IMPERIALISM MASQUERADES AS HUMANITARIANISM-A Special Issue

MONTHLY

REVIEW .

AN INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST MAGAZINE

EDWARD S. HERMAN & DAVID PETERSON

A sstudy in
inhumanitarian
intervention—
and a Western
liberal-left
intellectual and
moral collapse

us$5 / canS5 / €5 / £3
www.monthlyreview.org

MEwww.mrzine.org
pil 4



OC;TOBER 2007 MONTHLY REVIEW VOL. 59 NO. 5

An Independent Socialist Magazine Founded in 1949,
Leo HusermAN, Editor, 1949-7968 ¢ PauL M. SweEzy, Editor, 1949-2004 ¢+ HARRY MAGDOFF, Editor, 1969-2006

Jonn Bewamy Foster, Editor ¢ MicHAEL D. Yares, Associate Editor ¢ CLAUDE Misukiewicz, Assistant Editor
YosHie FuRunasHl, MRzine Editor ¢« MaRrTIN Pappio, Circulation and Business Manager

ELLEN MEIKSINS Woop (7997-2000) and RoBert W. MCcCHESNEY (2000-2004), Former Editors

146 West 29th St., Suite 6W Editorial: mrmag@monthlyreview.org
New York, NY 10001 Circulation: mrsub@monthlyreview.org
tel: 212-691-2555; fax: 212-727-3676 MRzine: yoshie@monthlyreview.org

The Dismantling of Yugoslavia: A Study in Inhumanitarian Intervention (and a

Western Liberal-Left Intellectual and Moral Collapse) 1
Glossary 58
Chronology of Events in the Former Yugoslavia 60

EDwARD S. HERMAN and DaviD PETERSON

Key to the cover map of the former Yugoslavia

1. Bosnia-Herzegovina

2. Croatia

3. Macedonia

4. Montenegro

5. Serbia
5a. Kosovo (autonomous province)
5b. Vojvodina (autonomous province)

6. Slovenia

Notes from the Editors

It is almost unheard of for a whole issue of MR (other than occasionally one of
our special July-August issues) to be devoted to a single contribution. The typical
MR issue consists of a lot of short articles. We have no intention of changing that.
Nevertheless, we are making a rare exception in the case of Edward S. Herman and
David Peterson’s “The Dismantling of Yugoslavia,” which we regard as the defini-
tive critique at this stage both of the U.S./NATO role in the exploitation and exac-
erbation of the Yugoslavian tragedy and of the “Western Liberal-Left Intellectual
and Moral Collapse” that made this possible. So effective has been the media
propaganda system at presenting the imperialist wars in Yugoslavia in the 1990s as
“humanitarian interventions” that this not only bolstered support for the inva-
sions and occupations in Afghanistan and Iraq (in defiance of international law),
but is now being offered as a justification for further possible “humanitarian inter-
ventions” elsewhere, such as Iran; the Sudan (Darfur), Nigeria, and even
Venezuela. _

The widespread failure on the left to understand the dire implications of such
“humanitarian wars” by the United States and the other leading imperial powers
is firmly rooted in misconceptions about the Yugoslavian case. In the closing para-
graph of her’ Fools’ Crusade: Yugoslavia, NATO, and Western Delusions (Monthly
Review Press, 2002), Diana Johnstone warned—in words that should certainly

(continued on inside back cover)



The Dismantling of Yugoslavia

A Study in Inhumanitarian Intervention (and a Western Liberal-
Left Intellectual and Moral Collapse)

EDWARD S. HERMAN and DAVID PETERSON

The breakup of Yugoslavia provided the fodder for what may have been the
most misrepresented series of major events over the past twenty years. The jour-
nalistic and historical narratives that were imposed upon these wars have sys-
tematically distorted their nature, and were deeply prejudicial, downplaying the
external factors that drove Yugoslavia’s breakup while selectively exaggerating
and misrepresenting the internal factors. Perhaps no civil wars—and Yugoslavia
suffered multiple civil wars across several theaters, at least two of which remain
unresolved—have ever been harvested as cynically by foreign powers to estab-
lish legal precedents and new categories of international duties and norms. Nor
have any other civil wars been turned into such a proving ground for the relat-
ed notions of “humanitarian intervention” and the “right [or responsibility] to
protect.” Yugoslavia’s conflicts were not so much mediated by foreign powers as
they were inflamed and exploited by them to advance policy goals. The result
was a tsunami of lies and misrepresentations in whose wake the world is still
reeling.

From 1991 on, Yugoslavia and its successor states were exploited for ends as
crass and as classically realpolitik as: (1) preserving the NATO military alliance
despite the disintegration of the Soviet bloc—NATO’s putative reason for exis-
tence; (2) overthrowing the UN Charter’s historic commitments to non-interfer-
ence and respect for the sovereign equality, territorial integrity, and political in-
dependence of all states in favor of the right of those more enlightened to inter-
fere in the affairs of “failing” states, and even to wage wars against “rogue”
states; (3) humiliating the European Union (EU) (formerly the European Com-
munity [EC]) over its inability to act decisively as a threat-making and militari-
ly punitive force in its own backyard; (4) and of course dismantling the last eco-
nomic and social holdout on the European continent yet to be integrated into
the “Washington consensus.” The pursuit of these goals required that certain
agents within Yugoslavia be cast in the role of the victims, and others as vil-

Edward S. Herman is professor emeritus of finance at the Wharton School, University of Penn-
sylvania, and has written extensively on economics, political economy, and the media. Among
his books are Corporate Control, Corporate Power (Cambridge University Press, 1981), The Real
Terror Network (South End Press, 1982), and, with Noam Chomsky, The Political Economy of
Human Rights (South End Press, 1979), and Manufacturing Consent (Pantheon, 2002).
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lains—the latter not just belligerents engaged in a civil war, but evil and mur-
derous perpetrators of mass crimes which, in turn, would legitimate military in-
tervention. At its extreme, in the work of the International Criminal Tribunal for
the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), Yugoslavia has been cast as one gigantic crime
scene, with the wars in their totality to be explained as a “Joint Criminal Enter-
prise,” the alleged purpose of which was the expulsion of non-Serbs from terri-
tories the Serbs wanted all to themselves—an utterly risible caricature, as we
show below, but taken seriously in Western commentary, much as Iraq’s
“weapons of mass destruction” were to be taken early in the next decade.

While the destruction of Yugoslavia had both internal and external causes, it
is easy to overlook the external causes, despite their great importance, because
Western political interests and ideology have masked them by focusing entirely
on the alleged resurgence of Serb nationalism and drive for a “Greater Serbia”
as the root of the collapse. In a widely read book that accompanied their BBC
documentary, Laura Silber and Allan Little wrote that “under Milosevic’s stew-
ardship” the Serbs were “the key secessionists,” as Milosevic sought the “cre-
ation of a new enlarged Serbian state, encompassing as much territory of Yu-
goslavia as possible,” his “politics of ethnic intolerance provok[ing] the other
nations of Yugoslavia, convincing them that it was impossible to stay in the Yu-
goslav federation and propelling them down the road to independence.” In an-
other widely read book, Misha Glenny wrote that “without question, it was
Milosevic who had willfully allowed the genie [of violent, intolerant national-
ism] out of the bottle, knowing that the consequences might be dramatic and
even bloody.” Noel Malcolm found that by the late 1980s, “Two processes
seemed fused into one: the gathering of power into Milosevic’s hands, and the
gathering of the Serbs into a single political unit which could either dominate
Yugoslavia or break it apart.” For Roy Gutman, the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina
“was the third in a series of wars launched by Serbia....Serbia had harnessed
the powerful military machine of the Yugoslav state to achieve the dream of its
extreme nationalists: Greater Serbia.” For David Rieff, “even if [Croatia’s Presi-
dent Franjo] Tudjman had been an angel, Slobodan Milosevic would still have
launched his war for Greater Serbia.”’

