
Bosnian state: it involved aNATO Protectorate in Bosnia- in effect a
NATO dictatorship - which would survive politically through keeping
thetwo main statesin the area, Croatiaand Serbia, inline. The Croatian
government has not actually stayed in line, since it has integrated the
Bosnian Croat population into Croatia. But the Milosevic regime did



keep inline, though it could not keep the Bosnian Serbsthemselvesin
line because their majority hasviewed Milosevic asatraitor to the Serb
nation by agreeing to Dayton. What US policy did not wish to
contemplate, however, was a Greater Albania, since this would upset
the applecart in Macedonia, Bulgariaand possibly between Greece and
Turkey. But paradoxically the blow-out of the Albanian state in 1996-
97 has opened the door to the possibility of agreater Albania.

The Sali Berishagovernment of Albaniaup to 1996 wasacorrupt
dictatorship which rigged elections and imprisoned the leader of the
opposition, but he served American policy well because he sealed off
the border between Albaniaand Yugoslaviaand gave no encouragement
to the national aspirations of the Albaniansin Kosovo and Macedonia.
(Berishaseems actually to have been afind of British intelligence and
as aresult the British were very reluctant to see him overthrown).

But with the popular uprising that overthrew Berisha, the
Albanian state was compl etely shattered, its security forces melted and
their armswere seized by the population - some 750,000 Kalashnikovs
were privatised amongst other things. Despite Italian military
intervention, the new Sociaist government of Nano, just out of Berisha's
jail, could not impose order on Albanid's territory and could not seal
the borders with Macedonia and Kosovo. This gave an opening to the
Kosovo Liberation Army, an organisation whose leaders had once
admired Enver Hoxha but now opened itself to all those who rejected
the reformist and pacifist stance of Ibrahim Rugova, the moderate
Albanianleader. The KLA offensive gained avery receptiveresponse
both in Kosovo and in Macedoniawhere the national aspirations of the
Albanians had long been repressed, especially, of course, in Kosovo.
TheKLA offensivein Kaosovo got under way in February 1998 and was
very effective, killing large numbers of Serbian officials and security
personnel acrossthe province.

Dealing with the KLA

This presented the NATO powerswith aseriesof acute dilemmas. On
one side, there was the European interest in preserving state stability
for al the states of the region. This was an interest mainly governed,
for the West Europeans by afear of refugee waveswhen states col lapse.
But therewasalso aUSinterest in state stability, deriving from Dayton.



Dayton was not proving asuccess. And the US admini stration was under
pressureto fix adatefor itswithdrawal from its Bosnian commitments.
These state stability concerns pointed towards one clear policy direction:
rely on Milosevic, who, unlike Tudjman, was sticking to Dayton, to
restabilise the borders of Albaniaand Macedonia by putting the KLA
toflight.

If the Western powers opted to do nothing and let eventsin the
Western Balkans take their course, the result could be Macedonia's
collapse into civil war, possible Bulgarian involvement, more bloody
confrontationsin Albaniaand the danger of aGreater Albania, upsetting
the balances between Greece and Turkey. As the Economist put it in
June,1998:

TheWest’sbiggest worry isthat thewar will spread to Kosovo's
two neighbours, Albaniaand Macedonia. The separatists use both
countries (and Montenegro) as havens and as conduitsfor arms.®

NATO'’s posture was, therefore, from early 1998 to back
Milosevic. Thesignal for the Yugod av government to launch itscounter-
insurgency war against the KL A uprising was given by the United States
special envoy to the region, Ambassador Gelbard. The BBC
correspondent in Belgrade reported that Gelbard flew in to brand the
KLA as‘aterrorist organisation’.

“I know aterrorist when | see one and these men areterrorists,”
he said... At the time, the KLA was believed to number just
several hundred armed men. Mr. Gelbard’s words were
interpreted inthe Yugoslav capital, Belgrade, asagreenlight for
asecurity forces operation against the KL A and the special police
conducted two raidsin the Benitsar region in March.

It is important to remember in this context that for the US
government inthe 1990s, the official designation of agroup asaterrorist
organisation has large and precise policy consequences for all the
agenciesof theentire US state. It istherefore not something that asenior
US official doeslightly. It isamgjor policy decision with a powerful

25. Economist Leader: ‘Milosevic again in Kosovo: The Struggle to contain
ex-Yugoslavia s fighting is far from over,” the Economist, 6 June 1998.
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message to all relevant interested parties, not least, in this case, the
Yugoslav and Serbian governments. And thiswasthe political posture
of NATO throughout much of 1998.

But was it also the policy? Thisis much less clear. Thereis no
doubt that it wasthe policy of the West European statesright up through
Christmas 1998. They wanted anegotiated sol ution between the Kosovo
Albanian leadership and the Serbian government in the context of a
cease-fire between the government and the KL A. They condemned any
atrocities by either side and, right through from October 1998 into
January 1999, EU General Council statements tended to present the
KLA asthe major obstacle to a cease-fire and as the main violator of
UN resolution 1199 of September 1998, prompting retaliatory action
by the Serbian security forces.

But the great enigmaiswhat the US policy during 1998 actually
was. This puzzle focuses on the behaviour of US Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright. It is inconceivable that Gelbard could have
designated the KL A aterrorist organisation without her approval. The
Yugoslav theatre was high on the State Department policy agenda, after
al, withvery large UStroop deploymentsin the area. Yet as soon asthe
Serbian government responded to the Gelbard signal, Albright pounced.
On 7 March 1998, just after and in response to the Serbian security
force operation in the Benitsar region of Kosovo, she declared:

We are not going to stand by and watch the Serbian authorities
do in Kosovo what they can no longer get away with doing in
Bosnia. %

Two dayslater shereserved theright for the USto take unilateral
action agai nst the Serbian government, saying, ‘ We know what we need
to know to believe we are seeing ethnic cleansing all over again.’?” She
then swung into action with emergency meetingsin London and Bonn
and success in gaining some rather minor sanctions on Yugoslavia,
along with adenial of visas to Serbian officials involved in any way

26. Steven Erlanger, ‘Albright Warns Serbs on Kosovo Violence’, New York
Times, 8 March 1998, p. A6.

27. Anne Swardson, ‘West, Russia Agree on Sanctions for Belgrade’,
Washington Post, 10 March 1998, p. A13.



46

with the action in Kosovo. But

not satisfied with the Contact Group’s sanctions package, the
United States left the door open to military intervention. When
asked about that possibility, Robert Gelbard, Clinton’s special
envoy to the Balkans, told aCongressional hearing.... ‘wearen’t
ruling anything out’ .%

At the same time, Albright got the North Atlantic Council to
declarethat:

NATO and theinternational community have alegitimateinterest
in developments in Kosovo.... because of their impact on the
stability of the wholeregion. %

This Albright drive is on the face of it utterly at odds with the
Gelbard signal. Robert Gelbard’s discourse was the language of war
against the KLA, Albright’s was that of preparing for war against
Milosevic. If Gelbard was so utterly at oddswith Albright’slineashe
seems to have been he would have been swiftly fired. But he was not.
So Gelbard and Albright must have been playing two different
instruments in counter-point in asingle score.

There are two obvious possible scores. Thefirst isthat Gelbard
had the mel ody line and Albright wasjust giving acontrasti ng backing.
In other words, during most of 1998, the operational US policy wasto
back the Serbian government against the KLA while pretending to do
the opposite. ThusAlbright’santi-Milosevic, bomb-threatening rhetoric
was simply acover for public consumption, and anecessary one, given
the orgy of vilification of Milosevic promoted by the US administration
during the Bosnian war and given the fact that the key US partnersin
the region, such as the Bosnian Muslim leadership in Bosniaand US-
funded Serbian opposition groups, would not welcome too friendly a
relationship between the USand Milosevic. A further argument for this
interpretation isthe fact that NATO'sline aswell asthe official line of

28. Philip Shenon, ‘USsaysit might consider attacking Serbs’ New York Times,
13 March 1998, p. Al.

29. Colin Soloway, ‘Serbia attacks Ethnic Albanians’ Washington Post, 6
March 1998, p. Al
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the EU and of the Contact Group (whichincluded Russia) during 1998
was at the least broadly neutral between the Serbian authorities and the
KLA, but tended toward the side of the former.*

But thereisasecond possible scoreat work in USpolicy during
1998, one which gives Albright the melody line: in other words, from
February 1998, the US was actually manoeuvring for a war against
Serbia, using the KLA insurgency and the Serbian counter-insurgency
asthe occasion for an Air War. And the evidence for thisinterpretation
of eventsisthe much more persuasive one. First of all, the Washington
Post in late March argued this strongly. It cited unnamed Clinton
administration sourcesto the effect that Washington’s actual policy had
been to prepare diplomatically for an attack on Yugoslaviaright from
the start back in February 1998. In reported on 23 March, the eve of the
launching of the air war that, ‘ The diplomacy that led up to yesterday’s
final warning was designed and built in Washington.” And it went on:

Somecriticshave seen alack of resolvein the successivewarnings
Washington hasissued since [February, 1998]. But what critics
see as vacillation is described by policy makersin Washington
asorchestration of international backing for military force, much
asthey said they accomplished in Irag.3*

What the Washington Post is suggesting hereis not that the US
policy wasto unilaterally attack Serbia. It is saying that the US policy
was to get the whole of NATO into a position where NATO would
attack Yugoslavia. Thus, the USwould be engaging in aseriesof political
offensives within NATO to try to drag its allies into a collective war
against Yugoslavia. And the Post’sreferenceto UStacticsvisavislrag
in 1990 isalso thought-provoking. It suggeststhe Clinton administration
used the same entrapment tacti c towardsthe Yugoslav government that
the Bush administration used agai nst Saddam Hussein in 1990.

In the summer of 1990, the US Ambassador to Irag, in her
meeting with Saddam Hussein at the height of his crisis with Kuwait,

30. Inan earlier version of thistext, published in New Left Review, | subscribed
to this interpretation of US policy during the period from March to October
1998.

31. Barton Gellman, ‘Allies See No Credible Alternative’, Washington Post,
23 March 1999, p. A12.
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knowing that Iragi troops were massing at the Kuwaiti border, had
informed him that the US has no vital interest at stake in his quarrel
with Kuwait, regarded Iraq as abulwark in the region and regarded the
dispute as purely amatter between Iraq and Kuwait. Thiswasasignal
for Saddam Hussein to take Kuwait. The possible explanation for
Gelbard’s signal to the Serbian authorities is that US diplomacy was
setting asimilar trap for the Yugoslav state: encouraging it to launch an
al-out Turkish or Colombian-style - or in the classic examples, the
British Malayan operation in the 1950s or the American Vietnam
operationsin the 1960s - counter-insurgency operation against villagers
and clans supporting the KLA. Once the counter-insurgency was
underway, the US had the factual basisfor pushing the West European
powerstowards launching awar.

This interpretive framework makes sense of a number of
otherwise puzzling features of NATO'’s Kosovo politics during 1998.
First, there was the big push by Washington for NATO air-strikes in
June 1998, by which time NATO military planning for an attack on
Yugoslaviawas compl eted.

In that month, White House spokesperson Mike McCurry
asserted that Yugoslavia

must immediately withdraw security unitsinvolved in civilian
repression, without linkageto...the‘ stopping of terrorist activity.*

In parallel, Pentagon spokesperson Kenneth Bacon said:

We don’t think that there should be any linkage between an
immediate withdrawal of forces by the Yugoslavs on the one
hand, and stopping terrorist activities, on the other. There ought
to be completewithdrawal of military forces so that negotiations
can begin.®

In other words, Washington wasinsisting that before any cease-
fire or negotiations on aK osovo peace settlement, the Serbian authorities
must withdraw all their forcesfor Kosovo, handing over theterritory to

32. Steven Erlanger, ‘Serb’s Promises are just first Step, US says’, New York
Times, 17 June 1998, p. A6.
33. ibid.
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the KLA. Thus, the USwas effectively insisting that Yugoslavia either
hand over Kosovo to the KLA or face NATO bombing. As Gary
Dempsey explains, the US was demanding that Serbian government

effectively hand over one of its territories to an insurgency
movement.....This...led many ethnic Albanians to further
conclude that the Clinton administration - despite its official
statementsto the contrary - backed their goal of independence....
Although US policy was officially opposed to independencefor
K osovo, Washington would not allow Belgradeto forcibly resist

it.3

Thusasearly as June, 1998, Washington was sending absol utely
clear signals to the KLA to step up its insurgency against the Serbian
government, and seeking to use Serb security forces counter-moves as
a pretext for an air war against Serbia. But it had to be, politicaly, a
NATO air war even though factually the USAir Force would be doing
it. The European NATO powersresisted. So Albright had to pull back.

During the summer of 1998, while the West European and
Russian positions continued to block Albright’sNATO bombing option,
the Serbian government carried on its counter-insurgency and in
September, the US administration attempted to get a UN Resolution
that could serve asthe pretext for an air war. Theresult, Security Council
Resolution 1199, was anything but adequate from Albright’s point of
view. Theresolution required the following: aceasefire by both sides;
peace talks between the Serbian Government and unnamed Kosovo
Albanianleaders for aninternal settlement whose natureisnot specified,;
the Serbian security forces were called upon to end all military action
against civilianswhile at the same time the resol ution demanded of the
Kosovo sidethat ‘ the Kosovo Albanian leadership condemn all terrorist
action and emphasises that all elements in the Kosovo Albanian
community should pursue their goals by peaceful means only’; the
resolution further called for the international monitors to be able to
carry out their work in Kosovo and it demanded efforts by the Yugoslav

34. Gary T Dempsey, ‘Washington’s Kosovo Policy: Consequences and
Contradictions’ Policy Analysis, No. 321, 8 October 1998.

35. UN Security Council Resolution 1199 (1998), adopted by the Security
Council at its 393rd meeting on 23 September 1998.
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authorities to take adequate humanitarian measures for the civilian
popul ation over winter.®

Yet although this resolution could not be used to legitimate a
military attack on Serbia, Madeleine Albright did useit for her rhetoric
of threats of NATO attack. In early October she declared at a press
conference before a Contact Group meeting that shewould bomb Serbia
if it didn’t comply with Resolution 1199.% She al so threatened to bomb
Serbiabecause the winter was approaching and K osovar refugeescoming
out of Kosovo could be exposed to terrible hardships in the Albanian
mountains.

Thus, time after time during the spring, summer and autumn of
1998, Albright combined vitriolic language directed against the
Yugoslav government with repeated threats of NATO bombing. Thisis
acurious style of diplomacy. Oneresult wasthat every timethe Yugoslav
government agreed to anything from the Contact Group, Albright would
claim that it was backing down because of her rhetoric about bombing
- an absurd claim, since the Yugoslav government would know very
well the state of opinioninthe Contact Group at that time. And whatever
the Yugoslav government resisted could give Albright ammunition for
increasing the volume of her rhetoric and to claimthat ‘ thistime’ NATO
should not be bluffing. She also adopted the tactic of holding press
conferences just before going into Contact Group meetings and using
such occasions to demand that the NATO powers stop pussy-footing
around with Milosevic and show some backbone. In short, she appeared
to be trying to create, through her own constant bombing threats, a
mounting credibility crisisfor NATO, along the lines of, ‘If we don’t
do it thistime, NATO will be alaughing stock’.

When, on 13 October, Richard Holbrooke brokered an agreement
with Milosevic under which the Serbian and Yugoslav forcesin Kosovo
would be scaled down and there would be a cease fire monitored by a
large force of OSCE monitors, Milosevic stipulated that the Contact
Group must ensure the cease-fire on the KLA side. Albright hailed this
as atriumph for her threats of aggression against Serbia. Thiswas an
important turning point, because the American government managed

36. Madeleine Albright Press Conference, 8 October 1998, London, UK. As
released by the Office of the Spokesman, US Dept of State.
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to get control of the leadership of the OSCE monitoring force. And it
placed it under the command of William Walker, akey organiser of the
Contraterrorist war against Nicaraguain the 1980sand US Ambassador
to El Salvador, presiding over the mass slaughter in that country during
the Reagan administration.

Walker’sfirst act was to make sure that the OSCE monitorsdid
not move swiftly into Kosovo to monitor the cease firelaunched on 13
October. He held them back for over amonth, while the KL A used the
breathing space of the cease fire and reduction of Serbian forces to
redouble their military efforts in the province. Thus, the Serbian
government has, in effect been tricked by Albright. And there were
signs, at thistime, of tensions between Albright and Holbrooke. When
the OSCE monitorsdid arrive on the scene, we may presumethat Walker
proceeded to do what hewas good at, namely, the art of US backing for
Contra-style operations against target states. A study of hisactivitiesin
Kosovoinlate 1998 hasyet to be published. But we would be stretching
tendentiousness beyond the point of decency to imagine that he was
pre-occupied mainly with OSCE-style norms.

In late October, Albright set in motion a new tactic that would
prove an effectiveinstrument for manoeuvring the West European NATO
members into war. The West Europeans seem to have been pressing
Albright that what was needed was a peace conference which would
bring the two sidestogether to reach asettlement - akind of Dayton for
Kosovo. Albright has subsequently reveal ed that she had been opposed
to this: had wanted to go straight for the jugular of the Serbian state
with the US Air Force. But in late October she swung round to the
conference idea because she won the right to draft the text of the draft
agreement to be put to such a conference. She got Christopher Hill to
draw up the draft and he completed hiswork in early December. When
the draft became available to the Serbian government, they were
outraged.

The reason was simple: the Rambouillet text was not for
negotiations between the various Kosovar Albanian groups and the
Serbian government. Its essencewas an ultimatum from NATO to Serbia
that Belgrade must, in effect, allow NATO to establish a protectorate
over Kosovo for threeyearsor face abombing campaign. The document
did not, of course, use these words. It spoke of a NATO-led military



52

‘compliance force' to supervise the transformation of the situation in
Kosovo while it remained juridically a province of Serbia. But in
political-military fact, NATO would hold the power over Kosovo. Once
she had lined NATO’s key European members behind the Rambouill et
draft, she had her NATO war in the bag.

The Rambouillet peace conference was not actually a peace
negotiation at al. The US administration absolutely refused to let the
Serbian government meet and negotiate with the Kosovar Albanian
groups. And at the sametime, Albright made assurance doubly sure by
introducing a new stipulation into the text: Appendix B, which gave
NATO’s‘ complianceforce’ theright to roam freely acrossthe whol e of
Yugoslavial In other words, Kosovo could become not just a NATO
protectorate but the bridgehead and base for a war against the entire
Serb state. And to complete the picture, the entire Rambouillet
conference was packed to makeit seem that the US administration had
little to do with proceedings. It was chaired jointly by the British and
French governments. The British were not a problem, of course. The
question was: could the French government decide to repudiate the
results of aconferencethat it was supposedly leading?

Oncethewar was underway, various West European leaderslike
Robin Cook havetried to explain their complete reversal of their 1998
policy on the Kosovo problem by claiming that the behaviour of the
Serbian security forces during the winter of 1998 forced them to
reconsider their whole approach and opt for awar against a sovereign
state without even UN authority. But the evidence of Cook’s own
statements and of those of the EU General Affairs Council of EU foreign
ministers suggeststhat thisis simply afalsehood. Thus, for example, at
their General Affairs Council on 8 December 1998, Cook and the other
foreign ministersof the EU assessed the situation in Kosovo. Thereport
of the meeting in the Agence Europe Bulletin of the following day
stated:

At the close of itsdebate on the situation in the Western Balkans,
the General Affairs Council mainly expressed concern for the
recent ‘intensification of military action’ in Kosovo, noting that
‘increased activity by the KLA has prompted an increased

37. Agence Europe, No.7559, 9 December 1998, p. 4.
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presence of Serbian security forcesin theregion.’3”

Thus, the EU saw the KL A asthedriving force undermining the
possibility of aceasefireand acompromise solution. They weresimply
onadifferent linefromAlbright. And they continued to beright through
January.

The full details of how the US government dragged the West
European statesinto the current air war against Yugoslavia have yet to
emerge. The Rambouillet tactic was very clever. Albright’s long
campaign to build up through her own rhetoric a mounting credibility
crisis for NATO was also effective. In addition, the decision-making
rules of the North Atlantic Council, NATO’s supreme policy making
institution are not quite what they seem. Ontheface of it, NAC decisions
are supposed to be by ‘ consensus' . Thissoundslike unanimity, butitis
not. Instead, it is supposed to sound like ‘No one against’. But thisis
also not right as Albright explained at a press conference, when asked
about German and Italian resistanceto aNATO war. Sheindicated that
NAC procedures could bounce such opponents into support for war,
with this convoluted statement:

I would also say, in terms of the use of force, while there may
not - all the members of the Contact Group may not agree on
that, as| said thismorning, if it isnecessary to useforcel believe
that NATO - well, first of all, they are increasingly - their own
procedure is now one that shows that they are prepared to act;
and thosethat do not agreewould not have aveto over the action.®

Thisisarather important issue for both those who have already
been killed by NATO bombing and for those who risk being killed in
future NATO wars. It seems that only the US has a veto in the NAC.
Other states have avoice that depends upon their political power: joint
opposition by France and Germany could, we assume, stop a NATO
attack ‘out of area’ . But opposition by, say, Italy and Greece could not
stop such an attack. They could refrain from direct military participation
by their own forces, but should not publicly oppose NATO in the event

38. Madeleine Albright Press Conference statement, 8 October 1998, L ondon.
Asreleased by the office of the Spokesman, US Dept of State.



that the US led some of the key European states into action.