In a commentary in 2000, Tim Judah wrote that Milosevic was responsible for
wars in “Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, Kosovo: four wars since 1991 and [that] the
result of these terrible conflicts, which began&with the slogan ¢All Serbs in One
State,” is the cruelest irony.” Sometime journalist, sometime spokesperson for
the ICTY at The Hague, Florence Hartmann, wrote that “Long before the war be-
gan, Slobodan Milosevic in Serbia and, following his example, Franjo Tudjman
in Croatia, had turned their backs on the Yugoslav ideal of an ethnically mixed
federal State and set about carving out their own ethnieally homogeneous
States. With Milosevic’s failure, in 1991, to take control of all of Yugoslavia, the
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die was cast for war.” After Milosevic’s death in 2006, the New York Times’s
Marlise Simons wrote about the “incendiary nationalism” of the man who “rose
and then clung to power by resurrecting old nationalist grudges and inciting
dreams of a Greater Serbia...the prime engineer of wars that pitted his fellow
Serbs against the Slovenes, the Croats, the Bosnians, the Albanians of Kosovo
and ultimately the combined forces of the entire NATO alliance.” And at the
more frenzied end of the media spectrum, Mark Danner traced the Balkan war
dynamic to the Serbs’ “unquenchable blood lust,” while Ed Vulliamy asserted
that “Once Milosevic had back-stabbed his way to power and had switched
from communism to fascism, he and Mirjana set out to establish their dream of
an ethnically pure Greater Serbia cleansed of Croats and ‘mongrel races’ such as
Bosnia’s Muslims and Kosovo’s Albanians.”?

This version of history—or ideology under the guise of history—»fails at mul-
tiple levels. For one, it ignores the economic and financial turbulence within
which Yugoslavia’s highly indebted, unevenly developed republics and au-
tonomous regions found themselves in the years following Tito’s death in 1980,
the aptly named “great reversal” during which the “standard of living whose pre-
vious growth had muted most regional grievances and legitimized Communist
rule declined by fully one-quarter.” It also ignores the geopolitical context
marked by the decline and eventual dissolution of the Soviet bloc, just as it ig-
nores the German, Austrian, Vatican, EU, and eventual U.S. interest in the dis-
mantlement of the socialist as well as federal dimensions of a unitary Yugoslav
state, and the actions that brought about that result. Furthermore, it underrates
the importance of Albanian (Kosovo), Slovene, Croat, Macedonian, Bosnian Mus-
lim, Montenegrin, and even Hungarian (Vojvodina) nationalisms, and the com-
peting interests of each of these groups as they sought sovereignty within, and
later independence from, Yugoslavia. Perhaps most critical of all, it overrates the
Serbs’ and Milosevic’s nationalism, gives these an unwarranted causal force, and
transforms their expressed interest in preserving the Socialist Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia (SFRY) and/or allowing Serbs to remain within a single unified suc-
cessor state into wars of aggression whose goal was “Greater Serbia.”

The standard narrative also fails egregiously in claiming the Western inter-
ventions humanitarian in purpose and result. In that narrative those interven-
tions came late but did their work well. We will show on the contrary that they
came early, encouraged divisions and ethnic wars, and in the end had extreme-’
ly damaging effects on the freedom, independence, and welfare of the inhabi-
tants, although they served well the ends of Croatian, Bosnian Muslim, and
Kosovo Albanian nationalists, as well as those of the United States and NATO.
Furthermore, NATO’s 1999 bombing war against Yugoslavia, in violation of the
UN Charter, built upon precedents set by NATO’s late summer 1995 bombing at-
tacks on the Bosnian Serbs. More important, it provided additional precedents
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which advanced the same law-of-the-jungle lineage under the cover of “human
rights.” It thus served as a precursor and a model for the subsequent U.S.
regime’s attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq, and the lies that enabled them.

Another notable feature of the dismantling of Yugoslavia was the very
widespread support for the Western interventions expressed by liberals and
leftists. These intellectuals and journalists swallowed and helped propagate the
standard narrative with remarkable gullibility, and their work made a major
contribution to engineering consent to the ethnic cleansing wars, the NATO
bombing attacks, the neocolonial occupations of Bosnia and Kosovo, and the
wars that followed against Afghanistan and Iraq.

1. Geopolitics and Nationalism

The Yugoslav (or “South Slav”) solution to this region of Southeastern Eu-
rope’s “national question” had always been tenuous. “Failure. .. to maintain the
[united, federal] state throughout the...country’s existence [was] an ever pre-
sent possibility,” Lenard Cohen and Paul Warwick write. Croatia, Bosnia-Herze-
govina, and Kosovo—the three most bloodily contested areas in the 1990s—had
all been “areas of high ethnic fragmentation” and “persistent hotbeds of politi-
cal criminality.” Throughout Yugoslavia’s brief history, ethnic unity “was more
an artifact of party pronouncements, induced personnel rotation, and institu-
tional reorganization, than an outcome of genuine political incorporation or en-
hanced cohesion among the different segments of the population”*

This fragile state of affairs had been held together by the rule of Tito, along
with Western support for the independent Yugoslavia in an. otherwise Soviet-
dominated area. Tito’s death in 1980 loosened the authoritarian cement. The col-
lapse of the Soviet bloc a decade later deprived Yugoslavia of Western support
for the unified state. As the last U.S. ambassador to Yugoslavia purportedly in-
structed Belgrade upon his arrival in April 1989: “Yugoslavia no longer enjoyed
the geopolitical importance that the United States had given it during the Cold
War.”?

Yugoslavia’s economy was deeply troubled by the 1980s. Unemployment was
dangerously high and persistent. Regional inequalities remained the rule. On a
per-capita basis, Slovenia’s income by the late 1980s was at least twice the aver-
age for Yugoslavia as a whole, Croatia’s more _than one-fourth greater, and Ser-
bia proper’s roughly equal to the average. But Montenegro’s was only 74 percent
of Yugoslavia’s average, Bosnia-Herzegovina’s 68 percent, Macedonia’s 63 per-
cent, and Kosovo’s 27 percent.® What is more, Yugoslavia borrowed abroad
heayily in the 1970s, and it accumulated a large external debt that stood at $19.7
billion in 1989.” With hyperinflation spiking upward to more than 1,000 percent
this same year,’ Yugoslavia was pressured by the IMF to undertake a classic
“shock therapy” program that threatened the solidarity of its population.
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Economic decline was accompanied by a diminished confidence in the fed-
eral system and the rise of republican challenges to it. But as Susan Woodward
notes, taking the lead “were not the unemployed but the employed who feared
unemployment” and property owners who feared “that they would lose value
and status.” It was in the two wealthiest republics of the northwest, Slovenia
and Croatia, but Slovenia in particular, that the drive toward autonomy took the
most pronounced anti-federal form.® Although less than 30 percent of Yu-
goslavia’s population lived in Slovenia and Croatia, they accounted for half of
federal tax revenues—before they stopped paying it. They openly resented these
obligations. Longing for closer ties with Western Europe, they revolted.®

In what Robert Hayden calls the “new doctrine of republican supremacy,” by
midsummer 1989 Slovenia had rejected the federation. Amendments were pro-
posed for Slovenia’s constitution that clashed with its federal counterpart.
Among these was a notorious amendment that defined “Slovenia” as the “state
of the sovereign Slovenian nation”—a change that the Borba newspaper (Bel-
grade) editorialized would “divide Yugoslavia.” In February 1990, the Constitu-
tional Court (a federal body) ruled against Slovenia’s assertion that its laws took
precedence over federal ones. This included the “question of secession,” which
the court ruled “could only be decided jointly with the agreement of all the re-
publics.” The court also ruled “that the Presidency of Yugoslavia would have
both the right and the obligation to declare a state of emergency in Slovenia if
some general danger threatened the existence or constitutional order of that re-
public, on the grounds that such a condition would also threaten the whole of
the country.” Slovenia “rejected the court’s jurisdiction,” Hayden adds.

In April 1990, both Slovenia and Croatia held the first multiparty elections in
Yugoslavia since the late 1930s. A coalition of six parties called DEMOS that
campaigned on an independence platform received 55 percent of the Slovene
vote. In Croatia, Franjo Tudjman’s blatantly nationalistic and separatist Croat-
ian Democratic Union received 70 percent. News accounts conveyed the resur-
gence of nationalist politics in Slovenia and Croatia, along with a distinct flavor
of ethnic chauvinism pitting these Westernized republics against the other, less
advanced counterparts. Hayden notes that on July 2, 1990, the Slovene parlia-
ment declared Slovenia’s “complete sovereignty,” and that the “republic’s laws
superseded those of the federation.” Then on July 25, Croatia’s parliament did
likewise, making Croatia “a politically and economically sovereign state” (Tudj-
man). Finally in September—still three months before its own republican elec-
tions, in which Milosevic’s Socialist Party received 65 percent on a platform of
preserving Yugoslavia, in explicit opposition to the separatist parties that had
come to power in Slovenia and Croatia, and were to be soundly defeated in Ser-
bia—Serbia adopted a new constitution granting its laws the same supremacy
over federal institutions. “If the Slovenes can do it, so can we,” a member of the
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Serbian Presidency said. With these challenges to federal authority by each of
the three most powerful republics, the “collapse of the Yugoslav state was in-
evitable,” Hayden concludes."

In contrast to the standard narrative, it is clear that nationalist forces at this
time were stronger in Slovenia and Croatia than in Serbia. The decisive, histo-
ry-making difference, however, was that in Slovenia and Croatia, the nationalist
parties that won the April 1990 elections also adopted separatist platforms. Not
only did they challenge the federal institutions as a whole, they also sought to
sever ties with them—the last real bonds left from the Tito era.

Had Western powers supported the federal state, Yugoslavia might have held
together—but they did not. Instead they not only encouraged Slovenia, Croatia,
and later Bosnia-Herzegovina to secede, they also insisted that the federal state
not use force to prevent it. Diana Johnstone recounts a January 1991 meeting in
Belgrade between the U.S. ambassador and Borisav Jovic, a Serb then serving on
Yugoslavia’s collective State Presidency. “[T]he United States would not accept
any use of force to disarm the paramilitaries,” Jovic was told. “Only ‘peaceful’
means were acceptable to Washington. The Yugoslav army was prohibited by
the United States from using force to preserve the Federation, which meant that
it could not prevent the Federation from being dismembered by force”>—a re-
markable injunction against a sovereign state. Similar warnings were communi-
cated by the EC as well. We might try to imagine what the United States would
look like today, were the questions it faced in 1860 about its federal structure
and the rights of states handled in as prejudicial a manner by much stronger for-
eign powers. -

At the heart of the multiple civil wars had always been a simple question: In
which state do the people of Yugoslavia want to live—the SFRY or a successor
state?” But for a great many Yugoslavs, an answer contrary to their desires and
contrary to the Yugoslav constitution was imposed from the outside. One way
this was accomplished was by the EC’s September 1991 appointment of an Arbi-
tration Commission—the Badinter Commission—to assess legal aspects of the
contests over Yugoslavia. This body’s work provided a “pseudo-legal gloss to the
[EC’s} opportunistic consent to the destruction of Yugoslavia demanded by Ger-
many,” Diana Johnstone writes.” On each of the major issues contested by the
Serbian republic, the commission ruled against Serbia. Yugoslavia was “in the
process of dissolution,” the commission’s notorious Opinion No. 1 stated when
published on December 7, 1991. Similarly, Opinion No. 2 held that “the Serbian
population in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina...[does not] have the right to

:self-determination,” though it “is entitled to all the rights concerned to minori-
ties and ethnic groups under international law. .. .” And Opinion No. 3 declared
that “the [former] internal boundaries between Croatia and Serbia and between
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia. .. [have] become frontiers protected by interna-
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tional law.” ® Remarkably, the commission recognized the right of republics to
secede from the former Yugoslavia, and thus affixed the right of self-determina-
tion to Yugoslavia’s former administrative units; but the commission detached
the right of self-determination from Yugoslavia’s peoples, and thus denied com-
parable rights to the new minorities now stranded within the breakaway re-
publics. The breakaway republics themselves might be blessed with foreign
recognition; or, like Serbia and Montenegro for the remainder of the decade,
recognition would be withheld, and its peoples rendered effectively stateless.

From the standpoint of conflict resolution, this was a disastrous set of rul-
ings, as the republics had been administrative units within Yugoslavia, and three
of them (Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Serbia) included large ethnic mi-
norities who strongly opposed the terms of Yugoslavia’s breakup, and who had
been able to live with each other in relative peace on condition that their rights
were safeguarded by a powerful federal state. Once the guarantees of the feder-
al state were removed, it was inflammatory to deny peoples the right to choose
the successor state in which they wanted to live; and the more ethnically mixed
a republic or even commune, the more provocative the foreign demand that the
old internal republican boundaries were sacrosanct.* But the Badinter Commis-
sion’s rulings made perfect sense from a much different standpoint: That of pre-
scribing an outline for Yugoslavia’s dismantlement that was in accord with the
demands of the secessionist forces in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina
and their Western supporters, while ignoring the rights (and wishes) of the con-
stituent “nations” as specified in the Yugoslav constitution, and justifying for-
eign interference in the civil wars as a defense of the newly independent states.

Germany in particular encouraged Slovenia and Croatia to secede, which they
did on June 25, 1991; formal recognition was granted on December 23, one year
to the day after 94.5 percent of Slovenes had voted in a referendum in favor of
independence. EC recognition followed on January 15, 1992, as did U.S. recog-
nition in early April, when Washington recognized Slovenia, Croatia, and
Bosnia-Herzegovina all at once. More provocative yet, whereas the UN admitted
all three breakaway republics as member states on May 22, it withheld the ad-
mission of a successor state to the dismantled Yugoslawa for another eight-and-
a-half years; the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, composed of Serbia and Mon-
tenegro, often denigrated as the “rump” Yugoslavia, was not admitted until
November 1, 2000, almost four weeks after Milosevic’s ouster. In other words, -
the two republics within the SFRY—itself a founding member of the UN—that
rejected the dismantling of the federal state had been denied the right to suc-
ceed the SERY as well as membership within the UN for close to a decade. At
this highest level of the “international community,” it would be difficult to find
a more extreme case of realpolitik at work, but it was a realpolitik that assured
a violent outcome—and to the victor, the spoils.
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A far more aggressive U.S. policy toward Yugoslavia began in 1993, with Wash-
ington anxious to redefine NATO’s mission and to expand NATO eastward; and
searching for a client among the contestants, Washington settled on the Bosnian
Muslims and Alija Izetbegovic. To serve these ends the Clinton administration
sabotaged a series of peace efforts between 1993 and the Dayton accords of 1995;7
encouraged the Bosnian Muslims to reject any settlement until their military po-
sition had improved; helped arm and train the Muslims and Croats to shift the
balance of forces on the ground;® and finally settled at Dayton with an agreement
that imposed upon the warring factions terms that could have been had as early
as 1992, but for one missing link: In 1992, a Western-managed neocolonial regime,
complete with NATO serving as its military enforcer, still was not achievable.”
Now into the twelfth year after Dayton, Bosnia remains a foreign occupied,
severely divided, undemocratic, and in every sense of the term—failed state.®

A similar process took place in Kosovo, where an indigenous, ethnic Albani-
an independence movement was captured by an ultra-nationalist faction, the
Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), whose leaders soon recognized that, like the
Bosnian Muslims, they could enlist U.S. and NATO sponsorship and military in-
tervention by provoking Yugoslav authorities to violence and getting the inci-
dents reported the right way. Thus in the year before NATO’s seventy-eight-day
bombing war in the spring of 1999, the “KLA were responsible for more deaths
in Kosovo than the Yugoslav authorities had been,” British Defense Secretary
George Robertson told his Parliament.” As was true of the Bosnian Muslim and
Croat forces before their major spring and summer offensives in 1995, the KLA
received covert training and supplies from the Clinton administration,? a well-
guarded secret to the Western publics then being fed lines about “Milosevic’s
willing executioners” marching off to perpetrate genocide in Kosovo.