We know that the UK and France were brought on board and, as
we will argue in Part 11, the St. Malo Declaration in early December
1998 was probably a key stepping stone in the French re-alignment
with London and Washington. We al so know that the German Finance
Minister, Oscar Lafontaine, opposed the war and resigned from the
government over the issue, while Schroder was prepared to go aong
with the possibility of war by early March 1999. But we do not know
why. Obviously the German defence ministry and the Bundeswehr
leaderswere keen to show German public opinionthe Germanarmy in
action at last for the first time since the Second World War, and the
German state is keen to move towards Germany becoming a military
power with the capacity to project power abroad in order that West
European military leadership is not | eft in the hands of the British and
the French. But the details of the German invol vement after many months
of resisting such aNATO attack remains obscure. The absolutely crucial
‘detail’ here is why both the German and French governments were
prepared to abandon their position that an attack on Yugoslavia, like
any other NATO action out of area, should have the backing of the UN
Security Council. Of course, such backing could hardly be granted by
the UNSC, since the NATO attack involved aggression against a
sovereign state and thus drove an armoured division through the defences
of the UN Charter. But that makes it all the more interesting to know
why Germany and France capitul ated.

With such backing from Western governments, Russiaremained
the only obstacle. And without a search for backing from the Security
Council, Russiawasno obstacle at all, unlessit was prepared to threaten
tactical nuclear weapons. Of course, the attack tore gaping holesthrough
the NATO-RussiaFoundingAct of 1997 in at |east five places. But that
Founding Act had and has no legal status whatever. It isjust a piece of
paper for domestic Russian consumption to pretend that Russia is
actually involved in European security decision making with NATO. In
reality the so-called Permanent Joint Council of NATO and Russiais
expressly banned by the US Senate from playing any role beyond an

39. Seethe Senate Resolution ratifying NATO'’s enlargement and laying down
US policy on the RussiaaNATO Founding Act. (www/regions/eur/un)



55

informative onevisavisRussia.* Thus Russiacould be brushed aside.

Thus, for 14 months Madeleine Albright led aUS diplomacy for
awar against Yugoslavia. To achieve this end, she needed to inflame
the conflict between the KL A and the Serbian state and shedid so, with
signal after signal tothe KL A that the US bomber command wason its
way to help, signals which also told the Serbian and Yugoslav state to
raiseitseffortsagainst the KLA and its sympathisersin Kosovo to fever
pitch while preparing thewhole statefor NATO aggression. The NATO
aggression against Serbia on 24 March then, by definition, roused the
passions of all sidesto murderous, al out violence.

The big questioniswhy? Of course, the US administration was
programmatically hostile to the continuance of the political regimein
Serbia. People assumethishostility derivesfrom the alleged involvement
of the Yugoslav government in atrocities during the Bosnian civil war
(repackaged in Washington propaganda, of course, as an attack by the
Serbian state on Bosnia). But this does not seem to be the basis of
Washington's programmatic hostility. After all, the US government
sought to encourage the leadership of the Yugoslav military to overthrow
the elected government of Serbia, and the leadership of the Yugoslav
military with whom Washington sought an alliance were numbers one
and two on Washington’s so-called war crimes suspect list. Washington's
programmatic hostility was directed, then, not at the Yugoslav military
but at Milosevic and the Serbian Sociadlist Party. They had stood out
throughout the 1990s as a force opposed to the globalisation of the
Serbian economy.

But this was, in our judgement, not a sufficient reason for the
NATO attack. We will examinein Part 11 the wider European political
motives for Washington to want aNATO war in the Balkansin 1999.

Conclusion.

There isapowerful impulse within the electorates of the NATO states
for their statesto givealead to theworld and really hel p thelessfortunate
overwhelming majority of humanity to improve their lives and
strengthen their security and welfare. But we must bear in mind two
unfortunate facts: first, that the NATO states have been and are hell
bent on exacerbating theinequalities of power and wealth intheworld,
indestroying all challengesto their overwhelming military and economic
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power and in subordinating almost all other considerations to these
goals; second, the NATO states are finding it extraordinarily easy to
manipulate their domestic electorates into believing that these states
are indeed leading the world’s population towards a more just and
humane future when in reality they are doing no such thing.

The fate of Yugoslaviain the 1990s has been a classic case of
thisgeneral story. NATO electoratesthought their statesweretrying to
help in Yugoslavia, even if they were not ‘doing enough’. In reality
these states are not about hel ping the Yugoslav people: they are about
helping themselvesalone, if necessary by plunging the Yugoslav people
into barbaric wars. There are occasions when advanced capitalist
countrieswill help the popul ations of other states. But these occasions
are rare, namely when the welfare of the populations of these other
statesis avital weapon in a struggle against another powerful enemy.
This applied to US policy towards Western Europe when it was
threatened by Communist triumphin the early post-war years. But the
welfare of the people of Yugoslavia has been irrelevant to the NATO
powers in the 1990s because these powers have faced no effective
enemieswhatever.

The Bosnian war produced terrible atrocities, reminiscent of the
atrocities perpetrated in the Spanish Civil War, inlreland in the 1920s
by the Black and Tans, by the Wehrmacht and Einzatsgruppen on the
Eastern front in the second world war, by the Americansin Vietnam or
by the Turkish security forcesin Eastern Turkey today. These atrocities
were not perpetrated only by the Bosnian Serbs, but theirs were the
most visible cases. No doubt more such atrocities have been perpetrated
in Kosovo by the Serbian security forceswho are, at thetime of writing,
being targeted for extermination by the NATO powers.

It is surely right that institutions should be built that can put a
stop to such atrocities and can punish their perpetrators. But wefacean
acute dilemma when we confront this task because we know enough
about the dynamics of politics to be able to identify not only the
perpetrators of atrocities, but the international actors who helped and
help create the conditionsin which such perpetratorsarise. Andinthe
Yugoslav case, the Western powers, by their deliberate acts of
commission and omission played acentral rolein creating the conditions
in which barbaric acts were bound to flourish.
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Yugoslaviawas a case where policy makersin Western powers
were given ample warning by their intelligence services as to the
dynamics being unleashed and the core executives of these Western
states took steps that exacerbated the tendencies towards barbarism.
These stateswere simply not governed by an ethic of responsibility for
the human consequences of their power plays. And it issurely the case
that many of the perpetrators of atrocious acts committed them in
response to Hobbesi an circumstances created by the great powers.

Thereis something deeply disturbing about asystem of Western
power politics which can casually and costlessly make a major
contribution to plunging Yugoslavia into turmoil and wars, can then
use these warsto further their geopolitical ends and then seek to make
political capital out of War Crimes Court judgements of perpetrators of
atrocities in whose rise the Western powers have played such alarge
part.

And we should not forget the broader picture into which the
power plays of the Western powers must be situated: the systematic use
of economic statecraft in Eastern Europe since 1989 to impose political
economies on the region geared overwhelmingly to a single goal:
maximising economic advantage for West European and American
capital in the region. This economic statecraft had shattered social
structuresnot only in Yugosaviabut in most of the Former Soviet Union
and in much of the rest of the Balkans. In many cases it has shattered
political systems as well. The Albanian blow-out and the Bulgarian
economic collapse of the mid-1990s are just two examples of this. What
gives this economic statecraft an especially sinister aspect is the fact
that such economic emiseration actually furthersthe geopolitical goals
of the United Statesin Europe. The current attack on Yugoslaviawould
not be taking place if it was not for the current extreme weakness of
Russiawith its economy shattered. And the entire rational e offered for
the need to haveaNATO licenceto strike into East Central and Eastern
Europe lies in the existence of shattered societies and states and
economiesin whose shattering the Western states have played such an
absolutely central role.

A Western policy which put the human security of the people of
East Central, Eastern and South Eastern Europe first would involve a
new Marshall Plan for the entire region involving a development-
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oriented framework for the region. But that would involve scrapping
the whole mercantilist and imperial economic programme of the EU
and the IMF/World Bank towards theregion. Thereis not the slightest
sign of apreparedness of the Western powersto change course on these
issues. Instead, the successful extermination of the Yugoslav conscripts
in Kosovo will, no doubt be followed by ‘aid’ for gangster mafias of
the kind which flourish in the aftermath of any devastating war, asis
evident in NATO’s Bosnian protectorate today.

The story of Western involvement intheregionisobscured by a
poisonousWestern imperial propagandawhich turnsreality onitshead.
Thispropagandasaysthat the Balkans cause the West no end of trouble
because of the appalling characters who live there. The redlity is that
theWestern powers have caused the Balkan peoplesno end of suffering
because they use the region today, as yesterday, as a theatre for their
European power-politics manoeuvres.
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|I. The Euro-Atlantic Origins
of NATO’sAttack on Yugoslavia

1. Introduction

It is largely taken for granted inside the main NATO states that the
Clinton administration wasdriven to launch the NATO air war against
Yugoslaviaon 24 March 1999 mainly as aresult of its perceptions of
developments within the Western Balkans. Yet there has been one
dissenting voice on the Clinton administration’s main motive for war.
ItisPresident Clinton’s. Some may regard him asan unreliable witness.
But thisarticlewill arguein support of Bill Clinton’s public view asto
what he was up to when launching the war.

Clinton explained his motive quite bluntly in his speech of 23
March, the day before he unleashed the US Air Force. He explained
that the attack was needed mainly because of its wide Euro-Atlantic
political effects. As the Washington Post reported, Clinton explained
‘that astrong U.S.-European partnership “iswhat thisKosovo thing is
al about”.’* So he didn't just say that the war was mainly about the
political relationship between Europe and the US rather than Kosovo's
Albaniansor Yugoslavia sgovernment. Hesaid it was all about theUS
relationship with Western Europe.

And Clinton made asecond important point about Washington's
motives for the war. He explained in the same speech why a ‘strong
partnership’ between the US and Europe wasvital for the US:

If we ‘re going to have astrong economic relationship [with the

1. Charles Babbington and Helen Dewar, “Clinton Pleads for Support”,
Washington Post, 24 March 1999, p. AL
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world, PG] that includes our ability to sell around the world,
Europe has got to be akey.?

The decision for war

Understanding a state leadership’s motives for launching a war is a
guideto itswar aims and thus to understanding and judging the whole
operation. But theleadership’s public words are not alwaysagood guide
toitsreal intentions. And secondly, state |leaderships are not unitary. In
the US there is awhole array of actors with different concerns, often
concernsintension or conflict with each other. We must probe, asfar as
we can, into that Federal policy-making system to see who was for
what and why. That should tell us more about war motive and aims.

A first guide is the Clinton speech. What, one wonders, could
Clinton’swords mean. The Sunday Times correspondent reporting the
speech simply could not understand it. Noting that it did not seem to
have been scripted by Clinton’s media advisers, the correspondent
considered that the President was off message. Thisis, at first sight a
contradiction in terms, how can the President of the United States, the
creator of the message, be off message? But this contradiction remains
intriguing. Could it be that the President was simply transmitting the
message from the wrong set of advisers: he was telling us what the
executive bureaucracy was telling him instead of what the media
management professionals would have told him to say?

This possibility isre-enforced by another curious, even unique
feature of the Washington war decision. Neither US public opinion nor
its Congressional representativesin either House were pressing for war.
Therewasno significant push from that direction on Clinton. Not only
was US public opinion not prepared politically for the war: the leaders
of US public opinion had not been politically prepared either. Inthat
23 March speech President Clinton felt bound to ask the American
people to get out their family atlases and look up Kosovo since, as he
said, large numbers of them would never have heard of it. The whole
thing was new to them. And as the BBC's Alistair Cook explained in
his L etter from Americaprogramme on Sunday 18 April, thiswar was

2. For thispart of his speech of 23 March see Andrew Sullivan, “Clinton’s War
Strategy is Hit and Hope”, Sunday Times, 28 March 1999, p. 28.
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unique in US history, at least since Roosevelt’s time, in one central
respect: in neither house of Congress was there any pro-war political
|eadership when the war waslaunched. Public opinioninthe USA was,
in other words, out of it at the start.

The drive for war came from within the federal executive. The
Pentagonisa very important and powerful player inthat bureaucracy.
It isthe guardian of US geostrategic interests. So if the Pentagon had
been thelead forcefor war we could conclude that US strategic interests
in the Western Balkans, South East Europe more generally or perhaps
in relation to Russia were engaged: Kosovo was important for US
national strategy in the east.

Yet according to the Washington Post, the Pentagon had been
against thewar. The Post reported:

In the weeks before NATO launched its air campaign against
Yugoslavia, U.S. military chiefs expressed deep reservations
about the Clinton administration’s approach to Kosovo and
warned that bombing alonelikely would not achieveitspolitical
aims, according to sources familiar with their thinking. The
Pentagon’s senior four-star officers, meeting in closed-door
sessions in the Pentagon’s secure “tank” room, argued that the
administration should use more economic sanctions and other
non-military levers to compel Belgrade to make peace in the
rebellious Serbian province beforeresorting to air strikes. They
also complained about what they saw asthelack of along-term
vision for the Balkans and questioned whether U.S. national
interests there were strong enough to merit a military
confrontation. “I don’'t think anybody felt like there had been a
compelling argument made that al of this was in our national
interest,” said one senior officer knowledgeable about the
deliberations.

Thus, they feared USinterestsin the Balkan theatre could actually
be damaged by the war. But they also warned Clinton that hiswar plan
would not work militarily:

Privately, even the staunchest advocates of air power among the
four-star commanders doubted that air strikes alone could do
much to budge Milosevic in the near term. They noted the
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challenges of sending planes against widely dispersed ground
forces that were carrying out door-to-door terror. They spoke
about the difficulty of hitting Yugoslav troops and equipment
without striking Albanian refugees mixed among them.

They knew it would be along air war and “ They fret that the
American public was not adequately prepared to accept aprolonged air
operation.”?®

But the group within the executive which had evidently and
vociferously been for the bombing of Yugoslavia were the political
strategistsin the State Department, led by Madeleine Albright and her
deputy, Strobe Talbott. All agree on that.

So we can reach a first set of conclusions about war motive.
Realistsin International Relationstheory typically lay great emphasis
on one type of motive for Great Powers to launch wars: the drive for
geostrategic objectives, gaining control over space. Yet the guardians
of such objectivesin the Pentagon were against thewar decision, because
no significant objectives of this sort were at stake. Secondly, liberal
theoristslay stress on the liberal democratic internal characteristics of
a power like the US and would suggest that domestic public opinion
hasabigrole. Yet in this case such afactor was far from important. It
was the political side of the bureaucracy that led thiswar.

As the Post again explained, Washington had been preparing
diplomatically for this attack on Yugoslavia since February 1998:

Somecritics have seen alack of resolvein the successivewarnings
Washington has issued since [February,1998]. But what critics
seeasvacillation isdescribed by policymakersin Washington as
orchestration of international backing for military force, much
asthey said they accomplished in Irag.*

Thisisavery important statement. Thedrivefor theYugoslavian
war was being led by the State Department strategists. It wasadriveto
bring the West Europeansinto linefor war, lasting for over ayear. “ The

3. Bradley Graham, “Joint Chiefs Doubted Air Strategy”, Washington Post, 5
April 1999, p. A1

4. Barton Gellman, “Allies See No Credible Alternative’, Washington Post,
23 March 1999, p. A12.
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diplomacy that led up to yesterday’s final warning was designed and
built in Washington.”®

Thekey final stepswere: first to get the West Europeansto agree
that if therewasno deal struck between thetwo sides at the Rambouillet
conference, there would be war, whatever the Russians and UN said.
Secondly, to insert into the draft agreement (written by Hill from the
State Department) aclausefor aNATO-led force creating effectively a
NATO Protectorate in Kosovo, a demand the US government knew
Milosevic could not accept. Then at Rambouillet, just to be sure, the
US insisted that these NATO forces would have the right to roam
anywherein Yugoslavia. And at the sametime, the USwould not allow
negoti ations between the Serbian government, which wanted them, and
the Kosovar Albaniansto take place, presumably for fear of some other
kind of agreement emerging between the two sides. As the Post
explained, the US government “wrote up a model agreement between
them and demanded that both sides sign before they had ever evenlaid
eyeson one another.”® So the USdrove, over 14 months, for awar that
it knew wasin tension with USinterestsin the Balkans .

Theform of the planned military attack

Those who imagine that the war was mainly about saving the lives of
the Kosovo civilians should do so only after checking on the tactics
chosen for the military campaign. The Washington Post reported that
CIA officials had been running over the scenarios as war started for no
lessthan 14 months, looking at all the streams of chain reactionsto the
bombing, considering every scenario. They predicted the obvious: that
the Serbian army would sweep into Kosovo to shore up its defences,
clearing villages near the border, causing streams of refugees, etc.

The Pentagon has acknowledged that thefirst bombing raidswere
very light ones, in contrast to the approach taken on Irag. Thisgavethe
Serbian authorities time to consolidate their positions within Kosovo.
NATO sources have claimed that they started the bombing after the
Serbshasalready started to pour troopsand security forcesinto Kosovo.
Thisis true, but it is crucially economical with the truth. Because it
omits to explain that President Clinton had publicly warned the Serb

5. & 6. ibid.



authoritiesthat the war was now to start in an unusual public declaration
before the Serbian armed forces poured into the province. The Serbian
moves began on the Sunday 21 March, after President Clinton had
announced on Friday 19 March, in unambiguous terms, that the war
would start. Asthe Post reported:

Clinton declared Friday that “the threshold has been crossed”
for bombing, a comment described by one U.S. official as
“enormously significant.” But by one accounting, Milosevic
crossed the threshold more than ayear ago.”

Thus, if weareto believelater NATO suggestionsthat the Serbian
government was planning genocide and the driving out of the whole
Albanian population, we arrive at a curious conclusion: the US
government was planning a form of attack that would allow such a
‘genocide’: in effect, telling the Serbian authorities to get moving,
running aweek of very light bombing and then continuing with what
was bound to be, according to not only the Joint Chiefsbut also Secretary
of Defence Cohen, a very long bombing campaign. The Washington
Post reported: “ Aides say Cohen never counted on the operation being
over quickly.”® And Cohen has been proved right. Six weeks into the
campaign of bombing, Serbian military and security forcesarestill free
to act asthey pleasein Kosovo.

It istherefore just as well that the Serbian government was not
planning genocide in Kosovo. If they had been planning that kind of
response to NATO aggression, NATO’s plan of campaign would have
helped them, by removing the OSCE monitors, warning the Serbian
authorities of the strikesin advance, striking lightly for at least aweek
and refusing to engagein low strikeswith apaches, harriers etc. against
forces on the ground.

At the start of the attack on Yugoslavia, of course, Albright put
it about that she was convinced that far from the Serbian authorities
wanting genocide, they would want to hand over Kosovo to NATO
after sometoken bombing. Thiswasthe pre-war spin, just asthegenocide
wasthewartime spin (from someleaderslike Tony Blair). But we know

7. ibid.
8. Bradley Graham, “ Cohen Wrestles with Mission Risks’, Washington Post,
11 April 1999, p. A24.
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that before the war started, the Pentagon |eadership wasindicating that
the notion of aquick Milosevic capitul ation was rubbish. The Washington
Post reported Cohen aides as saying that

he did not subscribe to what one defence official called the
“Milosevic-is-just-a-bully theory” that was prevalent among
some in the administration and that held the Yugoslav |eader
would retreat promptly once subjected to NATO air strikes.®

Thuswe can conclude that whatever elsethe military campaign
was designed to achieve, it was not designed to stop the Serbian
government from doing pretty much what they liked to the population
of Kosovo. It was simply not in any sense, therefore, governed by
humanitarian motives. Those who say it was must advance some
evidencethat it was.

The puzzle about motive
The state department and National Security Council political strategists
who planned thiswar are far from being stupid or sloppy. These people
are very bright conceptual thinkers. They plan meticulously for all the
angles. They know the ABC of what happens when a super-power
launches a local war anywhere: it sets off streams of chain reactions
across the entire globe. They plan in detail for all the possible chain
reactions in the main fields affected: the local war zone itself, in this
case the Western Balkans; the chains of shock waves that would run
through Eastern Europe, especially Russiaand Ukraine; and the chain
reactions, cleavages, swingsinthe elitesand massesinthe NATO zone
itself. Their task is to seek to articulate the planning of these shock
waves is such a way as to maximise the gains of objectives in each
theatre of chain reactions. Any war isbound to produce some negative
consequences for superpower in at least onetheatre. Thetrick isto try
to contain or absorb these while maximising successinthe strategically
key sector for the super-power. So what wasthe strategically key sector
wherethey hoped for chain reactionsthat would amount to aUS triumph.
Ontheeve of thewar, there was much talk about thefact that the
key issue was NATO's credibility. On 23 March, the Washington Post

9. ibid.
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reported that it was “the humiliation of NATO and of the United States,
NATO’s creator and main component” that was the key factor leading
to war. But credibility with whom? The Post went on:

Inaction “could involve amajor cost in credibility, particularly
at thistime aswe approach the NATO summit in celebration of
its fiftieth anniversary,” said a European diplomat. National
security adviser Samuel R. “Sandy” Berger, speaking Sunday,
listed among the principal purposes of bombing “to demonstrate
that NATO is serious.” %

On thisreading, the war waslaunched because otherwise NATO
would lose political credibility. Yet this is not itself a very credible
view, for the simple reason that Albright and her assistants like Strobe
Talbott had been working hard for months to turn the issue of Kosovo
into an issue of NATO credibility. They were preparing the West
Europeans, many of whom were against Albright’sbellicoseline, for a
situation wherethe US administration had made so many unambiguous
threats of bombing that they would haveto bomb. So aNATO credibility
crisiswas not the cause of the war, it was part of the US campaign for
war.

But the Washington Post reports a somewhat different motive:
not NATO credibility but US credibility withintheAtlanticAlliance as
its boss. According to the Post this was the argument that swung the
joint chiefsbehind thewar: they embraced “ the administration’sview
that U.S. leadership in NATO had to be preserved.”

Thisis avery interesting statement. It suggests that the central
concern of the US administration in launching the war was something
to do with the power of the US within the Atlantic Alliance, in other
wordsits power over itsWest and Central EuropeanAllies. Thislinks
up with Clinton’s public statements on 23 March which we quoted at
the start of this article. We thus support both President Clinton and the
Joint Chiefsof staff onthe big cognitiveissue: what on earth prompted
the USto launch this atrocious stream of chain reactionsin the Western
Bakans.