On matters of principle, neither the EU nor the United States have been con-
sistent on secession rights. In 1991-92, they encouraged the republics of Slove-
nia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina to break away from Yugoslavia; the feder-
al state was denied any right to use force to prevent them from doing so; and no
one living within these republics was permitted to break away from them. And
yet as recently as June 2006, the EU, United States, and UN accepted Montene-
gro’s right to break away from its Serbian partner; and more recently, the UN’s
special envoy for Kosovo Martti-Ahtisaari has supported the right of the Serbian
province of Kosovo to break away from Serbia once and for all—“to be super-
vised for an initial period by the international community.” Calling NATO-oc-
cupied Kosovo “a unique case that demands a unique solution,” Ahtisaari reas-
sured that Kosovo would not “create a precedent for other unresolved conflicts.”
With resolution 1244, Ahtisaari reports, the “Security Council responded to
Milosevic’s actions in Kosovo by denying Serbia a role in its governance, placing
Kosovo under temporary UN administration and envisaging a political process
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designed to determine Kosovo’s future. The combination of these factors makes
Kosovo’s circumstances extraordinary.””

The UN special envoy is badly deluded. Kosovo is a NATO-occupied province
in southern Serbia, following NATO?’s illegal war in the spring of 1999. Kosovo’s
status ought to be no different than was Kuwait’s on August 3, 1990: It is a ter-
ritory taken by military force in contravention of the UN Charter, and its inde-
pendence should mean above all the restoration of its sovereignty to Serbia. But
as with the subsequent U.S. wars and occupations of Afghanistan and Iraq, the
Security Council neither condemned NATO’s 1999 aggression nor demanded
that measures be taken to remedy it, for the simple reason that three of the
Council’s Permanent Five members had launched it. And in 2007, the UN’s spe-
cial envoy shows not the slightest interest that Serbia entered into its war-end-
ing treaties under the duress of a conquered state. Instead of demanding that
NATO return the province to the country from which it was seized, the UN not
only accepts the aggression as a fait accompli, but also affirms its legitimacy on
“humanitarian” grounds. The Ahtisaari solution is a case of “commissioned
power politics.” The only “extraordinary” circumstance is to be found in which
group of states launched the war. (On the fraudulence of the “humanitarian” ra-
tionale for NATO’s war, and the inhumanitarian effects of both the war and oc-
cupation, see sections 9 and 10.)

In sum, the United States and NATO entered the Yugoslav struggles quite
early and were key external factors in the initiation of ethnic cleansing, in keep-
ing it going, and in working toward a violent resolution of the conflicts that
would keep the United States and NATO relevant in Europe, and secure NATO’s
dominant position in the Balkans.

2. The Role of the Serbs, Milosevic, and ‘Greater Serbia’

~ A key element in the myth structure holds that Milosevic incited the Serbs to
violence, setting loose the genie of Serb nationalism from the bottle that had
contained it under Tito. During the prosecution’s opening statement at his trial,
a videotape was played of Milosevic uttering the words “No one should dare
beat you” at the Hall of Culture in Pristina in April 1987 “It was that
phrase...and the response of others to it that gave this accused the taste or a
better taste of power, maybe the first realisation of a dream,” prosecutor Geof-
frey Nice told the court. With these words Milosevic “had broken the taboo of
[Tito] against invoking nationalism,” Dusko Doder and Louise Branson write, “a
taboo credited with submerging ethnic hatreds and holding Yugoslavia togeth-
er for more than forty years. ... The initial impact was catastrophic: rabid ethnic
nationalism swept all regions of Yugoslavia like a disease.”
But neither these remarks by Milosevic nor his June 28, 1989, speech on the
six-hundreth anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo had anything like the charac-
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teristics imputed to them. Instead Milosevic used both speeches to appeal to
multi-ethnic tolerance, accompanied by a warning against the threat posed to
Yugoslavia by nationalism—*“hanging like a sword over their heads all the time”
(1989).

In his 1987 speech—the words “no one should dare beat you” having been ut-
tered in response to the news that the police had roughed up some local Serbs—
Milosevic said “we do not want to divide people into Serbs and Albanians, but
we must draw the line that divides the honest and progressive who are strug-
gling for brotherhood and unity and national equality from the counterrevolu-
tion and nationalists on the other side.” Similarly in his 1989 speech, he said that
“Yugoslavia is a multinational community and it can survive only under the con-
ditions of full equality for all nations that live in it,” and nothing in either of
these speeches conflicted with this sentiment—nor can quotes like these be
found in the speeches and writings of Tudjman or Izetbegovic. But the standard
narrative steers clear of Milosevic’s actual words, understandably, as the mis-
representation that surrounds the simple phrase “no one should dare beat you”
is deeply ingrained, and repeated by the ICTY’s prosecutor, Silber and Little,
Glenny, Malcolm, Judah, Doder and Branson, and a cast of thousands; also by
The Guardian and the New York Times, to name but two, all of whom allude to
these speeches in the inciting-Serb-nationalism mode, but almost surely never
bothered to read and report their actual content.

The massive trial of Milosevic, with 295 prosecution witnesses and 49,191
pages of courtroom transcripts, failed to produce a single credible piece of ev-
idence that Milosevic had spoken disparagingly of non-Serb “nations” or or-
dered any killings that might fall under the category of war crimes. But the so-
called Brioni Transcript of talks that Croatian President Franjo Tudjman held
with his military and political leadership on July 31, 1995, reveal Tudjman in-
structing his generals to “inflict such a blow on the Serbs that they should vir-
tually disappear.”” What followed within days was Operation Storm, a mas-
sive, well-planned military blow that made the Krajina Serbs literally disap-
pear. Imagine the windfall that a statement such as Tudjman’s would have pro-
vided Carla Del Ponte, Geoffrey Nice, Marlise Simons, and Ed Vulliamy, had it
been Milosevic who uttered a statement directly linking him to criminal activ-
ity of this magnitude. But by the summer of 1995 Tudjman was a U.S. ally, and
Operation Storm was approved and aided by the United States and some of its
corporate mercenaries.?

Similarly, in Alija Izetbegovic’s Islamic Declaration, first c1rculated in 1970
but republished in 1990 for his presidential campaign, his major theme is what
he called the “incompatibility of Islam with non-Islamic systems.” “There is nei-
ther peace nor coexistence between the ‘Islamic religion’ and non-Islamie social
and political institutions,” Izetbegovic argued. “Having the right to govern its
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own world, Islam clearly excludes the right and possibility of putting a foreign
ideology into practice on its territory. There is thus no principle of secular gov-
ernment and the State must express and support the moral principles of reli-
gion.”” Again, nothing ever uttered by Milosevic matches this for a program of
ethno-religious intolerance. But as it was the prescription of a man who became
a key U.S. client, Izetbegovic’s beliefs were ignored by the same journalists and
historians for whom “no one should dare beat you” was alleged to herald the
breakup of an entire country. Instead, David Rieff adopted the Bosnian Muslims
as his “just cause” because, in his account, theirs was “a society committed to
multiculturalism...and tolerance, and of an understanding of national identity
as deriving from shared citizenship rather than ethnic identity”—and this wit-
ness-bearer claims to be referring to the “values” and “ideals” that Izetbegovic’s
Bosnia would uphold!®

In the series of ICTY indictments of Milosevic et al, the charge that he was
striving to produce a “Greater Serbia” ranks high among the causes of the wars.
This is also the standard formula that entered into the intellectual and media
narrative of cause, as expressed by Judah’s statement “that it all began with the
slogan ‘All Serbs in One State’”; and in an obituary in the Washington Post in

* March 2006, where we read again that Milosevic’s “pledge to unify all Serbs in
one state turned into an ironic promise.” And in a comprehensive offering of
cliché lies, we find Mark Danner in the New York Review of Books stating: “As
had the Yugoslav wars, the Dayton peace sprang from the forehead of Slobodan
Milosevic, the architect of Greater Serbia, the man who had built his power base
by inciting and exploiting Serb nationalism.”

One serious problem with the prosecution’s theory and the premise of the es-
tablishment narrative—that Yugoslavia’s wars were the result of the “incendiary
nationalism” (Marlise Simons), “blood lust” (Mark Danner), and ruthless con-
tempt for the “mongrel races” (Ed Vulliamy) by the Serbs and Milosevic—is that
Serbia proper, the alleged heartland of this “joint criminal enterprise,” was it-
self subject to no “ethnic cleansing” whatsoever throughout the wars, but wit-
nessed a net inflow of refugees from other former republics. (For data on refugee
flows in the former Yugoslavia, see section 9.) This dramatic fact was brought
out by Milosevic in his trial, during his examination of defense witness Mihailo
Markovic, a noted professor of philosophy and one of the founders of Praxis. Ac-
knowledging the “paradox in view of all these charges” concerning “Greater Ser-
bia” and “ethnic cleansing,” Markovic said that “Serbia still has today the same
national structure that it had in the 1970s,” and that although “Serbs were ex-
pulsed from practically all the other republics, Serbia did not change.” “Why
would Serbs be expelling Croatians from Croatia if they’re not expelling them
from Serbia?” Markovic asked the court. “Why would Serbs be expelling Alba-
nians from Kosovo if they’re not expelling them from Belgrade and other parts
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of Serbia?” Shortly thereafter, Milosevic directed much the same question
back toward Markovic:

Milosevic: [I]f you have in mind that the greatest part of that Greater Serbia
would be precisely the Republic of Serbia, which did not see any expulsions at
all throughout the crisis, do you find it logical that Serbia should initiate ex-
pulsions from territories outside of Serbia?

Markovic: Well, I already told you it seems illogical to me.?

Obviously, these are important questions, whose answers cast doubts on
a fundamental tenet of the standard narrative. If the Belgrade Serbs, as the al-
leged originators of the “joint criminal enterprise” to create a “Greater Ser-
bia,” did not implement their conspiracy where they held unquestioned pow-
er, inside Serbia proper, then what is the likelihood that the prosecution’s
theory for the wars has any merit? Lead prosecutor Geoffrey Nice had no so-
lution for this “paradox.” And Marlise Simons, Mark Danner, Ed Vulliamy,
David Rieff, and others have not dealt with it by any method other than yet
more misleading rhetoric and strategic silence. This exchange was unreport-
ed in any Western media institution.

But in an even more devastating development in the Milosevic trial, which
occurred during its defense phase, prosecutor Geoffrey Nice admitted that
Milosevic’s objective of allowing Serbs to live in one state “was different from
the concept of the Greater Serbia....”” Nice was responding to questions
that had been raised by amicus curiae attorney David Kay and presiding
judge Patrick Robinson about the prosecution’s claim that Milosevic et al.
had a plan to create a “Greater Serbia,” and what such a plan really meant—
a charge that exists in each of the three indictments for Croatia, in both in-
dictments for Bosnia-Herzegovina, and that is either asserted or implied by
countless news and historical treatments of the wars. “I had the clear im-
pression that this was an essential foundation of the Prosecution’s case,”
Judge Robinson noted.* A short while later, Judge O-Gon Kwon asked Nice
to explain to the court the “difference of the Greater Serbia idea and the idea
of one—all Serbs living in one state.” Nice replied:

[[]t may be that the accused’s aim was for that which could qualify as a de
facto Greater Serbia....Did he find the source of his position at least overtly in
[the] historical concept of Greater Serbia; no, he didm't. His was...the prag-
matic one of ensuring that all the Serbs who had lived in the former Yugoslavia
should be dllowed for either constitutional or other reasons to live in the same
unit. That meant as we know historically from his perspective first of all that
the former Yugoslavia shouldn’t be broken up....*

-
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In this passage, Nice betrays the fact that the prosecution itself doesn’t be-
lieve its most notorious accusation against Milosevic et al., as to why Yugoslavia
broke apart: That leading Serbs in Belgrade and elsewhere conspired to create a
living space exclusively for Serbs, cleansed of the other ethnic groups (“Greater
Serbia”); that they entered into this conspiracy by no later than August 1, 1991;
and that they were willing to perpetrate any atrocity, genocide included, to ex-
ecute their conspiracy. Instead, what the prosecution really believes is that the
breakup of Yugoslavia was accompanied by civil wars, plain and simple; that the
principal crime for which Milosevic et al. have always been held responsible
among the Western powers was the crime of trying to hold Yugoslavia together,
against the West’s efforts to dismantle it; and that once events beyond their con-
trol closed-off this option, they attempted to hang onto a smaller successor state
established on the same principles as the larger one they had lost. That they
were not striving for an “ethnically pure” Serb state was made clear by the ab-
sence of any ethnic cleansing in Serbia proper.

Of course, the prosecution would reply that once Yugoslavia had undergone
the process of dismantlement—and on July 4, 1992, Opinion No. 8 of the Badin-
ter Commission declared that as a “matter of fact,” the “process of dissolution
of the SFRY referred to in Opinion No. 1...is now complete and that the SERY
no longer exists”*—any attempt by the minority Serb populations of Croatia or
Bosnia to secede from the new, internationally recognized states and to join the
“rump” Yugoslavia was an act of rebellion, and any aid provided by Milosevic to
these rebels was interference in the internal affairs of sovereign states, aggres-
sive, and criminal. But Badinter ran roughshod over both Yugoslavia’s constitu-
tion and fundamental principles of self-determination: The former reserved the
right of secession to Yugoslavia’s constituent nations, not to its administrative
units;” and Badinter’s endorsement of the independence claims of Yugoslavia’s
Slovenes, Croats, Muslims, and Macedonians, while rejecting the claims of its
Serbs, ranks among the greatest and most costly exercises of the double-stan-
dard in modern times.®

Despite the allegations to the contrary, it remained the prosecution’s behef
throughout the trial that the Milosevic regime’s political objective at the time of
the secessions of Slovenia, Croatia, and later Bosnia-Herzegovina was to pre-
serve the SFRY: and that if this could not be done, then as much of the old SFRY
as possible should be kept within a single, unitary successor state. Indeed, this
was the reason for which Milosevic’s Socialist Party had received 65 percent of
the Serbian vote in December 1990, in the republic’s first multiparty elections:
Not to create a “Greater Serbia,” but to preserve Yugoslavia. Until historians
recognize that the ultimate crime for which the serial indictments have been
brought against Milosevic et al. was the crime of trying to hold the SFRY to-
gether or a successor state on a similarly unified, federal model, they will never
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understand the enormity of what Nice conceded in court on August 25, 2005. As
best we can tell, this startling concession to the Milosevic defense and the his-
torical record, which amounted to the prosecution’s de facto abandonment of
the main component of the ICTY’s case, has never been reported in the major
English-language print media.

Furthermore, it is not even true that Milosevic fought to keep all Serbs in one
state. He either supported or agreed to a series of settlements, like Brioni (July
1991), Lisbon (February 1992), Vance-Owen (January 1993), Owen-Stoltenberg
(August 1993), the European Action Plan (January 1994), the Contact Group Plan
(July 1994), and ultimately the Dayton Accords (November 1995)—none of which
would have kept all Serbs in one state.* He declined to defend the Croatian Serbs
when they were ethnically cleansed in two related operations in May and August
1995. He agreed to an official contraction in the earlier SFRY to the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (i.e., to Serbia and Montenegro—itself further shrunk with
the exit of Montenegro), which in effect abandoned the Serbs in Croatia and
Bosnia to their fate outside any “Greater Serbia.” His aid to Serbs in both Croatia
and Bosnia was sporadic, and their leaders felt him to have been an opportunis-
tic and unreliable ally, more concerned with getting the UN sanctions against Yu-
goslavia removed than making serious sacrifices for the stranded Serbs elsewhere.

In short, Milosevic struggled fitfully to defend Serbs who felt abandoned
and threatened in the hostile, secessionist states of a progressively dismantled
Yugoslavia; and he wanted, but did not fight very hard, to preserve a shrinking
Yugoslav Federation that would have kept all the Serbs in a successor common
state. For historians, journalists, and the ICTY to call this a drive for a “Greater
Serbia” is Orwellian political rhetoric that transforms a weak and unsuccessful
defense of a shrinking Yugoslavia into a bold and aggressive offensive to seize
other peoples’ territory. It is also of interest that the clear drives of Croatian and
Kosovo Albanian nationalists toward a “Greater Croatia” and “Greater Albania,”
and Bosnian Muslim leader Izetbegovic’s refusal to agree to a settlement (with
U.S. encouragement) in hopes that with NATO aid he could rule over all three
“nations” in Bosnia, have been ignored in the standard narrative as serious
causal factors in the ethnic wars of the 1990s.