10. Barton Gellman, “Allies See No Credible Alternative’, Washington Post,
23 March 1999, p. A12.
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We will argue that the origins of this war lie right back in the
crisiswithin the Atlantic world produced by the Soviet Bloc collapseg;
that the war was to be the culmination of a 10-year US campaign to
rebuild its hegemony over the European powers, a hegemony whose
political basis crumbled with the Berlin Wall. That the US had been
making steady progressin thisrestorationist drivein Europe, but with
the rise of the Euro, time was running out. However, it was able to
engineer ashift in French policy and acampaign for yet another Balkan
war asameans of clinching adecisivevictory inthiscampaigntorestore
its European hegemony.

A sub-theme of our argument will bethat thiswhole story cannot
be understood through the optics of either mainstream realist of liberal
International Relations (IR) theory. Nor are the fashionabl e, heterodox
notions that non-state actors, NGOs and the like or some new
‘international civil society’ are occupying centre stage. | nstead we must
understand the behaviour of the Western powers as capitalist powers
with expansionist drives focused on creating the political and social
preconditions for expanded accumulation on the part of their national
capitals. Thusthe USdrivefor restored hegemony in Europeisnot just
astrugglefor power for power’ssake: itisastruggleto retain the global
dominance of American capitalism. In thiswhole story, the peoples of
former Yugoslavia on all sides of the conflicts there are small but
immensely valuable pawnsinthewider political strategiesof the Great
Powers, especially the USA in the struggle to get control over the
forms of capitalist expansion.

To understand this story we need to be aware of the various
political feedback effectsof themilitary statecraft of great powers. By
waging a local war against a ‘rogu€’ state, a super-power can gain
valuable political feedback on its relationship with allied powers. Or
again, by identifying a potential challenge to state A from actor B and
by applying itsmilitary power effectively against actor B, the superpower
can changeitsrelationship with state A in desirabledirections. Theend
political result of the military operation can befor the superpower to be
ableto brigade state A morefirmly under the superpower leadership. A
classic example of this type of political brigading effect on a grand
scale can be seen in the construction of NATO in the early 1950s.
Electoratesin Western Europe cameto perceivethe existence of aSoviet
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military threat to themselves. The USthen supplied military servicesto
Western Europeto tacklethisthreat. Asaresult, Western Europefell in
behind USpolitical leadership inworld politics. And with that |eadership
in place, the US could exert great influence over the internal political
and economic arrangements within the region.

Wewill not examine herethe global political-economy strategy
of the Clinton administration* but will concentrate on the meaning of
Clinton’s phrase about building US hegemonic leadership in Western
Europe. Washington’s campaign to achieve this during the 1990s has
been focused upon one central task: transforming NATO, transforming
its role in European affairs, and blocking West European attempts to
build political formswhich would deny the US hegemonic |eadership.
This exploration will take us into the internal politics of the Western
aliance.

11. We have examined this elsewhere in some detail. See Peter Gowan, The
Global Gamble (Verso, 1999).



69

2. Explaining Intra-NATO Palicies

Some matters are too difficult and sensitive to be discussed frankly in
front of the children. One such, intheWest, isopen and frank discussion
and theorising of how the NATO powers engage in political conflict
and compromise amongst themselves and what the substance of these
conflictsand dealsis about.

During the Cold War it was considered very bad form for NATO
governmentsto air and explain their differences openly and frankly in
public and political conflictswithin the Atlantic alliancewere generally
conducted behind the backs of electorates, so to speak behind closed
doors. Only attentive communitiesof policy expertsoutside government
with the time and resources for meticul ous detective work could follow
the ebb and flow of political conflict and compromise between the
Western powers. They would do so through careful analysis of the codes
used in communiqués and in the public speeches of leaders. Thiswas
the science of what might be described as Atlanticology, a type of
research akintoitseastern equivaent - Kremlinology. And those seeking
areally successful career inthisfield would often find themselves having
to relinquish their independence of analysisin order to acquiretheinside
information they craved.

Even worse form would have been to disclose the bottom-line
concerns of the NATO states in their intra-NATO political processes.
These concernswere as much about the various state’ snational capitalist
strategies, strategies for assuring the political conditions for dynamic
capital accumulation not only within Europe but more widely. For all
these states military, political and economic dimensions of national
strategies were seamless webs, or ought to be. But for public
consumption, the substance of intracNATO politics was supposed to be
about one thing only: how to cope with the Soviet threat to protect the
shared values of the Western liberal democracies.

Asfor attempts to theorise the forms, dynamics and sources of
such intra-NATO political conflict, there was very little in the
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mainstream literature. The dominant schools of thought in academic
International relations in the West, Cold War realism and Cold War
liberalism, offered no adequate framework for explaining such conflict.
Instead, they tended, in different ways, to explain it away.

Realism and liberalism explained intra-NATO politics
overwhelmingly in terms of responses to a Soviet threat which would
tend to suppress political differences between the NATO powers,
reducing them largely to technical-managerial issues. For redlists, the
Western states were unified by the strategic power balance: Western
Europe and the US unified in an aliance for power political reasonsto
counter-balance the power of the Soviet Union. Disagreementswithin
NATO would be accommodated and suppressed because of collective
power interests. For libera IR, the unity derived morefromtheinternal
political characteristics of the (most of) NATO states: their liberal
democratic orders and values (and, for some, their open, market
economies and liberal international economic frameworks). Because
of these characteristics, the NATO states united against the Communist
totalitarian threat to their values. If the USSR had been a liberal
democracy, there would or need have been no NATO and no Cold War.

One might have thought that with the collapse of the Soviet Bloc,
there would have been the swift development of new theorisations of
West-West relations. After all, both realism and liberalismin their Cold
War formswould have predicted the collapse of the Western Alliance:
realism because the collapse of the Soviet super-power would lead to a
rebalancing against the United States; liberalism because without athreat
to the stateswith liberal valuesfrom any totalitarian/dictatorial enemy,
there would be no need for any such military-political alliance: peace,
liberal democracy and harmony would reign supreme. Thus, at thevery
least there would be apuzzlefor those working in these frameworks as
to what on earth was going on as NATO showed no sign of disappearing.

Some NATO leaders have, of course, tried to claim that NATO
hasturned from being amilitary-political defender of stateswith liberal
valuesinto aliberal norm-based collective security regimeitself. Yet
in the run-up to all three of Europe’s warsin the 1990s - the Croatian
war, the Bosnian war and the current war against Yugos avia- the NATO
powers haveflagrantly violated basic international norms: inthe Croatian
case by recognising Croatia in the face of its government’s refusal to
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grant CSCE rights to its Serbian minority; in the Bosnian case by
proclaiming that there was a Bosnian nation when there was not: there
werefour self-identifying main nationsin Bosnia: the largest minority
was the Bosnian Muslims, then the Serbs close behind numerically,
then the Croatians and then the Yugoslavs. Both Yugoslav constitutional
principle and the EC’sinternational commission of Jurists agreed that
in such arepublic all the constituent nations must in their majority each
approve asecession from Yugodavia. But the US proclaimed a‘ Bosnian
nation’sright to self-determination and to aunitary state, producing a
civil war. And now NATO flouts a cornerstone of the UN Charter and
theinternational legal order - one state does not launch aggression against
another sovereign state - and kicks aside theinternational constitutional
role of the Security Council. Whatever else NATO is, the claim that it
isanorm-based collective security organisation will not do.

Yet, on the whole both realism and liberalism have managed to
evade such issues, while much of the new theoriesin academic IR have
taken our eyes off this ball altogether by suggesting that IR should
spend less time focusing on the drives of powerful states and should
devoteitsattention to other matters. Onegreat interest in thiscontext is
‘non-state actors' such as multinational companiesand NGOs; another
isinternational or global institutionswith the supposed emergence of a
global post-state system embracing both new institutions and even a
new international ‘ civil society’. States, onthisreading, areincreasingly
passe. Yet search though we may, for such new trends, they do not
seem to help us with explaining the intracNATO background to this
war. Thewar isgenerating great streamsof chain reactions, bothinthe
Western Balkans, across Eastern Europe and also across the NATO
world. The political life of hundreds of millions of people is being
thrown into aturmoil of new potential patterns and cleavages. And this
is being done through the decisions of the NATO states. While non-
state actors, such as Communist Parties or anti-colonial movements
were certainly important in the Cold War, and while oneisinvolved in
the current conflict - the KLA - they do not seem to be driving the
politics of NATO in taking the war decision. (Unless one thinks that
NATO isfighting the war either for or against the KLA, both of which
seem to be untenabl e propositions.) We must therefore search for some
other framework for explaining the politicsof NATO, of , in other words,
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what President Clinton callsthe US-European Partnership.

The continued existence of the NATO alliance throughout the
1990s suggests that it has all along been held together by something
other than an enemy threat to security or values or power balancing. In
other words, NATO has not been what thereadlists or liberalshave thought
it was about. When we find out what the alliance may actually have
been about we may gain an answer to the mystery of the real Western
background to the NATO military campaign in the Western Balkans..

We can posit four constitutive elementsin the Western Alliance
missed by both realism and liberalism in much of the Western variants
of theseliteratures:

1). Shared (capitalist) interests.

2). Tensions within from conflicting capitalist interests.

3). US hegemoni c dominance and bandwaggoning.

4). The cardinal political management principle: Not in Front of the
Children: closed politics plusthe US's hegemonic privilege of leading
by fait accompli when necessary.

All four of these elements were at the centre of the Atlantic
Alliancefrom the start, but they were easy to missduring the Cold War
itself because both realism and liberalism seemed to provide adequate
cognitive frameworks for understanding what NATO was about.

1) Shared (capitalist) interests.

A closelook at NATO’ sformation would demonstrate that the domestic
fear of Communism in Western Europe amongst capitalist classes
seriously weakened by collaboration during the war was the biggest
demand-pull on the continent first for British then for US help through
the formation of an alliance (first the British-led Western Union, then
US-led NATO). NATO then provided aframework for therevival and
re-integration of German capitalism and the strongly American-inspired
formation first of the European Coal and Steel Community and then
the European Economic Community built a new anchor for German
revival within aWest European and Atlantic economic division of labour.
All these arrangements drew the West European and American capitalist
classestogether both in acommon project of domestic management of
social and political conflict and in shared arrangements for securing
common international interestsin tackling awhol e range of opponents,
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especially non-state actors in the disintegrating European empires, in
common capitalist expansion and, of course, in both exerting pressure
on the Soviet Bloc while maintaining basic European stability .

2) Tensions within from conflicting capitalist interests.

There were, nevertheless, right from the start of NATO and the West
European integration process, always tensionsand conflictswithin the
aliance, and some of these became very intense. In the early years
these were often connected to battlesin theimperial field between West
European powersand the US: Suez wasaprime example, aswasAlgeria
for the French aswell asawholerange of other suchissues. Therewere
also tensions on the German question and intensetensions at times over
US dollar policy, oil price manoeuvres etc. And perhaps the most
sensitiveissueinthelate 1970s, an issuethat would appear again at the
end of the 1980s, was the issue of Germany’s and, more generally,
Western Europe's relations with Eastern Europe. The United States,
and the British and French worried that German capitalism might, in
the context of the economic turbulence that began in the early 1970s,
re-orient its accumulation strategy eastwards, using European détente
for that purpose. This period a so witnessed what wasknown as conflicts
over industrial policy or conflictsof ‘interdependence’, conflictswhich
eased only through the European turn towards neo-liberalism in the
early 1980s.

Such tensions over capital accumulation strategies were also
combined with battles over political and military issues. De Gaulle's
attempts to build a West European Bloc under French leadership as a
way of constructing what he might have called, ala Clinton, a‘strong
Franco-German partnership’ was one such political power battle. The
long political struggle between Britain and the Franco-German axisin
Western Europe was another. And of course there was a third political
cleavage which became prominent on occasions: that between ‘ Europe’
and the USA.

In all these conflicts within the NATO Alliance, all sides
commonly used, for public consumption, the Soviet card. But this Soviet
card was above all an acein the hand of the United States. It could shift
the whole European agenda back and forth by altering the state of
relations with the USSR. And one of the main waysin which it could
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engage in this political game derived from its overwhelming military
capacity and military leadership of the alliance. To take one example:
by deploying Pershing missilesin Germany, the US was able to break
the Soviet-German détente and pull Germany firmly back under its
political leadership in the early 1980s. But it also had other cards to
assume its hegemony in Western Europe: its dollar dominance in the
world economy, its effective control over world energy supplies, its
capacity to play off its allies against each other - these were some its
main cards amongst many others.

3) A political system which, at its height, gave the US hegemonic
sovereignty.

At the same time NATO was from the start the institutionalisation of
USpolitical dominance over the West European states. Much discussion
of this US hegemony misses the specific political form that this
dominance took and imagines that US dominance was anchored only
in its preponderance of quantitative power resources - economic and
military above all. Yet the hegemony acquired a political form which
we could even describe as quasi-political sovereignty, when US
dominancewas at its zenith.

Inliberal thought, sovereignty isusually defined in legal terms
anditinvolvesthenotion of ahighest legal authority to act, untrammelled
by any other legal authority. But the German theorist, Carl Schmitt,
furnished anon-liberal (indeed an anti-liberal) concept of politicswhich
provided apolitical concept of sovereignty.r And Schmitt’sthought was
a powerful influence of some of the main intellectual organisers of
American post-war foreign policy thinking, such as Hans M orgenthau
and Henry Kissinger. When we deploy his concepts of politics and
political sovereignty we can gaininsight into theform of political power
exercised by the US over theterritory of the NATO alliance. His concept
of politics was that of friend-enemy relations. Political action thus

1. Carl Schmitt, who died in 1982, was the leading Nazi jurist in the period
1933-36 and thereafter played a central intellectual role in theorising German
hegemony in war-time Europe. The cognitive use of some of his analytical
conceptsdoes not, of course, make oneaNazi. For asurvey of Schmitt’sthought
see Peter Gowan, “The Return of Carl Schmitt”, Debatte, vol. 2, no. 1, 1994.
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consists of developing the capacity to decide, for a given community,
who their friends are (and thuswho they are) and who their enemiesare
(and thus also who they are). Using this concept of politics, we could
say that the politics of NATOland in the Cold War were those of a
liberal capitalist anti-Communist political community shaped by and
under US leadership. Armed with this concrete friend-enemy poalitics,
successive US administrations could maintain their political leadership
over Western Europe.

But Schmitt also, from this definition of politics, offered a
political definition of sovereignty, explaining that the sovereign is he
who can decide the state of emergency. Thus, for the US to have
sovereign hegemony over Western Europe, it would have to be able to
impose astate of emergency upon theregionif it wished: it would have
to, in other words, be able to call the political community to order and
discipline under its undivided leadership and untrammelled by
restriction.

Timeand timeagain, in the Cold War, the US demonstrated this
ability to declare a state of emergency in Europe. It did so over the
Berlin Blockade, it chose not to do so over the invasion of
Czechodovakia. It choseto do so using the Soviet deployment of SS20s,
using the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan and using the declaration
of marshal law in Poland. It imposed a spectacular state of emergency
over the lragi invasion of Kuwait in 1990-1991. Herein lies one of the
secrets of US hegemonic leadership. It did not require the US to alter
the juridical sovereignties of the states under its political command.
Indeed, maintaining such juridical sovereignties strengthened US
command capacities. The juridical empire approach of the West
European powers in the 19th and first half of the 20th century were
replaced by aradically new concept of imperial hegemony.

Through this political form, buttressed by the Soviet threat and
the huge power resources of the USA, Washington effectively controlled
the basic foreign policy orientations of the West European states and
was ableto securetheinterests of US capitalism within Western Europe
through this dominance. Inthese ways, the US could negatively control
the international orientations of West European capitalisms, ensuring
that their international strategiesfor capital accumulation did not impinge
upon central US goalsin thisfield. And it could ensure that US capital
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had favourable opportunities for growth in Western Europe. Therewere
often occasions when one or some of the West European states felt
threatened or seriously disadvantaged by US decisions and policies.
But they would tend not to respond by breaking with NATO and entering
aconfrontation with the USA which could be very dangerous. So they
coped with US threats mainly by bandwaggoning - rolling with the
punches, adapting to whatever new drive from Washington and
attempting to find opportunitiesfor themsel veswithin the new direction
of USpolicy.?

4) “Not in front of the children”: the bifurcated “citizens’ and
institutions of the NATO political system
One of the most important constitutive elements in the whole NATO-
EC ensemble was the establishment of a closed state-elite collective
political system for resolving intra-capitalist conflicts behind the backs
of electorates. Within NATO this mechanism was the structure of
committees centred on the North Atlantic Council and the core
executives of member states. The personnel of these bodies, along with
aperiphery of networks of policy intellectuals, ‘ sound’ journalists and
business-linked think tanks constituted the * active citizens’ of the NATO
polity. We should aso include the central institutions and central
personnel within the EC: first the Council of Ministers (i.e. the same
core executives of states) and, from the early 1970s, the European
Council, aswell asthe political sidesof the Council Secretariat and key
personnel from the most important directorates of the Commission. All
states entered into a basic understanding that they would restrict their
political battles to these institutional structures wherever possible,
maintaining the secrecy of the deliberations of these committees and
not trying to rouse el ectorates across the alliance for their point of view
against those of other states. The only state to which this did not
necessarily apply was the United States. As the hegemonic leader, it
was entitled to launch public campaignsfor its policy objectiveswithin
the electorates of the alliance.

By thus placing a diaphragm between the Alliance and EC €lite

2. On bandwaggoning, see S. M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Cornell
University Press, 1987)
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political systems and domestic democratic systems a number of very
important gains could be made: the leaders of states defeated in the
political process would not be humiliated publicly and could therefore
accept defeat more easily; realpolitik and power-political goals and
tactics could remain out of public view and thus electorates could
imaginethat harmony within the Alliancewastherule and the alliance
was united solidly by ‘shared values'. And finally, the real,
overwhelming dominance of the US over its European allies could be
conceal ed behind afacade of democratic consensus among equal's, and
even of what looked like West European collective political autonomy
inthe EC.

To understand the intra-NATO politics of the West we must
alwaysbear in mind thisinstitutional and personnel bifurcation. When
any oneactor inintra-NATO politics acts politically, that actor isalways
addressing two audiencesin two utterly different arenas: oneistheelite
audienceinthe closed elite arena. The other isthe mass audiencein the
mass, open political arena. Handling this bifurcation discursively
requiresthe use of linguistic codes. Asany member of the elites of East
Central Europewill explain, one of their urgent tasks after the collapse
of the Soviet Bloc wasto learn Western languages. Not so much English
as the language of NATOIland elite communication. To take a simple
example, what does the word ‘ Partner’ mean for the elite citizens of
NATOland?

But just asit is a mistake to fail to notice the centrality of the
elite citizenship in the politics of NATOland - they are the political
subjectsin the system - it isequally a mistake to fail to recognise the
importance of the second class mass citizenship: the electoral public
opinion base. They were apowerful lever that could be used by groups
of elitecitizensagainst each other. Thislever could be exercised through
instilling certain political values within the mass which could serve
long-term national strategy. Then, through linking together an elite
objective with the mass values, powerful political leverage could be
generated against other elite groups's positions on that objective. To
take asimple example, the Reaganite turn in the second Cold War was
extremely effective in redisciplining West European elites. But it was
largely ineffective at the masslevel in Western Europe, generating war
fears and peace movements. With the arrival of Gorbachev to Soviet
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leadership, certain elite groups in Western Europe in the late 1980s
were able to link their distinctive political objectives vis a vis West
European-USSR relations with this mass peace and anti-Reagan
sentiment in Western Europe. Bereft of the mass politics lever for
operations in Western Europe, the Bush administration found itself
constrained in thetacticsit could employ in Europein 1989. Gorbachev’s
peace offensive was combining with moves by West European elites
and mass peace sentiment to beach the US.

There remains, of course, the issue of where the Soviet Bloc
threat fitted in. For Western Europe’s main states, there were anumber
of discrete threats or problems that were coded as ‘the Soviet threat’.
One was a domestic threat from Communist Parties in some states,
such as Italy and France; another was the big German problem of the
division of Germany by the USA and the USSR in the late 1940s; and
athird wasthethreat that US-Soviet global rivalry could plunge Europe
into adevastating regional war.

If this was indeed the nature of the Soviet threat for Western
Europe, then we are led towards the conclusion that much of what the
NATO powers seemed to be pre-occupied with during thelatter part of
the Cold War was not what they were really pre-occupied with at all.
The NATO powers seemed to be pre-occupied, overwhelmingly, with
technical-military forceissuesof adefensivekind: how many war-heads
do we need, what kinds of missiles, tanks etc. etc. to meet the Soviet
threat? But in reality thisconstant military deployment debate was about
politics more than defensive warfare: placing Cruise and Pershing
missilesin Germany would have palitical effects: they would threaten
the USSR and thus break the Soviet-German détente of the 1970s; and
they would thus pull Germany morefirmly under US|eadership. Putting
modernised Lance missiles into West Germany in the Spring of 1989,
as Mrs Thatcher tried vainly to insist upon, would threaten the GDR
and pull its population away from any dynamic towards German unity,
remaining instead tied in to the Soviet alliance (which the Kohl
government would not tolerate and thusinsisted upon rejecting) and so
on. Thecampaign for this, evidently designed to put abrake on thevery
dynamic German-Soviet detente, wasfirst waged by Bush and Thatcher.
But Bush retreated at the NAC that spring. The German government
wouldn’t budge, so Thatcher was defeated.)
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But the collapse of the Soviet Bloc had the effect of destroying
this entire West European political framework. And the entire shape of
European politics and economicsin the 1990s has been shaped by the
battlesamongst the main NATO powers over how to reshapethe political
framework in Western Europe after it was shattered by the Soviet Bloc
collapse.