It should also be clear that the assured claims of Silber and Little, Glenny,
Malcolm, Judah, and Simons (and they are only a small sample from a vast uni-
verse) about who was responsible for the breakup of Yugoslavia is ideology and
myth parading under the guise of history—easily confuted, but-part of the stan-
dard narrative that is unchallengeable in a closed system.

3. The UN in NATO's Service

A striking feature of U.S. policy since the collapse of the Soviet deterrent is
the frequency with which it relies on the Security Council and the Secretariat for
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its execution—Dbefore the fact when it can (Iraq 1990-91), but after the fact when
it must (as in the cases of postwar Kosovo and post-invasion Afghanistan and
Iraq). Even though the Security Council never authorized these last three major
U.S. aggressions, in each case the United States secured degrees of council as-

sent and ex post facto legitimation. '

No Security Council resolution has ever condemned these U.S. wars as con-
trary to the UN Charter or recognized the rights of the Serbs, Afghans, and Iraqis
to resist alien subjugation. Instead, after each of these “supreme international
crimes,” the Security Council simply revised its extant mandates to accommo-
date the supreme international criminal, and instructed the Secretariat to miti-
gate their inhumanitarian consequences.

But this process did not begin with operations Allied Force, Enduring Free-
dom, or Iraqgi Freedom. Long in the making, one root traces back to the Securi-
ty Council’s earliest responses to Irag’s August 1990 invasion of Kuwait; the un-
remitting devastation of Iraq, including the genocidal sanctions regime, has
borne the UN’s seal ever since.® The other traces back to the massive UN in-
volvement in Yugoslavia during the first-half of the 1990s, when the Council
fielded the largest number of blue-helmeted troops ever (close to 40,000 at its
peak in 1995) in its most costly mission to date ($5 billion).*

Neither UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s An Agenda for
Peace (June 1992) nor its Supplement (January 1995) advocated “humanitari-
an” war, much less the right to take sides in civil wars; and yet before the end
of the decade, “humanitarian” war and the related notion of a “responsibility
to protect” had been placed near the top of his successor Kofi Annan’s agen-
da. “The logic of peace-keeping flows from political and military premises that
are quite distinct from those of enforcement,” the Supplement asserted. “To
blur the distinction between the two can undermine the viability of the peace-
keeping operation....”"

The UN struggled to respect this distinction throughout the wars in Croatia
and Bosnia. But as the United States became the dominant player in these the-
aters, it pushed the UN’s “peacekeeping” mandate toward “enforcement”—to-
ward becoming a “party to the conflict,” invariably taking sides against the-
Serbs of Croatia, Bosnia, and Serbia itself.

Even at the time of the crisis in late May 1995, when two hundred UN per-
sonnel had been taken hostage by Bosnian Serb forces following NATO air
strikes against them, Boutros-Ghali insisted that “UNPROFOR is not a peace-en-
forcement operation,” and blamed the demands that it act on the “ambiguities”
and “confusion” that followed from the frequent reference by Security Council
resolutions to Chapter VII of the charter.®

But just three months later, when NATO conducted an extensive bombing
campaign against the Bosnian Serbs, the distinction was obliterated. In To End



16 - MONTHLY REVIEW / OCTOBER 2007

A War, his memoir of the time he spent as the chief U.S. negotiator for Bosnia,
Richard Holbrooke recounts an episode when Kofi Annan, then the head of UN
peacekeeping, “won the job” to succeed Boutros-Ghali some fifteen months be-
fore the event. With Boutros-Ghali “unreachable on a commercial aircraft,” An-
nan “instructed the U.N.’s civilian officials and military commanders to relin-
quish for a limited period of time their authority to veto air strikes in Bosnia. For
the first time in the war, the decision on the air strikes was solely in the hands
of NATO.” The result was Operation Deliberate Force, the “largest military ac-
tion in NATO history.”*

The United States and NATO had found a crack in the door, and rushed
through it. In a very short period—maybe three months at most—the UN went
from a peacekeeping to a warmaking mode in Bosnia, with NATO its enforcer.
As one U.S. National Security Council officer later described Annan, he “[un-
derstood] that the U.S. military is not the enemy.”*

In contrast with Boutros-Ghali, whom Washington denied a second five-year
term,* Annan’s long tenure can only be understood as a recognition of his will-
ing service to the United States and NATO. In what Michael Mandel calls an
“emotional defense of unilateral interventionism, using Kosovo as the example
of the next intervention,” Annan warned in June 1998 that “all our expressions
of determination to never again permit another Bosnia...will be cruelly mocked
if we allow Kosovo to become another killing field.”

Seven months later, before the North Atlantic Council in Brussels, Annan ex-
pressed the “hope that we,” but “particularly those with the capacity to act,” in
his words, “were beginning to draw the right lessons from the experience in the
Bosnian war—about such critical factors as credibility, legitimacy and the
morality of intervention and non-intervention.” But “there is only one way in
which we can prove that we have done this: by applying those lessons practi-
cally and emphatically where horror threatens.”

The “right lessons” were immediately applied by NATO. Within forty-eight
hours, it issued its second order “authoriz[ing] air strikes against targets on
[Federal Republic of Yugoslavia] territory,”” and from March 24 through June 10,
made good on it. Subsequently, when Serbia and Montenegro tried to initiate le-
gal proceedings at the International Court of Justice against ten of the states
then attacking it, the court ruled that it “manifestly lacks jurisdiction” to enter-
tain the complaint. The court “cannot decide a dlspute . between States without
the consent of those States to its jurisdiction.” Since the “United States observes
that it ‘has not consented to jurisdiction...and will not do so,” the court was
left with no alternative but to conclude that it was powerless.® Thus does the
real culture of impunity remain unchanged.

Both Kofi Annan’s “We the peoples” (March 2000) and his In Larger Freedom
(March 2005) support this shift to UN warmaking on “humanitarian” grounds.
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“The fact that we cannot protect people everywhere is no reason for doing noth-
ing when we can,” “We the peoples” asserts, with NATO’s war fresh in mind.
“[W]e must embrace the responsibility to protect,” the latter stresses, “and,
when necessary, we must act on it.”* Of course, when it turned out that “those
with the capacity to act” were also those doing the killing, Annan adapted well,
with silence and even acceptance of the new realities created by the killers, his
de facto masters. Nor are we aware of any cases in which Western advocates for
the “responsibility to protect” have ever turned this alleged principle back
against the states they call home—even when these states invaded other coun-
tries, killing, terrorizing, and torturing their populations. As always, selectivity
and double standard remain the rule.

4. The ICTY in NATO's Service

The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia was estab-
lished by the Security Council in May 1993.% This was done on the basis of the
claim that such an institution was needed under Chapter VII to help restore “in-
ternational peace and security,” despite the absence of a single paragraph in the
UN Charter granfing the Security Council powers which include judicial rights.
Not only was this resolution ultra vires, an excellent case can be made that the
real purpose behind the ICTY’s founding was to use an alleged interest in “jus-
tice” to prevent peace, and to advance U.S. objectives in the Balkans, all of which
required the use of force and breaking of the peace.

The creation of the ICTY followed by only five months a December 1992 speech
by Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger that called for a “second Nuremberg”
to bring to trial named villains, mainly Serb leaders, including Milosevic.” It was
organized mainly by U.S. initiative, with its staff referring to Madeleine Albright
as the “mother of the Tribunal”;* it has been funded and largely staffed—and
with high-level personnel vetted—by U.S. and NATO officials; and it has func-
tioned consistently as a dispenser of faux-justice and moralistic opprobrium,
while serving as a real public relations and political arm of NATO. As NATO
spokesman Jamie Shea pointed out during the 1999 bombing war, NATO coun-
tries “established” and “are amongst the majority financiers” of the tribunal, and °
support its activities “on a daily basis.” Asked whether NATO recognizes the IC-
TY’s jurisdiction over its bombing activities, Shea replied that “when Justice Ar-
bour starts her investigation, she will because we will allow her to....I am cer-
tain that when Justice Arbour goes to Kosovo and looks at the facts she will be
indicting people of Yugoslav nationality and I dor’t anticipate any others....”
And when pressed on the same point the very next day, Shea replied: “We are the
upholders, not the violators, of international law.”* Shea’s remarks on this NA-
TO-ICTY relationship have never been reported by the New York Times; nor were
they reported by any establishment daily newspaper at the time.*
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York University professor of international law Michael Mandel argues con-
vincingly that the ICTY’s main function was to allow a claimed pursuit of jus-
tice to avoid the settlement of the armed conflicts until NATO?’s objectives could
be met. With the ICTY’s help, Serb targets were more fully demonized, and
their leaders declared untouchables at the negotiating table. ICTY president
Antonio Cassese openly bragged about how ICTY indictments had prevented
the Bosnian Serb political leader Radovan Karadzic and general Ratko Mladic
from participating in negotiations at Dayton in 1995—*“Let us see who will sit
down at the negotiating table now with a man accused of genocide,” Cassese
told L’Unita newspaper. Such brazenly politicized use of indictments was a
prime modus operandi of the ICTY. The most spectacular was the indictment of
Milosevic and four others in May 1999, in the midst of NATO’s seventy-eight-day
bombing war on Yugoslavia. One thing that made it so was the openness with
which chief prosecutor Louise Arbour admitted to the political objective of
blocking Milosevic as a possible negotiator. At the press conference in late May
1999 to announce the initial indictments for Serb conduct in Kosovo, Arbour
stated frankly that the “evidence upon which this indictment was confirmed
raises serious questions about their suitability to be guarantors of any deal let
alone a peace agreement.™ But perhaps even more remarkable is the fact that
this indictment was compiled hastily, on the basis of unconfirmed “evidence”
supplied to her office by the United States and United Kingdom, and issued just
when NATO was coming under criticism for having turned to targeting Serbia’s
civilian infrastructure. Thus the ICTY was providing a public relations cover for
NATO war crimes carried out within the framework of NATO’s UN Charter vi-
olation of aggression—the “supreme international crime”]

Amusingly, one of the most telling pieces of evidence of ICTY servitude to
NATO is the contrast between the initial indictment for Kosovo and the prose-
cutor’s refusal even to investigate NATO’s conduct during the bombing war. By
its statute the ICTY is obligated to indict any party operating in the former Yu-
goslavia if presented with plausible prima facie evidence of its participation in
war crimes. Michael Mandel submitted a three volume dossier of such evidence
regarding NATO to the ICTY prosecutor in May 1999; but in contrast with the
next-day service on behalf of allegations of Serb crimes following the Racak mas-
sacre in January,® it took the prosecutor some fourteen months to report back

that “neither an in-depth investigation related to the bombmg campaign as a
whole nor investigations related to specific incidents are justified.” The new
chief prosecutor Carla Del Ponte said that she was “very satisfied that there was
no deliberate targeting of civilians or unlawful military targets by NATO during
the bombing campaign....The prosecutor judged these to be genuine mistakes
on the part of NATO.”® How this conclusion could be reached without an in-
vestigation is problematic. It also flies in the face of open admissions by NATO
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officials of deliberate targeting of civilian facilities, and rapidly accumulating ev-
idence that such targets were struck extensively. And Amnesty International had
no trouble in identifying NATO war crimes.

Del Ponte had commissioned an internal study of the question that openly ac-
knowledged reliance on NATO press releases, declared reliable. One of its more
interesting features was its statement that with only 495 dead and 820 civilians
wounded in “documented instances” from NATO bombings, “there is simply no
evidence of the necessary crime base for charges of genocide or crimes against
humanity.”® Recall that the “crime base” for the initial indictment of Milosevic
was 344 deaths, unverified by the ICTY, but nonetheless regarded as sufficient
to bring the indictment.® We are dealing with an institution that can’t even keep
its propaganda straight. But then again it doesn’t have to: The establishment me-
dia never called attention to this comical double standard or recognized the ser-
vice that it provides NATO, immunizing its extension of the bombing war to
civilian facilities. Nor was Carla Del Ponte discredited as an authority and truth-
teller. Instead we find the Nation magazine’s UN correspondent lan Williams
asserting that a speech by Del Ponte before the Security Council was itself suf-
ficient to “put questions concerning the death toll [in Kosovo] to rest.”

5. The UN, ICTY, and the Srebrenica Massacre

. The UN and ICTY played central roles in the institutionalization of the Sre-
brenica massacre as the mark and proof of Serb criminality and “genocide” in
Bosnia—a “terrible crime,” in Kofi Annan’s words, and “the worst on Euro-
pean soil since the Second World War.”* It was clear by mid-July 1995 that
several thousand of Srebrenica’s male population had escaped to Bosnian
Muslim-held territory, and some even to Serbia; it was also clear that un-
known numbers had died in fierce fighting. The claim that 8,000 Bosnian
Muslim males had been executed there was based on a Red Cross news alert
that its office in Tuzla had fielded 8,000 missing person requests: 5,000 for
“individuals who apparently fled the enclave before it fell,” plus 3,000 for
“persons reportedly arrested by the Bosnian Serb forces.”* At that point in
mid-September 1995 there were only a few reports of the kind of opportunis-
tic killings that accompany war, along with allegations of mass executions. But
in a remarkable propaganda coup, the thousands of escapees and the deaths
from fighting were forgotten and the 8,000 quickly became victims of execu-
tion and genocide. Furthermore, unlike other cases where early inflated and
speculative estimates of deaths were gradually revised downward in the light
of emerging hard evidence—as with estimates of Kosovo Albanians killed dur-
ing NATO’s bombing war, or the deaths at the World Trade Center on 9/11%—
this initial 8,000 figure for the missing, now executed, males of Srebrenica has
never been revised from its initial very problematic level. It has remained firm
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and unchallengeable, despite the fact that nothing close to confirming evi-
dence has been forthcoming.

By the time of the 2001 judgment in the trial of the Bosnian Serb General
Radislav Krstic on charges that included “genocide,” six years of forensic
searches of Srebrenica-related gravesites had produced 2,028 sets of individual
remains (“conservatively estimate[d],” the court noted).” Nonetheless the court
managed to conclude that the “total number” of Bosnian Muslim males execut-
ed was “likely within the range of 7,000~8,000,” and that the deaths of even
7,000-8,000 military-aged males in this particular region of far eastern Bosnia
constituted “an intent to destroy in part the Bosnian Muslim group.”® Krstic
was guilty of “genocide.”

With this tortured decision, political to its core, the court ruled that “geno-
cide” could and did occur in one small town, although the perpetrators bussed
the women and children to safety, and the court confessed its uncertainty about
how many of the missing really were executed, and how many were killed in
battle. In effect, the court simply guessed that a majority of the missing were ex-
ecuted. “[T]he evidence given by witnesses, as corroborated by the forensic and
demographics evidence presented by the OTP, strongly suggests that well in ex-
cess of 7,000 people went missing following the take-over of Srebrenica,” one
sentence reads. “The correlation between the age and sex of the bodies ex-
humed from the Srebrenica graves and that of the missing persons support the
proposition that the majority of missing people were, in fact, executed and
buried in the mass graves.”® As Michael Mandel writes, a “majority of a maxi-
mum of 7,000-8,000 would put the maximum executed closer to 4,000”—or
roughly one-half that of the standard view.

“[S]o why the exaggerated numbers?” Mandel asks. He answers:

Because the tribunal wasn’t really interested in the murder charges. They were
after the big prize of genocide, a much more difficult case to make in these cir-
cumstances, so the higher the number of dead the better. My computer tells me
that the tribunal used 33 times more space in their judgment trying to establish
the genocide charge than the murder charge, even though the result for Mr. Krstic
would have been the same.”