And thisseriesof political battles over the political reshaping of
Europe has proceeded in the sameway asthe West-West political battles
of the Cold War period. The actual political conflicts have taken place
very largely behind the backs of the electorates of Europe within the
largely closed contexts of the NAC, the European Council of the EU
and bilateral exchanges. The palitical coinage of the political interactions
hasbeen aboveall military/security moves: plansfor changing theroles,
capacities and decision making authorities of military or potential
military organisations, such as NATO, the WEU, and the EU or of
security organisations such as the CSCE/OSCE. The political battles
have been waged on anumber of levels: through debates and coalition-
building within the Western institutions; but al so through practical steps,
attempted fait accomplis by thevariouskey players- Germany, France
and the United States. And throughout the 1990s, one very important
zoneinwhich various powers, especialy the USA, have made big moves
inthispoalitical conflict hasbeenintheYugoslav theatre. Military moves
by the USA there have had a major impact upon the political battles
within the West.



80

3. NATOland Programmes and Power Politics
after the Collapse

A superficial view of the collapse of 1989-91 would be that Western
Europe remained untouched. Both the key institutions, NATO and the
EC remained in place. Yet their political structure was shattered and
the future of their political economy was thrown into question by the
radical transformation of Western Europe’s geopolitical and geo-
economic context. The geopolitical context was transformed because
the Soviet Union/Russiawas no longer athreat or an enemy or even an
opponent. Cold War NATO, the chief instrument of US hegemony was
redundant as were the services supplied by the USits exchange for its
leadership - US military power. The USSR/Russia was therefore
becoming an included, legitimate player in West European politicsand
hencetransforming all the equations of that NATOland political system.

No less important was the transformed geo-economic context.
The East was opening for Western business to flood in, transforming
the conditionsfor Western capital accumulation inthewhole of Europe.
The West-facing, East-West European division of |abour, institutional ly
anchored in the EC, faced a major challenge. Would its whole
institutional form be battered down in capital’s eastward stampede and
through East Central Europe’s beating against the doors of the EC
trade regime, single market and accession procedures?

Thus the Soviet Bloc collapse placed two questions before the
Western powers:
1) An absolutely fundamental inter-linked challengeto the main Western
powers. what was their new accumulation strategy cum geopolitical
strategy for the whole of Europe going to be? And, in answering that
question, the main Western powers had to answer a second:
2) What new institutional formsfor political-military arrangementsand
for palitical-economy arrangementsfor all Europewould they advance
inlinewith and in pursuit of their answersto the first question?

If no answers were given to these two questions then two
spontaneous dynamics would be unleashed upon NATO and the EU.
First NATO would become asociety for reminiscences of the good old
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days of the Cold War since it was established for territorial defence of
its members against attack and for nothing more. But now therewasno
territorial threat to its membersfrom anywherefor theforeseeablefuture,
except for mutual threats from two members of the alliance, Greece
and Turkey. Thusthe West Europeans could produce NATO' s effective
death simply by insisting it should remain the samein terms of itsformal
constitution and military posture. Asa result it would give the US no
political leverage whatever over the political orientations of the West
European states sinceits military services were redundant.

The second spontaneous dynamic would befor the West European
states and business classesto start moving off in all different directions,
especially to make national political and economic gains in the East,
thus pulling apart both NATO and the EC, neither of which had the
institutional or political frameworksfor preventing that: the EC had no
joint foreign policy and no federal government; NATO could stop the
scramble East only when such a ban could be justified by an enemy
threat. Thisproblem of ascramble eastwardswould be most inescapable
in the case of Germany, whose expansion in that direction would take
place quite spontaneously unlessit was consciously reined in by itself
or by others.

All the stories of the 1990s, in the whole of Europe, have been
little more than sub-plots or spin-offs of one big central plot: the
manoeuvres of the Western powers in the battles over the answers to
these two questions outlined above. What has happened throughout East
Central and Eastern Europe, from the collapse of Yugoslavia through
the various post-Yugoslavia wars, to the Katastroikas in Russia and
Ukraine, to the blow-out in Albaniaand crises and impoverishmentsin
other parts of East Central Europe - none of these events can be
understood unlessthey are situated in a context shaped aboveall by the
power struggles in the West and the various solutions to them. The
peoples of East Central and Eastern Europe have been the big losers
both from these struggles and from the waysin which the Western powers
have sought to manage or resolve them.

Sometoday seemto take different views. They believethat the
reshaping of European politics and economics has been and is being
achieved by leaders of small Balkan states such as Slobodan Milosevic.
Thisissimply not serious. Othersbelievethat Europe has been ‘whole
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and free asUSleadersliketo say, since 1989, aworld of peace, harmony
and interstate equality occasionally interrupted by explosions in the
Balkans. Yet this is precisely what has not been happening. The
wholeness of Europe was already disappearing by 1991 and thedivision
of Europe has been deepening ever since as the direct consequence of
the power strugglesin the West and of thewaysin which variousWestern
powers are attempting to resolve these power struggles. The current
NATO war against Yugoslavia is not the latest and most obviously
dramatic of the stepsalong that path of division. Much of public opinion
in Europeisblind to these power strugglesintheWest precisely because
of the closed, elite character of the discursive side of these Western
battles. Public opinion thus views developments such as the current
NATO campaign against Yugoslaviain acognitive political void. Hence
their common sense idea that the war is only about NATO military-
technical issues, the fate of the Yugoslav government and the fate of
Yugoslavia's peoples - the Kosovo Albanians, the Serbs, the Hungarians
and Muslims of Serbia and the Montenegrins and the populations of
Macedoniaand Albania.

To make sense of the main features of the post-Cold War political
battles over Europe’s future, it is important to appreciate that some
states have been more important than others in this series of political
dances. Only four states have been capable of fighting for programmes
for the whole of Europe: the United States, Germany, France and
Russian. No other state had a structural role in any of the possible
projects: Britain, for example, could play therole of apartial spoiler of
some projects, but only at great potential cost toitself. It wasnot integral
to any of the possible projects. And Russia faded, partly because it
swallowed some economic medicine urged on itsleaders by American
economic specialists which turned out to be both narcotic and highly
toxic for Russian power. All other states have had to attach themselves
to programmes generated by these pivota states. And none of these
pivotal states have been ableto gain victory for their own programme
aone: they have had to forge alliances for victory. And each set of
aliancesbringsforth, of course, countervailing pressuresfrom the other
key players.

The political dances have progressed through the main players
making small demarchesin effortsto make small advances. Sometimes
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they make moves forward by seizing on shifts on the part of other
states; sometimes by seizing on opportunities on the ground, using events
say, in theWestern Balkans as an arenafor making alarge moveinthe
European political theatre.

The whole game is very complicated in reality, because states
arenot, inthisgame, fully unitary actors: the German defence ministry,
for example, under Volker Ruhe, was used asavaluableally by theUS
administration to drag a reluctant German Auswartiges Amt and
Chancellery behind akey US move - NATO enlargement into Poland.
The French military have been desperately eager to be re-integrated
into the NATO command, whilethe Quai D’ Orsay has been much less
so. Similarly the British MOD has been a bigger fan of US political
strategy in Europe, on the whole, than the Foreign Office. And so on.
But for the sake of simplicity we will tend to discuss the main players
asif they were unitary actors.

A further complication liesinthefact that each of the programme-
capabl e states hasto advance aprogramme which embracesavery wide
field, basically thefollowing: how to organisethe politicsand economics
of three zones. EU Europe, Eastern Europe and EU-American
Partnership.

The three basic programmes were, very schematically: one
Europe, West European-Russian balance (with two main variants of
both path and form) or American hegemony with Russian exclusion.
Wewill ook at each of these projectsin turn. But before we do so, we
must understand the deep i ssues of what we might call the geopolitics
of accumulation for all the key Western players: the US, Germany and
France. Only through agrasp of these deep structureissuescan wegain
an appreciation of the specifics of the three programmes.

K ey issues of the geopalitics of accumulation for the
three key Western states

It isimportant to bear in mind that the USA, France and Germany all
have accumul ation strategiesthat involvetheir reach across theworld.
And thisworld is mainly under the sway of the USA. This means that
the European states must not push their battles with the USA too far
for fear of been seriously damaged by the USA in the global theatre.
Such damage could be done not only through Washington's use of



military-generated political influence against European interests, but
also through its use of economic statecraft - exploiting the global
dominance of the dollar and US leadership of the IMF/WB or indeed
the role of its huge financial market and dominant financial services
operators. Thispanoply set limitsto West European ambitions, whileit
lacksaEuro acting not only asa‘domestic’ European currency but asa
global challenger to the dollar backed by united political and military
power.

And especially once Clinton had become president, it became
very clear that the US administration was making the rebuilding of US
global capitalist ascendancy in the international political economy its
dominant, governing priority.

This emphasis in its global strategy in the 1990s derived only
partly from an awarenessin US elites that their operationsin the Cold
War had diverted their attention from tackling new competitive threats
from other capitalist centres. not only Japan and Western Europe, but
also East and South East Asia. This defensive concern was combined
with a new offensive concept, forged by the Reagan Administration -
the concept of ‘globalisation’: thisinvolves using political leverage -
not only military-political statecraft but especially economic statecraft
- toradically transform the political economies of therest of theworld
so that they ‘converge’ with the needs of US capitalism. Such
convergence requires removing the right of states to control the free
movement into and out of their territories of financial flows, financial
service companies, and all kinds of other multinational enterprises; it
also involves re-engineering their domestic institutions to facilitate
profit-making by Atlantic capital within their territory.

This new imperial drive into the South, initiated in the Reagan
years, required the US to establish a political alliance with European
Union capitalismsin order to pursue this campaign effectively through
the multilateral organisations: especially through the GATT/WTO but
also through the OECD and the IMF/WB, the operations of the Bank
for International Settlements and so on. Yet at the same time, these
West European capitalisms had many particular interests which
conflicted with USinterestsin expansion into the South. To deal with
this problem, the US had to plan a campaign to pressurise the EU
states to re-engineer their EU political economy in ways that would
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achieve a convergence of the EU with the US programme for global
capitalist expansion. Thiswas avital USinterest. But, with the Soviet
Bloc collapse, finding ways to exert pressure on Western Europe for
these purposes was extremely difficult since the use of US hegemonic
|eadership of Western Europe through NATO was di sappearing.

And here was Washington’s first big European problem at the
end of the Cold war. The collapse of the Soviet Bloc was destroying
the US's hegemonic political leadership over its European allies. The
leverage it had enjoyed over its alies internal political economiesin
returnfor itssupply of military/security serviceswaswithering. Samuel
Huntington has explained how US tactics had worked during the Cold
War:

“Western Europe, Latin America, East Asia, and much of South
Asia, the Middle East and Africa fell within what was
euphemistically referred to as ‘ the Free World', and what was,
in fact, asecurity zone. The governmentswithin thiszonefound
itintheir interest: @) to accept an explicit or implicit guarantee
by Washington of theindependence of their country and, in some
cases, the authority of the government; b) to permit access to
their country to a variety of US governmental and non-
governmental organisations pursuing goals which those
organisations considered important.... The great bulk of the
countries of Europeand the ThirdWorld .... found the advantages
of transnational access to outweigh the costs of attempting to
stopit.t

And as David Rothkopf has added, in the post-war years

Pax Americana came with an implicit price tag to nations that
accepted the US security umbrella. If acountry depended on the
United States for security protection, it dealt with the United
States on trade and commercial matters.?

The efficacy of the tactic depended upon two conditions: first,

1. Samuel P, Huntington, “ Transnational OrganisationsinWorld Politics’, World
Politics, vol. 25, no. 3 (1973) p. 344.

2. David J. Rothkopf, “Beyond Manic Mercantilism”, Council on Foreign
Relations.
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the ability of the US to persuade the local dominant social groups that
they faced an external threat; and secondly, the US s ability to persuade
these same groups that the US and only the US had the resources to
cope with the threat and the will to do so. The distinctive US
organisational model of the giant corporation could thus enter foreign
labour and product markets, spreading first to Canada then to Western
Europe (facilitated by the EC’srules and devel opment) and then on to
other parts of theworld. Inthisway, rather than in the primitive militarist
conceptions of realist theory, military power played a central role in
post-war capitalist power politics.

In addition, the Soviet Bloc collapse was accompanied by anew
sense among European elites that they could build a strong European
political entity through an EU resting on asocial democratic-christian
democratic, social liberal identity. In other words European political
construction would be carried out under a banner which implicitly
challenged the whole American capitalist social model. This was a
tendency expressed by Delors but also by Kohl and indeed by French
elites. Only theleaders of British capitalism (supported to agreat degree
by the Dutch) were on message with the USline. Yet within the capitalist
classes of Western Europe there was potentially a powerful social
constituency that could be mobilised for adomestic social transformation
of the EU towards the American social model. The heartland of this
domestic EU constituency lay in Germany. Provided the leaders of the
German capitalist business systems could be diverted from a main
orientation of expansion eastwardsinto Russia, the US could offer them
the possibility of apartnership with USbusinessat aglobal level, opening
opportunitiesfor theminthe UK and inthe USand in other parts of the
American-led world. But the price would be transforming their own
domestic social model in the direction of the US model. Thiswould be
avery attractive offer not only for German capital but for all the most
dynamic European multinational sready and eager for araceto capture
markets all over the world and to position themselves strongly in the
American market. But Germany was the key.

Thus, the US strategy for Europe would combine the drive to
rebuild USleadership over Europe, through the campaignto re-organise
NATO, with aparallel campaign to re-organise the political economy
of the EU. Thisstrategy hasemerged ever more clearly sincethe Clinton
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administration arrived in power in 1993. A full analysisof the campaign
would haveto track both its prongs: not only the political battles over
the military-political reorganisation of NATO and European security;
but also the battles over the re-organisation of the EU and its domestic
political economy. Tackling thelatter would take usinto US diplomacy
over Maastricht, the Uruguay Round, theformation of alliances between
big US and European capital through the Trans-Atlantic Business
Dialogue, the switch of the biggest of German banks and businesses
towards American alliances, the growing strength of aradical neo-liberal
coalition within the European financial sectors, central banksand parts
of the EU European Commission.

The atmosphere in the United States when Clinton came into
power was one suffused with asense of great historical drama, asense
that the United States was facing a great world-historical Either/Or.
There was the awareness of America’s gigantic power in the military
field and in the monetary-financial regime; on the other hand, there
was the challenge of East Asia and uncertainty about Europe. There
wasthe sensethat the United Stateswas about to givebirthto an entirely
new set of global growth motorsthrough the new informationindustries
and afeeling that these could play the role of the motor car as a huge
pathway to revived international accumulation whichthe US could hope
to dominate; yet, after very largeinvestmentsin this sector, its supposed
transformative potential for US productivity hassimply not materialised.
And, finally, there was the triumph over the Soviet Bloc and the
international |eft; and yet, paradoxically, that collapse posed a major
question-mark over themeansthat the US could usefor exerting political
influence in the world and consolidating that influence through
institutions similar to the security zones of the Cold War.

Tremendous American intellectual energy was being devoted,
therefore, to these strategic issues as Clinton came into office. Asone
policy intellectual put it, “essentially, we have to erect a whole new
conceptual basisfor foreign policy after the Cold War” .2 Others equated
the tasks facing Clinton to those that faced Truman in 1945: Clinton,

3. Will Marshall, head of the Progressive Policy Institute, in the Washington
Post, 21 Dec 1992.
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said one writer, is ‘present at the creation’ of a new epoch in world
affairs and ‘ the next half century hangsin the balance’ .4

The Clinton team itself was not, of course, going to spell out
publicly how it conceptualised its strategic problem and its strategy
and tacticsfor tackling it. The signs had to be read more indirectly, for
exampl e, through Clinton’s appointments and institutional arrangements
aswell asthrough its policy statements and initiatives.

Clinton’s top foreign policy appointments, like Warren
Christopher (State), Anthony Lake (National Security), Madeleine
Albright (UN), Lloyd Bensten (Treasury) were conventional, rather
passive figures with links back to the Carter days.® Many observers
wondered why Clinton had received areputation for external activism
when he made such personnel appointments.® But this perception was
itself the product of old thinking, whereby foreign policy meant what
the Secretary of State or the NSC chief or the Secretary of Defencedid.
It ignored the instruments of economic statecraft, yet these were the
instrumentswhich Clinton placed in the hands of the dynamic activists.

The new team brought in to wield the levers of economic
statecraft were adistinctive group: Robert Rubin, Ron Brown, Mickey
Kantor, Laura Tyson, Larry Summers, Jeff Garten, Ira Magaziner and
Robert Reich (aswell asVice President Al Gore) had distinctive generd
approachesto the defence of American power:” For them, it was about
‘the economy, stupid’ . And they believed that strengthening American
capitalism was above al to be tackled through international political
action. In line with this was their belief in the importance, even the
centrality, of state political actionin economic affairs: aconviction that
the success of anational capitalism was * path dependent’ and the path

4. Roger Morris, “A New Foreign Policy for aNew Era’, New York Times, Sth
December,1992.

5. Aspen in Defence had a more activist, radical agenda.

6. See, for example, Anthony Hartley: “The Clinton Approach: Idealism and
Prudence’, The World Today, February,1993.

7. Of thislist one partial dissident was Robert Reich: he shared abelief in state
action in international economics and his concern for labour standards and
protection could be usefully instrumentalised in economic diplomacy over trade
issues. But helacked some of the America-First-in-Everything zeal of the others
and dropped out of the administration eventually.
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could be built of institutions fashioned by states. And there should not
be barren counter-positions of national states and market forces: they
should work together, hel p each other, whether in technology, trade or
finance. They were not classical national protectionists, but they were
also not free traders. The term used to describe the school of thought
represented by thisteam was‘ globalists’, promoters of akind of global
neo-mercantilism. The new concept wasthat competition among states
was shifting from thedomain of political-military resourcesand relations
to thefield of control of sophisticated technol ogies and the domination
of markets.® The nature of the new game was also given a name:
‘geoeconomics’. Lloyd Bensten may have been of adifferent generation
and of adifferent background from the others, but he also shared a
‘globalist’ view.

The outlook of this new team was expressed in bookslike Laura
Tyson’s Who's Bashing Whom and by a host of other such works by
those within or close to the administration.® The outlook was often
expressed most bluntly by Clinton’s new US Trade Representative,
Mickey Kantor, who openly argued for a new kind of American Open
Door strategy to ensurethat the 21st Century will bethe* New American
Century’. Ashe put it:

The days of the Cold War, when we sometimes|ooked the other
way when our trading partners failed to live up to their
obligations, are over. National security and our national economic
security cannot be separated .... No more something for nothing,
no more free riders.*®

Kantor’s linkage of external economic objectives and US

8. Gioia Marini and Jan Rood: ‘Maintaining Global Dominance: the United
States as a European and Asian Power.” in Marianne van Leeuwen and Auke
Venema (eds.), Selective Engagement. American Foreign Policy at the Turn
of the Century (Netherlands Atlantic Commission, The Hague, 1996)

9. See Laura D’ Andrea Tyson, Who's Bashing Whom: Trade Conflict in High-
Technology I ndustries (Institute for International Economics, Washington DC,
1992); Ira Magaziner and Mark Patinkin, The Slent War: Inside the Global
Business Battles Shaping America’s Future (Vintage Books,1990); Jeffrey E.
Garten, A Cold peace: America, Japan, Germany and the Struggle for
Supremacy (New York Times Books,1992)

10. USIS, 23 Feb 1996: “Kantor says USto Fight Farm Trade Barriers.”
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National Security wasreflected in Clinton’sremoulding of institutions
in the core executive: just after Clinton’s inauguration he created a
National Economic Council within the White House alongside the
National Security Council . The choice of namewasdesigned toindicate
that the new body would acquire the kind of nodal role in US global
strategy which the NSC had played during the Cold War. At the same
time, Congressinstructed the Commerce Department to set up the Trade
Promotion Coordinating Committee (TPCC) to co-ordinate 19 US govt
agenciesintheareaof commercial policy. Instructive also wasthefact
that the head of the National Economic Council was to be a very
experienced hedge fund speculator, Robert Rubin, former senior partner
in Goldman Sachs, the hedge fund masquerading as an investment
bank.* This gave the Clinton team prime links with Wall Street.

The way that the Clinton Administration defined its approach
has been summed up by someone who was initially part of it, David
Rothkopf. He has characterised the Clinton administration’s new
international strategy as one of “Manic Mercantilism”.12 Stanley
Hoffman makes a similar point, noting the new US activism in world
economic affairsunder the Clinton administration and itsdrive to open
bordersto US goods, capital and services.®®

Inthisarticlewewill not track the US strategy at the level of the
European political economy. Nor will we examine US economic
statecraft. We will concentrate on the political-military side of US
strategy in Europe. With the collapse of the Soviet Bloc, the Bush
administration had still hoped that the United Statesrole as controller
of security zones and wielder of enormous military resources could
remain a potent instrument for strengthening the position of American
capitalism visavisitseconomic rivals. His great efforts to ensure that
aunited Germany remained in NATO were followed by hiswar against
Irag, one of whose main goalswasto show therest of the capital world
that it had to treat the interests of US capitalism with respect. But this
was afalsedawn. With the collapse of the Soviet Unionitself, theUS's

11. Rubin later was to become Treasury Secretary - his current position.

12. David J. Rothkopf: ‘Beyond Manic Mercantilism’, Council on Foreign
Relations, 1998.

13. Stanley Hoffman, Martin Wight Memorial Lecture, L SE, June 1998.
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ability to make political use of its extraordinary military superiority
was bound to diminish.

But this was not Washington’s only problem with Western
Europe, even if it was an urgent one in the 1990s. There was a more
long-term and deeply worrying problem, both geopolitical and linked
to the global pattern of future capital accumulation: the possibility of a
West European-Russian link up. One-Europe political ideas precisely
expressed such alink up. West-European-Russian-balance ideas could
at any time be a prelude to such a link up. The geopolitical and
accumul ation consequences of thisfor US global dominance could be
awesome: in the colourful language of geopoaliticians, nothing lessthan
the American loss of the planet’s Eurasian heartland! And think of the
potential for capital accumulation by yoking together the human and
material resources of Western Europe and the former Soviet Union.

We will not survey here the debates within the US policy
community on how to tackle these problems.** But two central
conclusionswere drawn for US strategic goalsin Europe. Thefirst was
that the US had to find away of regaining itsrole as gate-keeper between
Western Europe and Russia, ableto control the flow of relationsthrough
the gate between Berlin and Moscow. And the second was that the US
should not allow the emergence of a single West European political
will to emerge, autonomous from Washington. Instead, it hasto find a
way to rebuild US political leadership above whatever integration went
on in Western Europe. US tactics in Europe had to be geared to these
two political goals.

The Bush administration quickly realised that an entirely new
NATO wasthekey to tackling both these basi ¢ challenges. NATO needed
an entirely new role, new members, new military instruments. Theonly
thingsthat should not be new in NATO would be US| eadership and the
subordination of West European policy-making, command structures
and military-political initiativesto US leadership. But how to achieve
this? What mix of tactics could achieve this strategic goal? That was
the policy problem.

14. For a survey of the debates see the following important article: James
Petras and Steve Vieux, ‘Bosnia and the revival of US Hegemony, New Left
Review, No. 218.
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For Germany, the collapse of the Soviet Bloc broad an
embarrassment of riches. While the USSR survived there seemed to
German leaders the real possibility of moving straight to One Europe,
on one condition: that France and Germany worked together for that
goal and the US did not get too much in the way. But if One Europe
was an optimal solution it was not anecessary bottom linefor Germany
intheearly 1990s. The base of German capitalism wasWestern Europe.
The security of that base depended upon the Franco-German partnership,
anchored ingtitutionally in the European Union. In the general expansion
of German capitalism that base and its security anchorage must not be
sacrificed: it must be strengthened. This was the cornerstone for
Chancellor Kohl.

The second element that had to be added to that cornerstonewas
to secure Germany’s new Eastern flank states: above all Poland, what
became the Czech Republic and Hungary. Germany’s own security and
vital interests require that they are anchored firmly. That meant fitting
their emerging capitalismsinto the pattern of Germany’sown economic
expansion and being ready to commit itself to the security of these
states externally aswell asinternally. But there were lots of different
frameworksfor doing this: their eventual entry into the EU, plusbilateral
guarantees from Germany or guarantees from the WEU or guarantees
from NATO or co-operative guarantees involving both Russia and
Germany. Nevertheless, their friendly anchorage was abottom-lineissue
for Germany.

A third element for the new Germany was to ensure adequate
security frameworksfor expanded capital accumulation, both eastwards
and into the US-led global sphere. How thisexpansion of accumulation
was articulated geographically would depend upon both political and
economic developments. It would certainly proceed across the whole
of East Central and Eastern Europe, but the rel ationship with the USSR/
Russia would depend on unforeseeable developments. As far as the
USA was concerned, Germany had every reason to keep the USA calm
and contented while Germany built up its strength through working its
way through the huge meal offered to its capital s by the Soviet collapse.
On the other hand, precisely because all could see what potentially
huge gains Germany had made, there were risks of Germany facing a
rough ridefrom the USA and even some of its West European partners.



93

Thus no German government would wish to fall back under US
dominance; rather it would wish to develop a strong, homogeneous
West European political forceand will, centred on Germany with France
asits‘strong partner’.

France was placed in a very difficult situation, in terms of its
own power strategy, by the Soviet Bloc collapse. Its accumulation
strategy had been entirely centred on the EU, with France as a junior
capitalismto Germany but still ableto beapolitical equal and to pretend
to political leadership because of its nuclear weapons during the Cold
War. On these bases its whole tactical structure was that of France as
the Europeanist alternative to Yankee-led Atlanticism: its hostility to
US neo-liberal civilisational models, its hostility to US hegemonism,
to the NATO integrated command, and to US imperialistic warsin the
South etc. With the Soviet Bloc collapse, all this suited Germany fine,
but did it still suit France also? Under Mitterrand, France's orientation
concentrated on locking Germany into its West Europeani st partnership
and sought also a Franco-German joint international political will and
line. But Chirac would search for other ways out of a posture which
now, with Germany’s new strength, made French claims on West
European |eadership look less like a posture than posturing.

Thethree programmes on offer for Europe
Against this background we can examine the three programmatic
projects for Europe that have been promoted during the 1990s.

1) One Europe

This option has been consistently advocated by the USSR from 1986
and by Russiathroughout the 1990s, insofar as its |leaders were not
busy with other things. It was, however, only very briefly entertained
by the two key West European powers, Germany and France, between
1989 and 1991. The United States was resolutely hostileto it.

The basic concept involves a pan-European political/security
system that included Russia as well as all the other East European
states and a pan-European economic system that involved replacing
the EU division of labour with a new pan-European one offering the
ex-Soviet Bloc states a developmentally effective framework. Since
the EU was constructed from the start on the principle of breaking West
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Germany from economic linkages with the East and on excluding the
East European economies, it would eventually have to be reorganised
to make One Europe work economically. Mitterrand and the Deutsche
Bank had two ways of solving that problem: basically, keeping the
Comecon region together as a regional economic unit for a whole
transition period asits redevel opment took place. (For Mitterrand this
had the key advantages of ending pressure for an overhaul of the EU
regime. Eventually, though, thetwo regional economies of Europewould
grow together into one.)

Thebigloser from One Europe would be the United States, since
it would lose political hegemony over Western Europe and would lose
control of a new and potentially very dynamic capital accumulation
process harmonising the West European economy and the Russian
economy - afrightening prospect for American capitalismif it wereto
develop in thelong term.

In 1989-90 the German government was very interested in this
One Europe project and so wasthe Mitterrand administration in France.
The plan of Herrhausen, Chair of the Deutsche Bank and very closeto
Kohl in the autumn of 1989, embodied the concept: he argued for a
collaborative effort between the EC and the USSR to revive the
economies of East Central Europe. Theinitial concept of Jacques Atalli
and Mitterrand for the EBRD, along with the concept of a European
Confederation from the Atlantic to the Ural s, outlined on 31 December
1989 embodied the same idea. The difference was that Herrhausen’s
planimplied leadership on the economic front by the big three German
private banks ( Deutsche, Dresdner and Commerz) whileAttali’s public
bank, the EBRD, could be under his (French) leadership. Another aspect
of the One Europe project was demonstrated in the support in Germany
in 1990 for making the CSCE the central collective security framework
for the whole of Europe. Both Kohl and Mitterrand were interested in
Gorbachev’s proposalsfor aunified Germany to be neutral and outside
NATO and evento a revamping of the entire European security apparatus
oncethe Cold War was over.*® This Kohl-Mitterrand approach towards
building a One Europe project with Russia at least on the economic

15. See S. Brown, The Faces of Power: United Sates Foreign Policy From
Truman to Clinton (Columbia University Press, 1994).
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front was still evident at the end of 1990, with their joint support for a
free trade agreement between the EC and the USSR, which they
persuaded the European Council to adopt in December 1990.

The One Europe project failed for a number of reasons: first,
because of adamant and vigorous US hostility; secondly, because of
thelack of strong unity between France and Germany in advancing the
project; and thirdly, because the Gorbachev leadership wasitself, despite
itsrhetoric of aSingle European Home, unclear asto whether it feared
a united Germany to be point of wanting a strong US role in Europe.
The Soviet leadership also made serious blunders in its external
economic policies towards the Comecon region at the time, while the
vigorous US (via-the IMF) effortsto break up Comecon won support in
Czechoslovakia and elsewhere in East Central Europe: the Bush
administration persuaded these states that it would ensure that they
quickly gained entry to the EU if they broke up Comecon and took the
Shock Therapy treatment. When the USSR itself collapsed, an effective
powerful Eastern partner for France and Germany in this project
disappeared al so.

But there were two other very important reasons for the failure
of the One Europe programme in the early 1990s. First, its economic
programmeimplied asocial democratic-style devel opment strategy for
the East, which clashed with the whole American paradigm of neo-
liberalism and globalisation, a paradigm which was attracting great
support amongst the leaders of big capital in Western Europe. The
Bush administration, desperate to impose US capitalism-friendly
political economieseverywhereinthe East, moved successful toimpose
itsregime goals on the Eastern economies. To counter that would have
needed a big German push, using large German credit capacity, and
that was not forthcoming. And the US ideas quickly gained influence
amongst all the West European governments, under American and
British influence, not least because they werethe cheapest (for the West)
way of getting capitalism over there quickly.

And there was another basi c reason for the programme’sfailure:
the lack of a strong political energy which linked institution-building
with the capacity to generate strong popular support. Only this could
effectively resist US hostility. The energy was offered by Mitterrand’s
grand vision of apan-European Confederation. Thisdid initially inspire
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support from Vaclav Havel, but not from either Bonn or Moscow. So it
collapsed. Genscher offered a strong peace-making rhetoric which
echoed Gorbachev’sstirring vision, but neither of them could concretise
their visions in a definite institutional form that they could jointly
achieve. The one they attempted, a qualitatively strengthened CSCE
which could marginalise NATO required too much co-operationsfrom
therest of the European states and hence was an easy target for American
diplomacy. Asthe Soviet Union reeled into terminal crisisinthe summer
of 1991, Genscher veered off into championing Croatia, a move that
looked like a message to the whole of Central and Eastern Europe to
turn to Germany aloneif they wanted ahel ping hand with any problems.

A One Europe project could still be revived, but it currently
lacks support from any of the major powers, apart from amuch weakened
Russia.

2) EU-Russian balance, with Western Europe expanding into East
Central Europe.

The second option has been that of turning the EC into afully-fledged
political entity which expands its influence over East Central Europe
while giving Russia a sphere of influence in the CIS. The central idea
hereisthat American hegemony inthe West isreplaced by asolid West
European political entity under whose influence East Central Europe
falls. TheWest European entity would belead by France and Germany.
Russia would be acknowledged as having its sphere of influence and
leadership over the CIS, if necessary including anindependent Ukraine,
and Russiawould not find aWest European entity’sexpanding influence
athreat to Russian security.

This project has had two variants of end-state and two paths to
victory. Thetwo end-states have been either the German conception of
turning the EU into a more or less fully-fledged state or the French
conception of turning the EU into a solid political bloc or alliance of
states. In either case, NATO would eventually fadeinto the background,
aswould US hegemonic ambitions. The project has also involved two
different paths to the end-state, paths that are not mutually exclusive.
Thefirst path isviathe establishment of aCommon Foreign and Security
Policy of the EU that would eventually include acommon defence policy
and a common defence. The second path is via monetary union and
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subsequent spill-oversinto asolid political entity, buttressing the Euro.
Both the CFS path and the Euro-path could produce either the German
Federal Europe or the French political bloc.

Without going into the whole very complex story of the pursuit
of this broad option, we can briefly mention the main aspects of it for
the three zones: EU Europe, Eastern Europe and the West European-
US Partnership. Asfar as EU Europeis concerned, both the Euro path
and the CFS path were put forward by Kohl and Mitterrand from the
spring of 1990 onwards. The Euro was Mitterrand’s key price that he
demanded from Kohl is exchange for French support for German
unification. Kohl agreed and fought the opponents of monetary union
in Germany successfully. Everybody understood that thiswasnot simply
an economic project but a political project aswell. And the Euro can
only be sustained economically if it isbuilt on solidly united political
foundations. Money isapoalitically created and sustained phenomenon.

The battle for a political entity linked to the monetary union
project of Maastricht had to take the path of agenuinely united foreign
policy and thereisno such foreign policy unity without amilitary unity
to match it. Therefore, in April 1990, Kohl and Mitterrand agreed to
combinethe EC’sInter-Governmental Conference (IGC) on Economic
and Monetary Union with asecond |GC on Political Union that would
put acommon foreign and defence policy at its core.

They already had abasis of Franco-German co-operationto build
on. The Elysee Treaty of 1963 had made provision for defence co-
operation between France and Germany and in January 1988 the two
countries had established a Joint Defence and Security Council and
created a 4,000 strong Franco-German brigade. In the early 1990s,
ministerial, military and defence-industrial relations were strengthened.

At the sametime, they had auseful, wider instrument for building
up a political bloc which excluded the Americans - the Western
European Union. France had taken theinitiative to revive the WEU in
1984, persuading its membersto support the so-called Rome Declaration
of 27 October of that year. Alarm on the part of the West European
states, including the UK, over the Reagan-Gorbachev summit in
Reykjavik in 1987 had led to the WEU platform of European security
interests being issued by the Hague WEU summit in October 1987.
The Hague Platform had declared: “We are convinced that the
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construction of an integrated Europewill remain incompleteaslong as
it does not include security and defence.” And it set the goal of a* more
cohesive European defenceidentity’ .1

In December 1990 Kohl and Mitterrand wroteto their European
Council colleagues suggesting the WEU be placed at the centre of the
debate on European security institutions. This letter was met with a
‘stern demarche’ from Washington, resulting in a statement from the
German and French Foreign Ministersto the effect that the WEU should
be subordinated to NATO.* But thisdid not halt Franco-German efforts.
In February 1991, Franco-German proposals for the IGC on political
union again called for the elevation of theWEU at the expenseof NATO.
Then, in October 1991, the French and German governments shocked
the British and American governments with their announcement of a
planto create aEurocorps. AsPaul Cornish explains, thiswas ‘widely
seen as an unabashed attempt to undermine NATO’ .8 The Maastricht
Treaty followed through with a successful Franco-German insistence
that there would be aCFSfor the EU which would eventually lead to a
common defence policy and acommon defence.

Here, then, were the elements of a full scale challenge to US
hegemony in Western Europe. The West European states wereto have
an autonomous foreign, security and defence policy making set of
institutionswhich could take authoritative decisions quite independently
of the US. Secondly, with the creation of Eurocorps, this autonomous
West European Bloc or state would have its own autonomous military
instrument - the Eurocorps, to which Belgium and Spain were soon
asoto contribute. And the whol e operation would be geared to projecting
military power outside the EU and NATO areas, engaging in the so-
called Petersburg tasks as laid down at the WEU meeting at the St.
Petersburg hotel outside Bonn in June 1992. These power projection
roles included crisis management, peace keeping, peace enforcement
and humanitarianinterventions. Andto capit al, the WEU could itself
expand itsinfluence eastwards, absorbing new associate members and

16. See Western European Union: The Reactivation of WEU: Statements and
Communiqueés, 1984-1987 (London, WEU, 1988)

17. SeeH. De Santis, ‘ The Graying of NATO’ , in B. Roberts (ed.), USSecurity
in an Uncertain Era (MIT Press,1993)

18. Paul Cornish, Partnership in Crisis, page 49.
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members as its spread its political influences eastwards in ways that
would not be perceived by Russian leaders as athreat to its authority.
Here was a full-scale alternative organisation of political power in
Western Europe to the concept of US hegemony.

This second option actually implied avery different project for
East Central Europe from that of One Europe. It in practice involved
EU mercantilism plus ‘insulationism’.*® The EU would use its trade
regime as a lever for gaining the economic expansionist interests of
Western big capital in the economies of the East. Thislever consisted,
essentially, of making accessto the EU marketsfor Eastern countries -
something they all desperately needed - dependent upon their opening
their political economiesfor entry by Western capital with the ultimate
aim of harmonising their market rules with those of the EU. Their
economic devel opment needswereto be subordinated to thismercantilist
goal. In addition, they were offered avague promise that some of them
may eventually be incorporated within the EU as, over decades, they
competed with each other to see who could do more than the othersin
demonstrating 100 per cent compliance with every possible EU desire.
This political-economic strategy was combined with political
‘insulationism’. This concept means a rejection of active political
intervention in the East to solve the problems of the East. Instead political
policy towards the East would be confined to ensuring that Western
Europe was insulated from the consequences of state instability, state
failure, civil war or inter-state conflict in the East. A central problem
requiring Western insulation in this context was the threat of great
movements of refugees as well as economic migrants from the East.
Anglo-French military involvement in Yugos aviathrough UNPROFOR
was essentially about that: ‘humanitarian aid’ inthewar zoneto ensure
that thecivilian popul ation did not leave thewar theatre. Italian military
intervention in Albaniain 1997 was about the same thing: staunching
the flood of humanity out of Albania westwards by rebuilding an
Albanian state. Within this general framework, a partial exception to
insulationism has been Germany’s concern to build a protective buffer
onitseastern flank by drawing Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary

19. The concept of ‘insulationism’ is developed in Paul d’ Anieri and Brian
Schmiedeler, “European Security after the Cold War: The Policy of
Insulationism”, European Security, vol. 2, no. 3, 1993.
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(aswell as Slovenia, eventually) under itswing and ensuring that these
states were stable, viable entities anchored to the West. But this
differentiation was essentially aconcomitant of theinsulationist policy,
rather than a promise that lots of other countriesin the region would
also be drawn into the Western sphere (although West European
propagandasuggested that all would eventually makeit to safety onthe
Western shore.) The wider security balance would be assured by a co-
operative, spheres-of-influence approach giving Russiagreat scopein
the East.

Asfar asthe West European-US partnership was concerned, the
Franco-German project implied areplacement of US hegemony with a
“two pillar alliance’ which would be apartnership of equals. Thepolitics
and economics of Western Europe and East Central Europe would be
under German-French-led West European control. Western Europe
would have the capacity for autonomous policy making and for
autonomous action in the political and military fields. It would shape
Western Europe’s economic relationship with the East. And the US
would haveto accept Western Europe asalarge, international player in
world politics and economics.

Thiswas not, of course, remotely acceptable to either the Bush
or the Clinton administrations. From the very beginning in 1989, they
have sought to reorgani se post-Cold war Europein order to maintainin
new ways the political hegemony which they had enjoyed in Western
Europe during the Cold War

3) The New Programme for USHegemony

The third option - US Hegemony - has been centred on one single
clearly defined goal : to bring Europe back under US |eadership through
thetransformation and new ascendancy of NATO inthewhole of Europe.
To understand this programme, we must start by recognising that apart
from the name and the leadership, the new NATO was going to be
radically different from the Cold War NATO. The programme for this
new NATO contained the following main planks:

a) NATO asgate-keeper for the US between Russiaand Western Europe
(especialy Germany). Thisisthe fundamental meaning of the NATO
enlargement into Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary. It is
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important to see why. In the first place, it blocks the possibility of a
unilateral German influence stretching across Poland and the rest of
Germany’s Eastern flank because the USA is in Poland and Poland
becomes a political base of the US viaNATO. But secondly, the form
of Poland’s integration into NATO serves another crucial purpose.
Poland could have joined without integration into the NATO integrated
command: joining would just have involved Poland getting the NATO
security guarantee. But secondly, the USA insisted on itsright to have
basesin Poland and station nuclear weaponsthere if needed. Thiswas
abottom-line issue for the Clinton government. It also deeply angers
Russian elites because it drove a US armoured division through the
spirit of the Treaty of Paris of 1990 which settled the external aspects
of German unification. These had specified that there should be no
foreign bases on nuclear weapons in the former GDR territory. Now
the US was reserving the right to bring these right up to the Soviet
border. Why?Why should the USrisk such Russian wrath for thisgoal ?

There are two answers, one political and one military. The
political oneisthat thisprovidesthe USA withitsroleaspolitical gate-
keeper between Russia and Germany. Above all it enables the US to
make movesto freeze Russian-German relationsif they get too friendly.
All that needs to be done isto pick a quarrel with Russia, say over its
internal treatment of some group or other or over its operationsin the
Near Abroad. Then the US can move forces into Poland, polarising
West European opinion behind it and that should be enough to put a
stop to any hopes of anew Rapallo.

But thereisamilitary purposein thisaspect of Poland'saccession
as well. That is to be able to threaten to project power eastwards to
ensurethat Ukraine doesnot fall back under Russian sway, through, for
example, entering a security pact with Russia which would result in
Russian troops on Ukraine's Western borders, changing the entire
strategic balancein Central Europe. The Brzeszinski Circlewhich has
been so central an influence on the USthinking on NATO enlargement
(along with Rand specidlists like Larrabee) is deeply committed to
pulling Ukraine under NATO’swing. Thiswould provide asolid US-
led corridor of Poland and Ukrai ne between Germany and Russiawhile
transforming the strategic situation in the Black Sea and thus the
Caucuses and the Caspian.
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Thereisalso the question whether NATO should enlarge further
into Central and South East Europe, corralling Slovenia, Slovakia,
Romania, and even Bulgaria along, eventually with Albania, Croatia
and part of Bosnia. Such matters are, of course, high on the agenda
now.

Thus, enlargement is about Russian exclusion from the
institutions of European politics. Thisis not because the US wants a
confrontation now with Russia or even Russian hostility. Why should
it? It just wants to be gate-keeper and Russian hostility today was the
price that might have to be paid.

But the question here was whether the West European states,
above all Germany, would also consider that Russian exclusion and
hostility was a price worth paying in order to insure that the US could
play gate-keeper across anew European divide.

b) NATO must berefashioned to play an entirely new aggressive military
role ‘out of area’. The US slogan for NATO as amilitary organisation
in the 1990s has been ‘out of area or out of business'. In the elegant
words of Francois Heisbourg back in 1992:

Inaworld without the canonical Soviet menace, ambitionsrather
than threats may well have become of overriding importancein
determining the future of the Atlantic relationship.?

Thisdrawing of NATO into ambitious external military actionisavital
goal for the US in its political drive to regain political leadership of
Western Europe. To understand why we must remember how the US
gained hegemony in Western Europe after thewar. It did so by helping
to create circumstances facing Western Europe which would make West
European states demand something that only the US had: the services
of its strategic war machine. But when the Soviet Bloc collapsed, that
strategic nuclear asset was redundant because NATO West European
territory faced no strategic threat. This then created the problem that
‘out of area’ could solve. The UShad to find away of persuading Western

20. Francois Heisbourg, ‘ The European-US Alliance: Valedictory Reflections
on Continental Drift in the Post Cold War Era.’ International Affairs(London),
Vol.68, 4, 1992.
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Europe again that it needed some military services that only the USA
could offer because it needed to do some aggressive ‘ out of areajobs’.
Asit happened, the USwas rapidly coming up with some new military
services: these are the US Air Force with its tomahawks, its smart
weapons, along with awhol e assortment of other services. These services
arenot for sale: onthe contrary, they areto remain exclusive US property.
If the West European’s had them, no US political |eadership. We can
sum up the US offer by paraphrasing Kipling: you (West Europeans)
need casualty-free weapons.

‘But we have got

The Tomahawk

And you have not!’ 2

The US hashad lots of other things, apart from Tomahawksand
itswholeAir Force panoply. It hasgot itsown (not NATO) hugelogical
base in Western Europe. It has got the vital battle-field intelligence
systems; and it has got the vital heavy lift capacity while the West
Europeans have no heavy military transport planes of their own.

Here, then, werethe serviceson offer for anew Strong Partnership
going ‘out of area’. The idea was immediately enough to gain an
extremely sympathetic ear in certain €elite constituencies in Western
Europe. First there were the military establishments of the main West
European states. In the early 1990s they had their backs against the
wall asthey stood eye-ball to eyeball facing finance ministriesslashing
at their budgetary underbellieswith lethal knives. Washington gavethem
aweapon to fight back with - the slogan: ‘*We must be protected and
revived because you need usto go ‘out of area’ . So there wasoneally,
along with the whole NATO bureaucracy.

But then Washington had another aly in the form of none other
than the West European finance ministries! It could say to them:
“Frankly, we do haveto go ‘out of area . You' re military brass are not
just greedy, they are right. But we understand that you have a big
problem. You have your EM Sto protect (against Wall Street) and then
your Convergence Criteria by slashing budgets and cutting borrowing.
Yet building up your own West European out of area strike force will

21. Kipling quipped of the British victory in the Zulu war: “We had got the
Gatling Gun and they had not’.
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cost you a budgetary fortune. So maybe we can help. Drop this
extravagant notion of your own autonomous West European (WEU or
EU or whatever) strike force, and use the USAF instead. All you need
todoisstick with USleadershipin NATO. We Il supply the Tomahawks,
logistics, battlefield intelligence, bombers, whatever.”

And then there was a third potential ally in the form of the two
West European states predisposed to use militarism for political
advantage within the Western alliance: France and the UK. The fact
that both these stateswere long geared to military adventurefor political
gain gavethem agreat lead on Germany inthisfield, saturated asit was
by pacifism. So they would be predisposed towards afew ‘ out of area
projects.

There was only one problem: how to convince the West
Europeans of the vital necessity to strike aggressively ‘out of area’, in
the first instance, in the eastern hinterland of the EU? This was the
great problem with the strategy. It was atwofold problem: how to find
convincing arguments for the two tiers of West European citizens: the
eliteaudiences centred in the core executives had to be convinced; and
the mass audience also had to be given a line that could rouse their
support.

The elite audience was the big problem for advancing the US
strategy for itsrevived hegemony. The problem can be simply put: for
Germany, going back to US hegemony was not acceptable. Neither
was it acceptable for France. They wanted their autonomous capacity
to act as a West European political bloc, without invigilation by the
USA. And at the sametime, they wanted the capacity to decoupletheir
West European political base from Anglo-American adventuresall over
the world.

But for US strategiststhere were ways around this elite problem.
One key resource was the fact that the West European elites were not
unified at all asasingle, institutionalised political will. So one could
strike bargains with key elite groups in key states for joint political-
military demarches under US leadership. This could present the other
elitegroupsin the other main West European stateswith abig dilemma:
jointhe US-led thrust even though it was potentially dangerous for
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your own interests, or stay neutral or even oppose? Then therewas a
second key resource: the West European mass audience, the children. If
the US and its €elite partners in Europe could use their political power
media power to rouse the children on a fundamental basis, that could
create major difficultiesfor the key elitegroupsinthekey state(s) trying
to steer clear of the thrust. Threaten that elite with a media-political
mass pressure from below and you could drag them into line. Oncethat
was done the other recal citrant West European states lower down the
hierarchy could be dragged, kicking and screaming perhaps, into the
common thrust. (The three programmatic projects discussed here are
summarised in the table on the previous page.)
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4. Key Phases of the American Campaign

We will very briefly sketch the main phases of the US campaign to
rebuild its hegemonic leadership in Europe, noting the counter-moves
by other actors at each stage.

Phase 1. Washington on its back foot in Europe

From 1989, the Bush administration wasfully aert to thedangersfacing
the USinits supposed European moment of Cold War triumph. It found
itself in many waysonthe political back foot visavisitsWest European
‘alies inthecrisis. Bush wasquick to seethe need for NATO to enlarge
quickly by admitting Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia in order
that NATO “should be at the heart of the new European system” He
asowasclear that NATO should resist attemptsto restructureitspolitical
leadership or Europeanist attempts to set up new institutions not
integrated into NATO.! Yet it was K ohl who was setting the agendaand
the pace from October 1989 through the summer of 1990, producing
one fait accompli after another in a politically brilliant offensive to
make the Anschluss with the GDR unstoppable. It culminated in the
summer of 1990 dramatic public agreement with Gorbachev on all the
outstanding issuesin ameeting in Stavropol. The Economist announced
it was Stavropallo! Bush was able to insist that the unified Germany
remainin NATO, but he could not even get the German government to
agreeto NATO hosting the treaty conference on unification: Germany
and the USSR insisted on the CSCE. And keeping Germany in NATO
was not much good if NATO itself was becoming redundant. In
December 1989, Bush’s Secretary of State, Baker, made ahigh profile
speech at the Aspen Institutein Berlin, saying NATO must change and
become amore political organisation. Mitterrand was reported as saying

1. See S. Brown: The Faces of Power: United Sates Foreign Policy From
Truman to Clinton (Columbia University Press, 1994)
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contemptuously that he knew what Baker meant: the US would try to
claimtheright to interferein everything in Europe. Asfor Bush being
ableto propose aNATO enlargement, that was unthinkabl e at that time.

Bush’s Gulf War spectacular was a bold, aggressive effort to
pull the French and Germans firmly back under US leadership, but it
wasaone-off: both states quickly got back to their European businesses.
That business was about four main matters. First, responding to
American efforts, begunin earnest in March 1991, to preparefor NATO
‘out of area’ action with a NATO March 1991 decision to build a
multinational rapid reaction force. Second, to prepare jointly for a
breakthrough at the Maastricht IGC, with the UK isolated on its own
on EMU (though with quiet support, no doubt from the USA) and with
a joint Italian-British opposition (also quietly but no doubt very
vigorously backed by Washington). Thirdly, to maintainthe momentum
of theWEU’srevival by moving towards defining afairly clear set of
‘out of area’ military roles for the organisation. And fourthly, taking
up, from the early summer, through the EC, a big political challenge:
managing the Yugoslav crisis. These tasks were tackled in the context
of amore strident than ever French call for the West European statesto
unite for independence in security and defence affairs. 2

On all four of these issues of the second half of 1991, French
and German political fire power wasimpressive. In October 1991 they
shook the Anglo-Saxons to the core with their sudden unexpected
announcement of their joint decision to establish afull army corpsfor
power projection outside the NATO framework: the Eurocorps.
Secondly, while giving Britain an opt out from EMU, they pushed it
through Maastricht; at the same time they got the lion’s share of the
M aastricht Treaty’s language on the CFSP and not only defence policy
but also defence. Thirdly, The WEU reached agreement of its new
external rolesin the so-called Petersberg Declaration (from a hotel of
that name outside Bonn) in June 1992. And on the fourth issue,
Yugoslavia, Germany achieved astunning victory in an extraordinarily
vigorousthrust for EC recognition of Croatian independence.

But that victory turned out to be pyrrhic. For Genscher and Kohl

2. See A. Menon, “From Independence to Co-operation: France, NATO and
European Security”, International Affairs(London) vol 71, No.1, January 1995.
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had shocked their EU allieswith thisruthlessdrivefor what looked like
its Croatian client state. Washington had an opening to strike back.
And it did so, like Germany, by using the Yugoslav theatre for Europe-
wide political assertion.

Phase 2: The start of Washington’s European fight-
back, 1992-93
At the start of 1992, the Bush administration began a set of movesthat
would placethe US back at the centre of the European action. First, and
of great strategic political importance, it had secured its own man in
the leadership of the new Russia, BorisYeltsin. Thisformer politburo
Communist, driven by vengeful hostility to Gorbachev and blind lust
for power, swung wildly over to acatastrophic drivefor Washington's
programmefor Russiaof bandit capitalism. Over the next yearshe made
every move that Washington could have wished for to plunge Russia
from one crisis to another on a slide into Katastroika which entirely
transformed the possibilities for a US comeback towards European
leadership. Simultaneously he combined increasingly ludicrous bombast
with areadinessto play along with Washington’s European game-plan.

Against thisRussian background, the US began its promotion of
NATO’s come-back with an expansion of NATO’sinfluence eastwards
through acharm offensive, launched first as areassurance campaign to
the USSR initsfinal death agony. This was the most that Kohl would
agree to as far as NATO was concerned. But it was a clever move.
Announced in November 1991, the initiative was called the North
Atlantic Co-operation Council (the NACC) and it began work in
December 1991 just asthe USSR disappeared. It invited all the successor
states into a structured dialogue with NATO, thus institutionalising
NATO links right across the former Soviet Union, though only at the
level of political dialogue.® Russia, like almost all other former Soviet
republics, joined.

But the most powerful lever for future US advance was
meanwhile being set in place in Bosnia. In December-January 1991-
92, the Bush administration persuaded the | zetbegovic government to

3. In May 1997 the NACC was renamed as the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council (EAPC) offering a deeper level of political co-operation.
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go for independence despite the fact that both governments knew that
this step would lead to civil war. In March 1992 |zetbegovic, who had
desperately pleaded with Genscher not to recognise Croatia, since he
knew that this would lead to increased pressure in Bosnia for
independence and war, drew back. He reached an EC-brokered
agreement with the Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Croats for a
confederation. The US again urged him to go for independence and war
and he agreed, rejecting the agreement one week after he had made it.
He did so evidently because the US must have offered him substantial,
perhaps open-ended commitments. US policy makerswerewell aware
of thelethal fiction on which their drivefor Bosnian self-determination
and unitary independence was based: thefiction that therewasaBosnian
nation when in reality Bosnia contained four main political nations,
none of which subordinated their nationhood to aBosnian identity: the
Yugoslav Muslim nation, the Serbs of Bosnia, the Croatians of Bosnia
and the Yugoslavs of Bosnia.* This American move gave Washington
leadership of a new phase of terrible warfare in the Western Balkans,
enabling it to polarise European politics allegedly between those
supporting Bosnian self-determination and those all egedly supporting
animperial Serb aggression for a Serbian mini-empire.

During 1992 and 1993, the US's Bosnian operation remained
fairly low-profile. Britain and France had sent troopsinto the areaunder
UN auspices and there were continuing mediation efforts conducted by
an Anglo-American partnership of David Owen and Cyrus Vance. But
in 1994 the US approach would shift both politically and militarily ina
new pattern of European alliances.

A sign of the coming turn began to emerge in 1993, coming
significantly from the defence bureaucracies of Western Europe. The
first and most important sign of anew US ally emerged in the form of
the German Defence Minister, Volker Ruhe, who surprised the whole
of Europe by emerging as a stalking horse for an absolutely central
plank of the US political strategy: NATO enlargement into the Visegrad

4. Onthis crucial episode which places avery large share of responsibility for
the Bosnian atrocities that followed upon the big power politics of the Bush
administration, see Peter Gowan, ‘The Western Powers and the Yugoslav
Tragedy’, New Left Review, April-May, 1999. See also Susan Woodward, The
Balkan Tragedy (The Brookings Institution, 1995)
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countries. And Ruhe launched this campaign in the teeth of evident
hostility from the AuswértigesAmt and from the Chancellery. Thenin
the autumn of 1993 the chiefs of the French and German General Staffs
agreed to place the Euro-corps under the direct command of NATO'’s
SACEUR (Supreme Allied Command Europe). A path was opening to
major US advance.

Phase 3: Washington on the European poalitical offensive
At the January 1994 Brussels North Atlantic Council (NAC), the Clinton
administration achieved three major break-throughs. First, it gained
agreement in principlefor NATO to prepareto enlarge into Poland and
the whole Visegrad area. This did not by any means indicate that
enlargement was secure - the French, British and parts of the German
state were extremely dubious about the plan, to put it mildly. But it was
still ahuge advance for Washington.

Secondly, this NAC launched the Partnership for Peace (P4P).
This achieved two very important things: first, it legitimated a move
from purely political dialogue between NATO and Eastern states to
direct military co-operation; secondly, it gave NATO theright to decide
which states it would approve for P4P and to decide also what kind of
co-operative military actionsit would engage in. Some at the time saw
P4P - Chancellor Kohl’sidea - asan alternativeto enlargement. Butin
practiceit wasavaluable path towardsit, aswell asapath to deepening
military links with the strategically pivotal Ukraine.

Thirdly, the Brussels NAC marked amajor defeat for projectsto
construct multinational military instruments under commands not
integrated into NATO. It did so by declaring the new mantra that all
forces of NATO member states should be ‘ separable but not separate’
from NATO. Thiswasamajor defeat for thosein France and Germany
who had hoped for an autonomous WEU.

These steps opened the road towards anew US-German political
linkage that was to come to fruition in the Bosnian war over the next
two years and which, in the process, was almost to lead to France and
Britain walking out of NATO. The confrontation between the US and
the French and British governments came to ahead in November 1994.
A campaign in the US for amore aggressive US policy in the Bosnian
war won aCongressional victory around the slogan of ‘lift and strike' -
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lift thearmsembargo onthe Bosnian Muslimsand strikewith air power
against the Bosnian Serbs. In response, the Clinton administration
declared that it would no longer enforce the UN arms embargo on the
Bosnian government. But thiswas not theimportant thing (since France
and Britain knew perfectly well that the US was covertly flouting the
embargo anyway). The cause of the clash lay in the fact that US air
strikeswould make French and British UNPROFOR troopsvulnerable
to Bosnian Serb attack (since they could be supposed to be guiding the
air strikes from the ground). But the conflict with Washington went
deeper than that because Washington's major European propaganda
offensive projecting the Bosnian civil war as Serb aggression against a
united Bosnian nation was threatening to caste the French and British
states as appeasers of , if not collaboratorswith, the hated Serbian who
had supposedly masterminded the atrocities in Bosnia - Slobodan
Milosevic.

Washington drew back and compromised, but did so in away
that established a joint US-German approach to the war: a military
aliance with Tudjman’s Croatia, the transformation of French and
British military strength, are-enforcement of the Bosnian Muslim army
and then an all out assault on the Bosnian Serb forces. The whole
campaign produce avictory and it also enabled the US both to show off
its air power and to claim (falsely) that US air power had been
responsiblefor victory. Theresult was Dayton which involved splitting
Bosniaintotwo ‘entities’ and placing the Bosnian Muslimsin apolitical
embrace with Tudjman’s Croatia.

But theresult waswidely seen asthe US government had hoped:
amilitary triumph for the US, with the Clinton administration giving
|eadership to the whole of Europe. In late 1995, for thefirst time since
1989, Washington seemed the master of the European political agenda.

Intwo respects, thetriumph wasfar lessimpressivethanit |ooked.
The US had created an expensive and largely non-viable messin the
Western Balkanswithout producing just or even stable solutionsto any
of thereal human problemsthere. And, secondly, even the Dayton stitch-
up had only been possible thanksto Washington’shaving to call Russia
into the heart of Europe’ smajor political problem and to institutionalise
Russian involvement in the Contact Group. But theimpact in Western
Europe was what counted.
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Phase 4: Compromise Europe: 1996-1999

It ispossible to see acompromise programme, around which the three
key Western powers could work, as emerging in 1996-97. The
compromise sought to reconcile the different projects of the different
powersin the following ways:

1) The Clinton administration got its NATO enlargement into Poland,
the Czech Republic and Hungary in aform that could potentially giveit
a gate-keeper role between Russia and Germany. The key here was
Washington’s successful insistencethat it reserved theright to establish
US bases and/or nuclear weapons on Polish soil. Through this, it had at
least the possibility of generating a state of emergency in Russian-
Germanrelations.

2) The Clinton administration also gained agreement that all NATO
membersforcesand all their decisions about the use of force should be
under NATO and therefore US control. This decision was achieved at
theBerlin NAC in July 1996, whereit was agreed that the WEU would
be banned from undertaking any military actions without unanimous
approval by the NAC. Thebringing of all NATO members forcesunder
NATO control had been achieved earlier: in 1993, in relation to the
Eurocorps, and in the January 1994 NAC, inrelation to the WEU, with
the formula of all such forces being  separable but not separate’ from
NATO.

3) The Clinton administration also gained agreement in principle to
NATO ‘out of area’ military strikes for so-called Petersberg tasks in
NATO’s eastern periphery.

4) In exchange for French approval of these concessions, the Berlin
NAC agreed to the establishment of aso-called European Security and
Defence Identity within NATO, and, along with that, Francewas given
effective entry into NATO structures without formally renouncing its
independence. Whilethe actual substance of ESDI seemed extremely
limited, two important issues need to be borne in mind: the West



114

European stateswere not actually interested in ‘ projecting’ their power
al over the placein the East: on the contrary, their main thrust continued
to be insulationism. What they wanted was to maintain the right to
build the basis for what could, in the future, become an effective and
perhaps autonomous West European strike force. Secondly, the new
arrangementsat last gave France avery effectiveframework for political
manoeuvre within the Western alliance: it need no longer be locked
into the single choice of building with Germany against the US or
alternatively standing in isolation. It could now move between
Europeanist initiatives with Germany, and French-American and or
French-Britishinitiativesindependent of Germany.

This, then was the basis of the compromise in the West. It
sustained aframework for developmentsin East Central and Eastern
Europe which unfolded from the early 1990s, which embodied asocio-
economic division of the continent which we will briefly survey.

East Central and Eastern Europe under the compromise
Under the compromise, the dynamics of East Central and Eastern
European politics during the 1990s have been governed largely by
Programme 2: West European-centred mercantilism plusinsulationism.
Theinternal economic programmesfor East European states promoted
both by Programme 2 and by Programme 3 (Europe under US
hegemony) differed less in substance than in emphasis. The US was
concerned to promote its radical neo-liberal model along, of course,
with the interests of its own particular key business sectors. The EU
was less concerned with promoting the radical neo-liberal ideological
model and more concerned with the variant of market organisation
embodied inits Single Market regime, plus itstrade policy interestsin
the region and of course, its own particular key business sectors as
defined by itsvarious member states. To achievetheir political-economy
goals both the West Europeans and the US sought to act swiftly in the
1989-92 period to take maximum advantage of both Soviet
disorientation, the disorganisation and fragmentation of the Comecon
region’s economy, and the ‘honeymoon’ disorientation and fluidity
within the states of the region. Hence the urgency of the demand for
Shock Therapy and the refusal to normalise trade relations unless
governmentsswiftly plunged their societiesinto the vortex of ‘ systemic
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transformation’.

These overl apping economic programmes 2 and 3 have, of course
been a fundamental factor in the shaping of the states of East Central
and Eastern Europe. They have had to impose sudden fallsintheliving
standards of the bulk of their populations, including sweeping loss of
legal entitlementsto pensionsand other social benefits, while unleashing
a chaotic scramble for control over economic assets on the part of
aspiring new capitalistsin conditions where huge swathes of industry
were thrown into insolvency by the collapse of regional payments
systems and trade links. While achieving all these things, they had to
surrender their ability to manage freely most of the linkages between
their economies and the world market; they had to open their trade
regimes, immediately end their control over their current accounts
through making their currenciesimmediately convertible, had to throw
open their economic assetsto Western companiesand found theWestern
states using conditionalities to prevent them developing national
strategiesfor restructuring their industries.

As aresult, the functions of these states during the 1990s were
overwhelmingly reduced towards one goal: imposing their authority
and control over their domestic populations. The functionswhich West
European states have for bolstering their legitimacy - above all their
welfare functions - were not available in the East. They had basically
two instruments: the electoral one, which gave populations the
satisfaction of throwing out whatever government was in office, and
the political argument that all the hardship which the population faced
would berewarded by eventual entry ‘into Europe’, an argument whose
force weakened to negligible proportions the further east or south east
states were from the EU’s borders. In the name of ‘democracy’ the
democratic will of the populations was not to be allowed to influence
public policy. The result was to place the cohesion of states and of
socia and economic life under enormous strains. Only Option 1, a
genuine programme for re-unification of the continent in economic,
social and political lifewould have ensured aframework for the building
of secure, legitimate social and political orders.

Instead the 1990s has seen the shattering of the economic and
social tissues of very many of the countries of Eastern Europe, therise
of gangster capitalism, very grave social and political pathologies and
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damaged or even wrecked states. Informed and dispassionate observers,
intheWest aswell asthe East, and at all pointsin the political spectrum
should and, in many cases, do recognise and acknowledge the West's
responsibility for much of this state of affairs. The most catastrophic
state collapses - those in Yugoslaviaand in Albania, in both of which
the Western powers were deeply implicated - are only the most
spectacular cases. The recent disorders in Romania can be explained
largely by desperate and reckl ess attempts by the Romanian government
towin entry into thefirst wave of prospective entrantsto NATO and the
EU by implementing disastrously unrealistic domestic shocks.

But from the angle of the West European powers, the policy has
been extremely cost effective. They have been earning substantial profits
from expanding trade, investment, out sourcing and, in the case of
Britain, fortunesfrom East European investment of flight capital inthe
City of London. (In the case of Russia alone, such flight capital has
been running at $20bn ayear or more).

But the problem of shattered social systems and damaged states
has another effect as well. It can lead to extreme intra-state tensions
leading towards state breakdowns. Thisat first seemed to produce new
opportunitiesfor the EU states. In 1991 the EU’s officialdom and many
of the leaders of its member states were thrilled at the prospect of
taking alead in the management of Yugoslavia s disintegration. At the
sametime, theinstability in the Western Balkans seemed to offer arole
for the EU’s main powers involved with the use of military power to
enhance political influence: Britain and France. But the EU’s chaotic
internal rivalries and power plays in its mediation attempts over
Yugoslavia's crisis in the second half of 1991 had the effect only of
exacerbating the conflict over Croatian secession. And the decision of
the US to intervene and take the lead on the Bosnian war placed the
British and French states’ military forceson the ground in mortal danger.
They wereincapabl e of maintaining their own manoeuvrist linesin the
Bosnian war against US opposition. That wasthe end of collective EU
efforts to project its military power autonomously in the East. When
the Italian government decided to try to manage the blow-out in Albania
in 1997, the British and French governmentswanted no part of it. There
was, by then, no stomach for purely West European collective power
projection in the East.



117

All theseissues about strategy towardsthe East havelargely by-
passed West European public opinion. It has believed what it wastold:
that Europe was now whole and free. That the West was generously
aiding Eastern Europewith large hand-outs. That unfortunately alot of
nasty politicians had appeared in various East European countries,
trouble-makers, anti-democrats etc. And that these characters probably
emerged because of the uncivilised culturesreveaed in the region when
the lid of Communism blew off. If they were sensible they would set
up amarket, stop being mafias and get on with it.

Such ignorance of the real West-East dynamics on the part of
Western public opinion was, however, perfectly understandable. The
real operational Western policy was one of those matterstoo sensitive
and difficult to discuss frankly in front of the children.
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5. From Compromise to K osovo

Washington’s frustrations with the compromise

There were critical weaknesses still in this compromise from the point
of view of the Clinton administration’s strategy professionals. Thefirst
of these lay in the fact that the continental West European states were
not giving NATO full political ascendancy over European political
affairs: they were agreeing to the form - the enlargement, excluding
Russia, plus the licence to strike out of area - but not the substance: a
NATO free hand without aRussi an say. Thiswas because the continentals
were insisting that NATO could only act under UN Security Council
authority. This was maddening from three points of view: first, it was
legally correct, thus putting US unilateralism in thewrong. Secondly, it
enabled Russia to be brought right back into the heart of European
affairs by the back door of the UN Security Council because of the
Russian veto. Thus, thirdly, if the French or the Germans wanted to
throw sand into the electronics of the US Tomahawks, all they had to
do was give the Russians a ring and ask them to do the business of
putting their foot down at the Security Council. The dreaded M oscow-
Berlin axis could still bein play.

Thisled straight on to a second problem. The basic value of the
struggleto rebuild US| eadership over Western Europe lay, for the US,
not just in showing how it could pull of Daytons or lead from the
(casualty free) military front with its Tomahawks. The point was for
West Europeansto feel so dependent upon such US|eadership through
military-services-rendered that they would bend to US demands for
sweeping deals inthe political economy field. Europe’s subordination
was needed as a subordinate ally for rebuilding the dominance of US
capitalism in the European and global political economy. Yet Western
Europe was becalmed and threatless, feeling no urgent need for the
services of the US Air Force.



119

One possible way out would be to present Europe with amajor
crisisoutside the European theatre, acrisis requiring massivefire power
intheinterests of the security of European capital accumulation. Another
possibility would be a sharp repolarisation of European political life.
But one way or another, under the compromise of 1996-1999, the US
was still avery long war from regai ning hegemonic sovereignty.

Finally, the compromisesof the Berlin 1996 and the Madrid 1997
NACs#ltill left openthe possibility of aWest European build-up towards
an independent, unified political will which could eventually defineits
own political community and sovereignty around theregionalist political
ideaof Europe asadistinctive socio-economic and political and cultural
community (thefriend-basis) pitted against enemies of itsown choosing
and especially being able to define whom it regarded as neutral in the
wider world. Even if the business and political elites of Europe have
talked inthe 1990s of bel onging to aso-called Euro-Atlantic Community,
none of the ordinary mass citizens, the children, has even heard of such
athing, far lessthought that it was there identity.

Not only was the path to this potential outcome not blocked.
Western Europe was actually marching down it through the drive to
monetary union and the Euro. The Euro would have the tendency to
become aworld currency, challenging the dollar. Its path towardsworld
currency would run through East Central and Eastern Europe. Asthese
states linked up to the Euro and the ECB, US invigilation of these
economiesthrough the IMF would tend to crumble. And the necessity
for currencies to be underpinned by politico-military power would
naturally tend to produce adynamic towards both afully fledged federal
EU and agenuinely common foreign, security and military policy either
asthe EU stateitself or asasolid political bloc.

These developments would have the effect of the USlosing its
hegemonic influence over devel opments within the political economy
of Euroland. The USwould aso tend to loseitsinfluencein East Central
Europe. And even moreimportant, Euroland could becometheinitiator
of awhole new, expanding centre of international capital accumulation,
undermining the enormous political leverage open to the US through
dollar dominance.

Of course, if one believesthat, provided thereis an open world
economy with secure market rules, there can be complete harmony
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between the main capitalist powers over matters of economics, then
disagreements about the role of the Euro and the dollar or about trade
policy, investment policy and the like are just small technical details.
But this vision does not remotely capture the way in which the Clinton
administration looks at such questions. For it, USglobal accumulation
required and requires US political hegemony over Western Europe and
its eastward orientation.

The potential threat to the dollar from the Euro

The gravity of the potential threat from the Euro to the entire political
position of the United States is both great and entirely ignored in all
discussion of the current war. The entire globalisation process has, all
agree, been centred in the gigantic rise of US centred financial markets
and financial operators. Thisrisetoworld power of US-centred financial
operations has been intimately bound up with Dollar dominance. We
have described the resulting Dollar-Wall Street regime at length
elsewhere and we will not rehearse that analysis here.! We will simply
assert that the mutually re-enforcing Wall Street financial forces and
US-Treasury orchestrated dollar dances have produced a gigantic
political weapon for taking acan opener to one political economy after
another around theworld, systematically producing financia blow-outs
intwo thirds of IMF member states since 1980 and thus bringing in the
IMF’s engineers to globalise and subordinate state’s internal
arrangementsto theinterests of mainly US capitalism.

This was the lever which produced the collapse of the various
rival devel opment model sto the Reaganite globalisation paradigm: the
import-substitution model in Latin Americacrashed intheearly 1980s.
Poland, Hungary and Yugoslavia were aso trapped at that time, thus
being consequently dragged towards the crisis of 1989 and all that
followed. And the East Asian economies were the latest to fall to the
twinyo-yosof asharp switch by the US Treasury in Daollar-Yen exchange
ratesfollowed by thewhip-lash of thefinancial yo-yo: first theflood in
of hot money and then the stampede out.

If the managers of the Euro wereto makeadrivetoturnitintoa
global challenger to the dollar, that would produce and be re-enforced

1. See Peter Gowan, The Global Gamble (Verso,1999)
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by a huge growth of Euroland’srole as arival global financial centre.
The result could be a catastrophic fall not only in the role of the dollar
and Wall Street, but inthe US economy and in the political leverage of
the US government.

Maastricht was carefully crafted, no doubt under some US
diplomatic pressure, to provide no effective institutional answer to
who would control the Euro’s behaviour on international currency
markets. And until the election of the Social Democratic government
in Germany there was silence about thisissue from EU leaders.

There was also silence from Washington. Or rather there were
statements of qualified support for the Euro. This silence/support on
such acardinal political issueis absolutely fascinating. We will return
toit. But wewill only make one more point on this matter at this stage:
thereisnothing automatic about the Euro becoming aglobal challenger
to the dollar. It isto a degree a matter of political choice. What is
‘automatic’ about any currency isthat it must be anchored to astrong,
firm political/ military base. Thisisusually the state, anchoring itsown
currency. But it does not have to be. One powerful state can politically
anchor the currency of another state.

A way forward through the French turn and the British
response

Yet the compromise of 1996-97 did open the possibility of a new
approach for the Clinton administration in its path towards hegemony.
It did so thanksto the turnin France policy, embodied in the compromise.
France could now integrate increasingly with NATO and thus had the
possibility of a new orientation, less dependent upon its purely
Europeanist links with Germany. France could, if it wished, tilt policy
towards joint ventures with the British and the Americans.

It didn’t do so over Irag. On the contrary, it swung the other way,
towards Russia (undoubtedly with tacit German support). Yet in the
autumn of 1998, the French government did begin atilt towards the
Anglo-American camp. Thisshift came asaresult of amajor new offer
to the French government from the Blair government in Britain. The
offer was, at first sight, an astonishing one. Blair was declaring that
Britain was ready to support a defence role for the European Union.
The French seized upon this offer and the result was the so-called St.
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Malo Declaration of December 1998. To understand this, we must look
briefly at the evolution of British policy in the great game of
reconstructing the political shape of Europein the 1990s.

Throughout the battles of the 1990s, the British strongly and
tirelessly supported the American orientation for rebuilt hegemony in
Europe, except for one nasty hiccup in the Bosnian war when the British
and the French together had to threaten the break-up of NATO to stop
the US putting their troops on the ground in Bosniaat risk through US
air strikes.

But otherwise Britain's role in support of the US was to play
spoiler of al effortsto create acohesive West European political entity.
So the British led the campai gn agai nst the Euro and led the campaign
against the Franco-German efforts in the foreign policy and defence
field. Britain waged avigorous campaign against the Eurocorps, against
the WEU having any autonomous command structure or forcesor policy
making authority: al such thingshad to befirmly integrated into NATO.
Britain also waged war against the EU having any defence role and
against German efforts to have a properly integrated EU system of
foreign and security policy making - involving for example, qualified
majority voting.

But by 1997 most of these campaigns on the foreign policy and
defence front had been won, while the result for the UK was less
influence than ever on European politics: the French and the Germans
saw the UK asnothing but trouble and dealt directly with the Americans.
And, most cruelly, the US saw that Britain’s valiant efforts on
Washington’s behalf left Britain with very little influence and thus
Washington should deal directly with the powers with clout: France
and Germany. Worst of all, there was one campaign that the British lost
hopelessly: that was their campaign against the Euro.

Against this background, Blair made his turn. The British had
used the WEU as a way of blocking an independent West European
entity centred on the EU. It at the same time had not been intrinsically
interested inthe WEU at al. So once NATO control over policy-making
authority, command structures and forces had been achieved, why should
L ondon continueto oppose an EU defencerole? The only reason would
be German effortsto put the EU defenceroleinto the EU state-building
process of integration. But the French opposed that as much as the
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British. Thus, why not try to form a joint position with the French,
scuppering the WEU, talking up an EU defence role, but keeping it
firmly subordinated to NATO and out of state building inthe EU? That
wasthe St. Malo offer to the French and it worked. Britain and France
together leading Germany in the defence field in co-operation with the
United States and drawing in the EU without allowing EU-statist
integration.

For Blair and the British state this seemed like a watershed in
thewholedismal story of British marginalisation in the European politics
of the 1990s. Through the link with France, Britain could really play a
leading role in an absolutely central issue of EU politics - foreign and
military policy. Thiscouldin turn transform the entire problem of getting
Britaininto the Euro, both by showing EU statesthat Britain was playing
a big role with the French and by showing the same thing to British
elitesand electorates. No lessimportant, itslink with the French would
greatly enhance British influence in Washington on European politics
for thefirst time since the Berlin Wall came down. What was needed,
from a British point of view, was an issue on which to demonstrate its
new role. Somebody must have mentioned: how about Kosovo?

For the French state, the Anglo-French link gave France
unparalleled room for political manoeuvrein European affairs. France
could useit to ‘ put Germany initsplace’, but it could al so swing away
fromit over to aGerman link on a Europeanist tack. And France could
hope that it would thus be the pivot of European international politics:
the Germans, the British and even the Americans would in future be
wooing France for whatever demarche they wanted to launch. With
France against it, Germany could assert its European will only at the
risk of appearing to want to Germani se Europe; with France against it,
the US could not pull Europe behind its schemes. And without France
Britain would be, as before, nothing in European affairs.

But one central question remains. what has been the big European
pay-off which the Clinton administration has been hoping to gain from
the Yugoslav war.

The Clinton administration’s specific political objectives
in launching the war
To understand the US approach to thisissue, we can look at some of the
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speeches of key US officialsto elite audiencesin Europein the run-up
to the attack on Yugoslavia. Valuable insight is gained in particular
from the speech by Strobe Talbott to the German Foreign Policy Society
in Munich in February.? The speech linked together four issues: the
general US goalsin Europe; thearrival of the Euro; the approach of the
USto NATO and Kosovo. We will examine this speech at length, but
draw upon other speeches of the same sort by other officialsto fill out
details absent from Talbott’s speech.

First, Talbott explained the general US approach. He madethree
points. First that

in the 21st century, asin the 20th, the well-being of the United
Stateswill depend inlarge measure on what happensin Europe.
In other words, the Euro-Atlantic community isindivisible, and
the security link acrossthe ocean is unbreakable.

In other words, it isan absolutely vital USinterest to create an
indivisible and unbreakabl e Euro-Atlantic Community. But Talbott also
indicates that this Euro-Atlantic Community does not yet exist. He
indicatesthis by saying that he sees* astrong Europe as essential to the
foundation of astrong Atlantic community”. Sofor him‘Europe’ should
be judged as a means to the goal of his projected ‘ Euro-Atlantic
Community’. It is not stand-alone.

Talbott’s second point about the fundamental US approach is
that

the United States recognises and welcomes that “Europe’
[Talbott’s quotes] is redefining itself; it is not a static
phenomenon; it is evolving - in itsinstitutions, in its degree of
integration, and in its very identity.

Thisis not a banality. This means that the US wants Europe’s
institutions and its very identity to change. If Europeans think they
have their identity and basic institutions already established, they are

2. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, Remarks to the German Society
for Foreign Policy, Bonn, February 4, 1999 (USIA, “Euro-Atlantic Partnership
- Talbott Remarks to German Society for Foreign Policy, 2/4/99”)
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wrong.
Talbott spelt out the samethemein moredetail in asecond speech
in London in early March. He declared:

... most Americans recognise that the phenomenon of “ Europe’
isnot static. Rather, itisorganic. Inthe nature and composition
of its institutions, even in its geographical scope, Europe is
constantly reinventing itself; it is, in the vocabulary of Euro-
speak, both deepening and broadening. As Americans watch
the evol ution of Europe, we have our own hopes, and sometimes
our own apprehensions, about where the process will lead. We
want to see Europe defineitsidentity and pursueitsinterestsin
away that not only preserves, but strengthens, the tiesthat bind
your security to ours, and, of course, oursto yours.®

We can gain further insight from Talbott’s assistant, Assistant
Secretary of Statefor European Affairs, Marc Grossman. Inaspeechin
Washington in February, he explained his views on how the European
Union should be changed as part of the construction of the Euro-Atlantic
Community:

Let me first start with what | don’t think. And this is very
important, | know, to members of the European Union. But |
want to just bereally clear about this. We do not believethat the
European Union is a transatlantic institution. It's not. It's a
European institution....But there is a very large transatlantic
component to the relationship between the United States and
European Union.*

So the Clinton administration does not want to turn the EU into
aTU, atransatlantic union. Then Grossman slips into an interesting

3. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott “A New NATO for a New Era”
NATO at 50 Conference, The Royal United Services Institute, London, 10
March 1999. (USIA)

4. Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Marc Grossman, Remarks
on the Euro-Atlantic Partnership, Centrefor Strategic and I nternational Studies,
Washington, DC, 10 February 1999 (USIA, Euro-Atlantic Partnership -
Grossman Remarks at CSI'S, 2/10/99)
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tautology. He says there is a very large transatlantic component in
something. We expect him to say the EU. But he doesn’t. Instead he
comesout with an absurdity: thereisavery large transatl antic component
inthetransatlantic relationship! But heclearsthisidiocy upin hisvery
next sentence which reads asfollows: “ So | don’t make the mistake of
saying that we ought to make thisinto atransatlantic institution.” (my
emphasis) That clarifiesmatters: it isamistaketo say you want to turn
the European union into atransatlantic institution. But it isnot amistake
to want to do just that.

Now at |last we are beginning to understand the next concept of
Clinton’s“ Strong European-US Partnership”.

We can now return to Tal bott’s speech. His third general theme
is that Germany must, for the US, be the key to establishing the
transatlantic community and the reorgani sed European Union. Then he
swiftly moves on to thisnext big theme: the Euro. Naturally he supports
the Euro. But what is fascinating is why he thinks the Euro is a good
thing. He quotesthe US Ambassador to Germany on thisin thefollowing
passage:

For us, the standard of successissimple: wewant to see Europe
define and pursueits safety, its prosperity, itsintegration and its
identity in away that not only preserves, but that strengthens,
the ties that bind North America to Europe. The U.S.
government’s bottom line on EMU is simple and positive.
Ambassador Kornblum stated it clearly in arecent speech: “We
Americansarewell served when Europeisvibrant economically
and isopening its markets and strengthening its connectionswith
the global economy. Europewill prosper from an economic and
monetary union that supportsthese ends- and if Europe prospers,
thiswill help prosperity in the United States.”

So Talbott supports the Euro first, insofar as it makes the West
European economy vibrant. But we know that the US Treasury considers
the Euro will not do that - it will tend towards the opposite; second,
insofar as the Euro helps to open European markets, but the Euro has
nothing whatever to do with that as Talbott well knows; thirdly insofar
asit strengthens the connection with the global economy, but what does
that mean? It seems to mean strengthening the EU-US economic
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relationship ‘in away that not only preserves, but that strengthens, the
tiesthat bind North Americato Europe’ . Yet insofar asthe Euro becomes
a world currency, it does no such thing. It challenges the dollar and
threatens a big struggl e between Western Europe and the United States.

But the main thing, says Talbott, that he likes about the Euro is
the way the Europeans have introduced it. He singles out four features:;

First, the plan isambitious; it isaventure worthy, in its essence
and initsscale, of the opportunities at hand. Second, the Eurois
based on the premise that common interests and common
challenges require common solutions - that is, collective and
cooperative action. Third,...... [it] has required each of those
national leaderships to make hard political choices.... and to
engagein hard political work, especially in marshalling support
from their constituencies. Fourth, the Euro will have to prove
itself in concrete ways; it must make sense, not just in theory,
but in practice.

And Talbott likesthese four features of the Euro so much that he
is determined to apply them to his approach to NATO!

In these four features, your introduction of the Euro hasalot in
common with thework we must do together in the transformation
of NATO.

So Talbott moves straight from the Euro to the US response via
NATO. The USwould respond to the Euro also in an ambitious way on
a big scale and using the opportunities at hand - Kosovo. It would
demand on this collective and co-operative action. West European
leaderswould haveto make hard political choiceson Kosovo, especialy
to marshal their domestic constituencies. And NATO will proveto be
under US hegemony not just in theory but in practice.

Talbott then rounds off his speech on Kosovo by waxing lyrical
over how the US has managed to draw the EU and the OSCE into very
valuable subordinate operational elements in the US campaign build
up towards a solution to the Kosovo issue.

Let usadd two further points about US goalsin thiswar. One of
the consequences of the attack on Yugoslavia has been that the US has
been able to use its PAP military collaboration links with all the states
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intheregion asthe basisfor massively deepening issecurity relationship
with these states. When we add to that the new East Central European
members of NATO, we discover that in thiswar it isthe USwhich has
suddenly reappeared as the key military-political partner of the entire
European space between the EU and Russia. Thisisastunning political
transformation. The EU states and especially Germany had, only
yesterday, enjoyed a steady rise to dominant influence in the entire
region. At one fell swoop, the US can hope to transform that. And all
this was made possible in the first instance by P4P. No wonder that
Grossman tells us,

I must say that | agree completely with General Scowcroft that |
think that PFP has been one of the single, most successful
programs that anybody has run over the last large numbers of
years.” ®

We must appreciate what this means. The US now links itself
with the inner sanctums of the region’s core executives. Such inner
sanctadeal with thereally fundamental issues of state orientation, such
astheir core external military-political and monetary financial linkages
with abig power. If the Euroisto develop asan international currency
it will march down that road through expanding into East Central and
Eastern Europe. Or it would have done. But will the new hegemonic
partner of these states now approve of that?

Theother final question wemust consider iswhat plan the Clinton
administration has for turning the EU into a transatlantic body. Here
Grossman is interesting. One can infer from his remarks that he is
proposing to introduce anew organising principleinto the EU by small
steps that link the new principle with the lives of EU citizensin afew
areas:

We need, | think, to think about this relationship as one of the
keysto the U.S.-European relationship of the future. And one
of the most interesting things about it isthe direct impact on the
lives of our citizens, jobs, trafficking in women and children.
The kinds of things that Europe and the United States can do

5. Grossman, ibid.
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together. Thesearevery important points, whether we' reworking
together, as | say, to stop trafficking in women and children or
dealing with Korean nuclear reactors; or stopping the drug trade
inthe Caribbean. Theseareimportant thingsto people'spublics,
and | think that would beavery important part of thisrelationship
in the 21st century.®

Thuswe can expect that after the Yugoslav war isover therewill
be anew campaign over trafficking in women and children.”

With these goals, then, the NATO-centred Anglo-French link
provided the Clinton administration with the basis for advancing its
drive for consolidated hegemonic leadership. That required the US to
be able to use its fantastic air power in the European theatre and it
could not politically do that onitsown. With the Anglo-French buttress,
it could drag therest of the EU into supporting the use of American air
power. Simultaneously, it could send asignal to theworld that the new
Eurowasactually just aregional currency under US political hegemony.
And over thelonger term the USretained its political manoeuvrability:
tomorrow, in the millennium round of trade negotiations, it could lead
with the (chastened) German government asits key European partner.
And it could even have the option of the Russian card at some stagein
thefuture, acard whichit could play against any West European monkey-
business.

Here, then, was the origin of the Yugoslav war coalition. No
sooner was the ink dry on the St. Malo Declaration than EU-NATO
official links were established. Madeleine Albright had drawn up her
draft agreement for a Rambouillet conference in such away that she
would give Milosevic an offer he could not accept. The German
government was side-stepped by making France and Britain the co-
chairs of the Rambouillet conference and these two governments were
lined up to go for war without UN Security Council authority - amajor

6. ibid.

7. Anintriguing sign that Anthony Giddensisacquiring atastefor high politics
was the fact that in his question and answer session in his so-called Reith
L ecturein Washington on April 23rd, he highlighted thisissue of children asa
field where state sovereignty ought to be dispensed with by the Atlantic powers.
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shift in the entire attitude of the French government towards the
international system.

We will not discuss the actual conduct of the war. The Clinton
administration could play the war by ear for three possible types of
war, depending on how the war events went: a gesture war, a show-
casing war or awar for hegemonic leadership. The gesture war iswhat
wearetold wasintended: that it wasto beaseven day war to show that
the USair force can be cheered on by 19 NATO statesto bring Serbiato
its knees as a dazzling backdrop to the Washington NAC at the end of
April, a summit designed to really constitutionally anchor the new
NATO. Secondly, it could be a showcasing war, to demonstrate to
every state on earth just how much casualty free destruction the US Air
Forceis capable of. Asfor a war for US hegemony, that is something
altogether more serious and meaty. That isthe full Monty and it seems
to be the onewhich the UShasbeen driving for. It isready, if necessary,
for adeep friend-enemy split along theriver Bug, a Russian riposte to
the NATO drive, itsrebuttal followed by amilitary victory intheWestern
Balkans leading to long-term confrontation there together with a new
Cold War with Russia. The latter could start with the struggle for
Ukraine, areally dramatic contest.

We shall see.

Doonesbury BY GARRY TRUDEAU

-ON-THE-STREET, DON'T
YU AND YOUR FRIENDS EVER THATS RIICULOUS —
THINK, 'HEY, ALL 19 CANTRIES WERE LY FIGHTING
N NATD ARE AT 4R 4TH. THE U5, WHICH HAS
U~ UFIATS LP WITH THAT " INGTALULED PUPPET
: GOVERNMENTS
THROUGHIUT




131

6. Conclusion

We will restrict our conclusions to four issues. Some thoughts on
NATO’sway of approaching thelegitimation problem in launching the
war; some reflections on alternative IR approaches to explaining the
NATO attack; some thoughts on the likely outcome of the US
programme for Europe under its hegemonic leadership. And finally
some thoughts on normative questions raised in this text.

Thelegitimation problem

The question asto what role human rightsplay in thiswar for NATOis
an important and interesting one. It takes us into two important areas.
Thefirstisaproblem that NATO leaders have grappl ed with throughout
the 1990s: how to legitimate NATO’s turn to ‘out of area’ aggressive
action? Legitimation is needed for the mass audience in the NATO
countries. the elite citizens of NATOland can grasp intuitively what
‘out of area’ aggressionisgood for - ensuring adisciplined international
accumulation process centred on their multinationals, with the
disciplines being imposed on populations by their states in line with
Atlantic political economy and regime requirements. But the mass
audience even in NATOland itself could find such ‘ out of area’ strikes
disturbing. After all, whereisthedirect pay-off for them when they are
not threatened themsel ves by an enemy that could invadethem? Thisis
the first problem.

The second area is how much domestic rational-intellectual
legitimation matters? And this question leads to two others: first, can
the mass audience of NATOIland not be information-managed rather
than having to be provided with solidly based-means-ends rational
explanation? And the second is whether, if large parts of the mass
audience cannot be managed, it really matters?
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Wewill ook first at the NATO search for rational legitimations
for the mass citizenship. The problem here can be stated asfollows: for
the mass citizens NATO, as an out of area strike force, has to be
legitimised as being somehow necessary: both worth paying for and
worthy of paying for. The old Cold War NATO could be legitimise as
necessary viathe supposed Soviet threat to mass citizens of the West.
But as Paul Cornish has pointed out, the new NATO will have to be
legitimated as“aninternally rationalised ‘ alliance of choice’ rather than
asan externally rationalised ‘ aliance of necessity’ .2 But oneway round
this problem is to remember the bifurcated citizenship: an alliance of
pragmatic choicefor the elite citizens can be rationalised as somekind
of necessity for the mass citizens. For example, a moral necessity
(imperative) or acivilisational necessity.

And here, Cornish explains, Huntington was very appealing with
hisconcept of ‘aclash of civilisations . Hisideafound “ aready audience
in NATO, and among Western military audiences more generally....”
Thisisintriguing since on thefaceof it, Huntington’sanalysisisrubbish
and has been torn to shreds by lots of scholars, particularly because he
says that civilisations are starting to fight each other when we can all
see that states do it, not civilisations. And also because he posits
civilisations like, say, the Moslem world, as being politically unified.
But such criticisms entirely miss Huntington’s point - they are amass
citizen reading of Huntington which assumes hisideais cognitive - a
statement about the facts.

But NATO chiefsunderstood Huntington’s elite code language:
he writing was not cognitive at all, it was a normative programme for
solving the problem the elite had with mass legitimation of the new
NATO. Huntington was saying, |et’s mobilise the mass citizens behind
the new NATO’s military operations by mobilising them for a
civilisational war. That was the point.

It was unfortunately a point that NATO’s Secretary General did
not fully grasp in a sophisticated enough way in the mid-1990s.
Obviously thrilled by Huntington, in early 1995 Willy Claes announced
that “Muslim fundamentalism is now as big athreat to the alliance as
Communism oncewas.” Thiswasfoolishly crude. NATO, after all, has
only fought two wars, both in the 1990s and both in the name of Muslim
nations which must surely have a few fundamentalists in their midst
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just as al religions do: the Bosnian Muslims and the Kosovar mainly
Muslim Albanians.

But Cornish adds: “Nevertheless, Huntington’s thesis has
remained arespected point of referencein Western military circles...”?
So we can seg, in the current military campaign against Yugoslavia.

Claes had missed Huntington’s three key real points: first, you
must convince the masscitizensof NATO land that valuesfundamental
to their civilisation are under attack and only NATO can do something
about it; but second, and more subtly, you must suggest that the source
of thisattack liesin an alien culture, an aien civilisation. Thekey thing
hereismass suggestion, not Claesidiotically attacking awholereligious
movement head on. And Huntington isthen offering the elite audience
a third programmatic goal, namely, through a serious of NATO
operationsto generate in NATOland agrowing conviction that thereis
indeed acivilisational dividewhichis becoming aFriend-Enemy divide
in potentiality or actuality.

The current NATO military operation on Yugoslaviaisprecisely
an experiment in this kind of operation: first there is the fundamental
challengeto fundamental civilisational values: thereisgenocide, ethnic
cleansing, rape, atrocities. Furthermore, as Blair explained, this is
happening on what he called * Europe’ sdoor step’: notice, not in Europe,
but right on the doorsteps of our own home. Europeis our home because
itisour civilisation.

Why is Serbiaon Europe’s door-step and not in Europe? Because
what isgoing on thereisnot just ‘Milosevic' itisthe Serbs. Thisisthe
suggestion. It hasto be, because NATO hasto bomb the Serb people -
that iswhat US air power isall about - and this must belegitimised. So
they are different. We care about the Kosovar Albanians because we
seetheir suffering faces or dead bodiesonthe TV. But NATO can brush
aside criticisms of killings of Serbson atrain or wherever because they
are different, alien, Orthodox and Balkan, and of adifferent culture.

And the war is also producing the Huntington dialectic: We see
Russia outraged, Russians outraged. Why do they not support our

1. Paul Cornish, Partnership in Crisis. The US, Europe and the Fall and Rise
of NATO, Chatham House Papers, Royal Institute of International Affairs,
(London, 1997) p 9.
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civilisational values? We see them on TV at their orthodox churches,
we hear their intellectuals talking of war. Why? Because of their
civilisational link with their Serbian orthodox South Slav brothers, of
course. So we sense a new division opening up in Europe, a
civilisational-political split being generated by the NATO war. Thus
does Huntington’s adviceto NATO elitesfor mass citizen legitimation
turnitself into abrilliant piece of positivist prediction of the emerging
factsfor Huntington’s mass citizen academic audience.

L et usbe clear, though. Thisissubtle work. One cannot go around
like Claes denouncing other cultures, Slav/orthodox or Muslim. One
must leave that up to the Sun and the Mirror. No, we are above al that,
we stand for universalist cosmopolitan values. It isjust that over there
in the east the most energetic forcesdon't: they are Slavophileor Muslim
or whatever fundamentalists. They must be brought to their senses by
humane bombing. This is a fundamental necessity, a moral and
civilisational imperative.

The whole approach fits very well with Carl Schmitt’s 1920s
and 1930s concepts of politics asfriend-enemy relations and of political
sovereignty. Itisthusnot very new. Indeed, it wasthe basi c approach to
mass | egitimation used by Germany’s government in the second world
war. People so easily forget how Germany’sgovernment rallied people
across Europe behind German leadership in the great European coalition
of states against the Soviet Union. That was legitimated essentially
culturally, civilisationally - to preserve European civilisation from
Asiatic barbarism and, of course, Judeo-Bolshevism. It was a
civilisational war for European culture but with auniversalist veneer as
well - wiping al the Communists and Jews from the face of the entire
planet. It isof coursetruethat there was astrong race theory underlying
thefriend-enemy cultural division. But the effort at fundamentalist mass
mobilisation for the values of aculture was basi cally the sasmetechnique.
It worked well politically then and it works well now.

We are not of course suggesting that current NATO elite’s real
goals are for acivilisational war. They are about rational, pragmatic
goalssuch aspolitical frameworksfor maximising state's power and its
capital class's accumulation potential. Hitler was different: he really
believedin all thisnonsense about civilisational wars, evenif hiserudite
adviserslike Carl Schmitt did not. Hewas after genocide. The NATO
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leadersare of coursenot. Thefact remains, though, that thelegitimation
technique can now as then successfully legitimate wholesale mass
killings of hundreds of thousands and even millions. Anglo-American
use of the blockade as a weapon of mass destruction, killing over a
million Iragis, mainly women and children, according to UNICEEF, is
proceeding smoothly at thetime of writing; itslegitimationisthoroughly
anchored in the British and American mass citizenry.

Alternative theories of what has generated the attack on
Yugoslavia

Many analysisare offering an alternativereal explanation for the current
Yugoslav war. Some are West Balkan-specific. A realist version of this
approach would suggest that some, at least, of the NATO states had a
strategic stakein Serbia/K osovo |eading them to push for war. Yet there
isno evidence of this. None of the NATO powers except Italy, Greece,
Turkey and Hungary have strategic state interests in the Western
Balkans. And of thesefour, only one - Turkey - isanenthusiast for this
war. Both Greece and Italy have had to be bounced and dragged into
the NATO campaign and even if someonthe Hungarian right still hanker
after annexing Voivodinafrom Yugoslavia, the bulk of Hungarian elite
opinionisinreality in astate of shock over thiswar and must feel that
Hungarian security isbeing seriously undermined by it. Anditwould
be ludicrous to suggest that Turkey hasled its 19 allies single-handed
into a Balkan adventure. Indeed, as far as the US and the main West
European powers are concerned, their one mgjor strategic interest in
theareaisto prevent awar between Greece and Turkey, whilethe NATO
Yugoslav campaign isproducing extreme military tension between these
two powersasthe air forces of both are buzzing each other daily inthe
Eastern Aegean.

Another possible realist explanation is that the leading NATO
powers are perhaps engaged in anew battle for spheresof influencein
South Eastern Europe with Russia, perhaps sparked by the arrival of
Primakov to power, leading NATO to fear amilitary alliance between
Serbiaand Russiain the Balkans. Yet thereisno evidence whatever for
that and if there had been such arisk, Washington would surely have
leaked the information out by now. Russia was instead working with
NATO in the Contact Group right up to the moment when the war was
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launched. And apart from Serbia all the other states of South East
Europe were in NATO’s hands for the asking, queuing up to join the
aliance. In the context of NATO's enlargement decision, Russia's
President Yeltsin had declared hisintention to form of military alliance
with Bulgaria but that turned out to be empty bombast and, in any
event, acombination of the IMF and financial instability had removed
Bulgaria's Socialist government and produced a new pro-American
government there asin Romania. Both statesarefurnishing NATO with
military facilities during the war.

Itisjust possiblethat the USA isinterested in anchoring itsown
political dominance over South East Europe viathiswar. It could do so
viaturning war-time co-operation into agreementsto establish US bases
invarious parts of Central and South East Europe. The political function
of such bases would be to stake out the countries concerned as within
an American rather than aWest European sphere of influence. But, as
yet, we have not seen much evidence of such an intention.

Again, NATO can hardly be said to have significant imperial
economic and political objectives in the Western Balkans. There are
the potentially valuable mines in northern Kosovo and no doubt the
bombing of all theindustrial plants, infrastructure and bridgesin Serbia
is whetting appetites among transatlantic construction companies and
multinationals for profitable post-war business. But it is surely absurd
to argue that this has prompted the NATO action. Western capital has
far easier ways of transferring ownership of such assetsinto their own
hands than launching awar. Asfor the idea of taking over the Western
Balkans with a collective or US set of protectorate colonies, that is
absolutely the very last thing that the US and its allies could wish for,
although they are being dragged into it by mistake in thiswar.

Liberal theories of the war as being driven by domestic public
opinioninthe NATO statesrather than by statist power interests cannot
be taken seriously since causality so obviously went the other way
around: the currently strong mass citizen political will around ‘ human
rights' has not shaped the will of its state: exactly the reverse. The
mass-citizen will has been formed by the NATO states. A dispassionate
research on US politics on the eve of thewar showsthat public opinion
wasout of it. Hence Clinton’s call the day beforeit started for peopleto
find out where Kosovo was. Hence too the absence of Congressional
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pro-war leaderships.

In short, we return to where we began, with President Clinton
on 23 March: A ‘ strong European US partnership’ iswhat this Kosovo
thingisall about. Wejust haveto learn how to understand the language
of all that to see what he means.

The US European programme:

internally Oakshott, but led by Carl Schmitt

The Clinton administration programme for the EU entails turning it
into an Oakshottian ‘civil association’ in which the governance
mechanism has nothing to do with democratic will formation of any
kind. The EU isunited by no common, collective enterprise whatever.
Itissimply aframework for regulating capitalist accumulation. These
features are already strongly evident within the EU. But large political
forcesin Europe have hoped that the EU isin a continuing process of
integration towards a fully fledge democratic federal state. The US
programme freezesthe EU asitis, indeed it pushesit further down the
Oakshottian path.

This, however, does not mean that the EU will lack a political
sovereign. It will most certainly have a fully fledged sovereign: a
Schmittian sovereignintheform of aUS-led NATO constantly defining
and redefining the friend-enemy relations of the EU community - in
reality aparticular kind of transatlantic community. At one moment the
friend-enemy identity of the EU community will be‘human rightsversus
Milosevic’, at another it will be‘ children’srightsversuswhoever’, and
so on and so on. The EU, thus, initsexternal orientation will not at all
be an Oakshottian Civil Association. It will be a Schmittian enterprise
state. The sovereign will be the US in shifting combinations with
Germany at one point and France-UK at other points. Theresult could
be a very enterprising EU community indeed, striking with military
power all over the place, deep into the Persian Gulf of even the Far
East, not to speak of Eastern Europe and Africa.

The Atlantic community will be a peculiar one because it will
only exist inthe EU, not in the US. The US community will be afully
fledged national community which will not remotely feel itself to be
tied to EU-Europe.

Thisisavery attractive programmefor large parts of big capital
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within the EU. With the political cap on the EU being supplied by the
US rather than by either political federalism or by a West European
political bloc, the only powerful policy input into the EU commission
black box will come from big capital.

The leaders of European social democracy seem ready to go
along withit. Only Oscar L afontaine stood out. The fact that he did so
isimportant. But will he be prepared to rally partsof the base of European
social democracy for another vision and programme? We do not know.

Normative issues

The European left isfaced by two big normative issues by theimperial
manoeuvrings described in this article: adefensive one and a positive
one.

We haveto admit that theAnglo-Americanimperial leadershave,
for the moment, snatched a banner from the L eft: the banner of human
rights. They have done so by means of asimpletrick: making usforget
that humanrightsin practicerequireamaterial basisif they are actually
to exist - they require a viable economic development model; a state
capable of asserting itsauthority positively, through demonstrating its
capacity to deliver abetter lifeto the majority of its population; astate
capable of feeling itself in a secure enough international environment
to relax authoritarian tendencies and military budgets. Yet these are
precisely the preconditionsfor human rights which the new imperialism
of globalisation isdestroying. We have entered the era of aglobalisation
which produces states under strain in the south, damaged states, states
in crisis, states exploding, states convulsing into civil war. Political
forces in states trying to hold the show on the road in the interests of
their domestic capitalsturn to whatever they can lay their handson to
shore up state authority: often scape-goating minorities works for a
while. Then the Atlantic imperial centres can decide who to strike at,
who not, depending on geo-economic and geo-poalitical interestsor upon
the necessities thrown up by the byzantine power struggles within the
imperia bloc. At this point, human rights mobilisation for war takes
place.

Globalisationimperialismis systematically destroying thebasis
for human rights. That has been thewhol e tragic story of the peopl es of
Yugoslavia. It must be stopped.
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But that rai sesthe second normativeissue: how cantheleft move
forward to stop it? The starting point isthose on the left who have taken
astand in principle against thiswar. That rules out the leaders of Social
democracy but not at al their members. But those parties on the left
which have opposed the war, the PDS, Izquierda Unida and
Refundazione Comunista and others, could form an alliance for anew
start. So could Oscar Lafontaine, if he were to come forward with a
positive programme.

That programme in Europe would have to break not only with
the American plan for Europe but with the quasi-alternative plan of the
current EU leaders outside the Anglo-American camp. It should be a
programmefor aUnited Europe, the whole of Europeincluding Russia
and Ukraine. It should be a socialist developmental programme that
opposes neo-liberalism, the mercantilism of the EU and the new
international globalisation imperialism of the increasingly unified
Atlantic imperialism we now see attacking Yugoslavia. It would be a
programme not only for Human Rights but for the Causes of Human
Rights. Itisatall order, along struggle. But thiswar marksthe start. It
isanew, fundamental dividing line.

A real solution in the Western Balkans

A solution to the plight of the various Albanian and Slav communities
in the region also requires an entirely new political framework of a
regional kind which breakswith the Western powers' driveintheregion
inthe 1990swhich has, in effect, fragmented the populationsinto small,
and often largely non-viable statel ets. Bosnia survives only as a paper
state which is in reality a NATO protectorate. Macedonia survives
through US determination to prevent the Albanian minority therefrom
either separating or gaining afederal state structure. A separate Kosovo
would have to be a NATO protectorate, not least to prevent a KLA
government from achieving the goal of a Greater Albania. The Serbian
population is divided into the Srbska Republika ‘entity’ and in what
will be adefeated and embattled Serbia. Montenegro’sfutureisat risk.
And every one of these statelets must devote desperately meagre
resourcesto large military budgetswhile most of their populationscling
to nationalist |eadershipsin the hope of some minimal safety. The only
genuine winner among the states in the Yugoslav theatre (apart from
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Slovenia, which has escaped the scene) is Croatia, thanks to its great
power support. Yet Tudjman’striumphs have only increased hisappetite
for new conquests, in particular aslice of Bosniawhich he hasalready,
defacto, swallowed.?

The search for a new regional political framework which can
provide all the Albanian and the Slav. communities with a new unity
and security must involve anew programme for Balkan confederation
or federation. And such anew project can come only from social and
political movements among the peoples of theregion. Beforethe current
NATO aggression against theregion’slargest nation it was still perhaps
conceivablethat the Western powers could have gained sufficient trust
to have had asemblance of being a‘ pouvoir neutre’ that might encourage
such an endogenous popular movement for reconciliation and partial
re-unification. Now that is impossible in the short or even medium
term. Any such endogenous movement of reconciliation will now have
to repudiate this NATO aggression to have any credibility.

Some may imagine that the NATO powers may actually take
responsibility for the lives of the people of the region and may itself
engineer a new politics and a new start. But this is to completely
misunderstand the basic premise of the whol e operation of the Western
powers in the Yugoslav theatre since the late 1980s. That premise is
that not asingle one of the NATO powershasavital stateinterest in ex-
Yugoslavia. For the European Union their only vital interest is
containment of conflict, above all containment of refugee movements.
The US does not even have that stake in the region’s future. Taking
responsibility and re-engineering for a secure and better future means
creating ayear zero and a 10 year occupation of the region aswasdone
by the US in Germany from 1945 to 1955. It would mean occupying
Serbia and turning the whole region into a protectorate and starting
from scratch. This is a utopian dream. The only reason the US was
prepared to send any ground troops to the region for this Kosovo
operation was because the EU statesrefused to put troopsinto Kosovo,
without US troops present, for fear that the US would turn such troops
into hostages by engaging in one of its bombing orgies. Of course, the

2. Brooke Unger has made this point forcefully. See his “The Bakans: The
Two Culprits’, The Economist, 24 January 1998
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NATO powerswill need to put on a show of ‘ doing something’ for the
region in the aftermath of the conflict for the sake of domestic opinion
management. But their entirerecord and inner nature dictatesthat  doing
something’ will amount to nothing significant in the medium-term.

But a NATO ‘victory’ in this war should achieve the Clinton
administration’s central objective in waging the war: the winning of
Western Europe's political systems over to US leadership of the new,
aggressive NATO. After all, thepolitical elitesof all the main parties of
Western Europe now find themselvesjustifying, day in and day out, the
vital necessity and enormous human value of the new NATO: Western
Europeisbeing wonto theideathat attacking damaged sovereign states
isgood, shattering their military forces, infrastructures and economies
is good, ignoring the UN Charter and the checks built into the UN
Security Council structure is good; marginalising and excluding a
currently weak Russiais good; humiliating and ignoring the interests
of the largest nation in former Yugoslavia, the Serbs, isvital. And we
Europeans could never have achieved all these things without the
generous leadership of the United States.