The Srebrenica massacre took place in the month before Operation Storm,
Croatia’s devastating attack and ethnic cleansing of some 750,000 Serbs from the
Krajina, with over 1,000 civilians killed, including over 500 women and chil-
dren—no women and children were bussed to safety by the perpetrators, as
they were at Srebrenica—and more than 2,000 missing.” It is likely that more
civilians were killed in this campaign than following the fall of Srebrenica, but
this was given cursory treatment by the Western media, and has never been re-
garded as a case of “genocide.” On the contrary, the immediate and unrelenting
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focus on the fate of Srebrenica’s male population facilitated this U.S.-approved
and supported cleansing campaign. Cees Wiebes recounts an occasion in Au-
gust 1995, when the “[UN Military Observers] in Zagreb organized a press con-
ference on large-scale human rights violations by the Bosnian Croats during the
recently completed Operation Storm (carried out with U.S. assistance). The
room was full of journalists and things were just about to start when an official
from the U.S. Embassy in Zagreb suddenly entered and announced that a press
conference was about to begin at the embassy where information would be re-
leased on aerial photos of possible mass graves around Srebrenica. The room
emptied immediately.””

Madeleine Albright’s performance before the Security Council had the same
diverting impact. On the afternoon when the Council met to adopt resolutions
on Croatia as well as Bosnia, Albright reminded the Council not to “forget the
tragedy and outrages perpetrated earlier in Bosnia against the eastern enclaves
of Srebrenica and Zepa...the magnitude of the suffering they caused...[as]
many as 13,000 men, women and children...driven from their homes....”” In
fact, she used the phrase “we must not forget” five different times during her re-
marks—each time directed at Srebrenica and Zepa and the Bosnian Serbs. The
“dead were not killed in the heat of battle, they were not killed in self-defence
and they were not killed by accident,” Albright insisted; “they were systemati-
cally slaughtered on the instructions of the Bosnian Serb leadership.” This is at
best a half truth as it is clear that unknown but large numbers were killed in bat-
tle. Furthermore, those killed in Krajina were not killed in the heat of battle, in
self-defense, or by accident, and the proof of the Croat leadership’s role in these
killings and the driving of many more than “13,000 men, women and children
from their homes,” with U.S. support, is clear.

In August 2005, Croatia’s government declared the tenth anniversary of Op-
eration Storm a “Victory and Homeland Thanksgiving Day.”* That is, Croatia
was officially celebrating the single largest ethnic cleansing in Europe since the
Second World War. Srebrenica was treated rather differently: In Bosnia on the
tenth anniversary of the Srebrenica massacre, dignitaries from Western states
and the UN gathered at the new Srebrenica Memorial at Potocari to solemnly
commemorate and “pay tribute to the victims of a terrible crime—the worst on
European soil since the Second World War” (Kofi Annan).” Can you imagine the
Western response if Serbia declared the tenth anniversary of Srebrenica a “Vic-
tory and Homeland Thanksgiving Day”? But nobody in the West noticed the
Croatian declaration, just as annual celebrations of Operation Storm during pre-
vious years had been unremarked.

The -asymmetry in how the Srebrenica massacre and Operation Storm have
entered the Western canon is enlightening. Srebrenica is regularly described as
the “worst atrocity in Europe since the Second World War”—this formula is
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routine. As regards Operation Storm, at an August 2005 ceremony in Belgrade to
mark its tenth anniversary, Serbian Prime Minister Vojislav Kostunica referred
to it as the “biggest ethnic cleansing since World War Two,” and nobody has
put forward a claim of a larger forced transfer during the Balkan wars. Howev-
er, as the tenth anniversaries of both events came and went in 2005, the English-
language print and wire services referred to Srebrenica as the worst atrocity (or
greatest massacre) in Europe since the Second World War literally hundreds of
times; whereas the same print and wire services carried a description of Opera-
tion Storm as the greatest expulsion or transfer or ethnic cleansing in Europe
since the Second World War a grand total of fifteen times, and but twice in
print, none in the United States or Britain.” Srebrenica is almost never men-
tioned without defining it as Europe’s worst massacre since the Second World
War, whereas Operation Storm is virtually never described as Europe’s largest
ethnic cleansing since the war. Once again, political bias on the worthiness and
unworthiness of the victims dictates attention and indignation.

Another point worth noting is that Operation Storm was very much a return
to Second World War-style ethnic cleansing and mass murder, when the Axis-
created Independent State of Croatia (1941-45), headed by Croatian fascist Us-
tashe leader Ante Pavelic, slaughtered hundreds of thousands of Serbs (and
many Jews and Gypsies), while large numbers also died in fighting or fled. As
Nebojsa Malic has noted, although it took half a century for Serb numbers to re-
cover from this wartime decimation, the newly independent Republic of Croat-
ia was able to carry out another series of decimation operations with critical
U.S. aid in the years 1992-95, with its culmination in Operation Storm. “Tudj-
man made Pavelic’s dream to rid Croatia of Serbs a reality,” Malic writes. “It
seems everything is in the choice of allies.”” And dependent on the silence and
de facto cooperation of the humanitarian interventionists and international
cominunity.

6. The Bosnia ‘Genocide’ Hangs on Despite Painful Revisionism from
within the Establishment

Accusing critics of “denying” atrocities is a popular technique of derogation.
Another tested device is to charge them with “revisionism.” Every time asser-
tions of fact move closer to unwanted truths, the moral and emotional bona
fides of the “Holocaust” are raised as-if a-shield to deflect them aside. When one
of the present authors began writing critically about the role that Camhodia un-
der the Khmer Rouge was playing in the “reconstruction of imperial ideology,”
it became clear that to raise doubts about the uses to which widely circulated
and sometimes dubious information was then put would be met with the charge
of “apologetics for Pol Pot” and worse.” Three decades ago, it was argued that
“The propaganda system has been committed to eke what profit it could from
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the misery of Cambodia. Questions of truth are secondary.”” The treatment of
Yugoslavia since 1991 corroborates this criticism in full. After the forensic inves-
tigators who followed NATO into Kosovo unearthed dramatically fewer bodies
than anticipated, Michael Ignatieff, writing in the New York Times, dismissed
as “revisionist” anybody who, on the basis of this lack of evidence, concluded
that NATO had lied.® Rather than answer the critics, the critics were dismissed
with a rhetorical ploy.

Charges that Bosnian Serbs or ethnic Serbs in general had perpetrated crimes
against humanity and genocide were made early and often during Yugoslavia’s
breakup. A critical pillar of support for these charges was the number of Bosni-
an Muslim civilians alleged to have been killed by Serbs, their fate regularly de-
scribed in the most lurid fashion. “Genocidal Serb aggression began in Croatia
in the summer of 1991... [then] moved to Bosnia in [the] spring 1992 and esca-
lated sharply,” U.S. Representative Frank McCloskey (D.-IN) wrote on New
Year’s Eve 1992. «“Serb forces in Bosnia have killed between 128,000 and 200,000
persons—almost one in 10 Bosnian Muslims.” Attending talks in Geneva during
the first week of 1993, Bosnian Muslim President Alija Izetbegovic repeated the
200,000 figure, and added that the Muslim women of Bosnia had been subject-
ed to the “most massive raping in human history.” Speaking in Washington D.C.
shortly thereafter, he repeated the 200,000 figure again; in remarks before the
Carnegie Endowment, he stated that “In the last nine months, more than
+ 200,000 people have been killed in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which means approxi-
mately almost 1,000 per day.”® Within forty-eight hours, Izetbegovic’s claim had
been reported by the Washington Post, National Public Radio, Associated Press,
the London Independent, and the New York Times.

Coming just months after the previous summer’s reports of Serb-run concen-
tration and even death camps, and deposited within a journalistic setting
primed to believe the worst horrors about Serbs, the 200,000 figure soon became
a floor below which estimates seldom dipped, but frequently exceeded.
(Richard Holbrooke opens To End A War with the assertion that “Between 1991
and 1995, close to three hundred thousand people were killed in the former Yu-
goslavia,” and he continued to repeat the 300,000 figure in the days after Milo-
sevic’s death.) The gullibility quotient was very high, despite the fact that the
numbers were unverified and emanated from a biased source that regularly dis-
informed as it strove to gain Western interventionary support. Many journalists
embraced the disinformation. “There is no attempt here to be objective towards
the perpetrators of Bosnia’s ethnic carnage or those who appeased them,” Ed
Vulliamy proclaimed at the outset of his book Seasons in Hell, which proceed-
ed to find “echoes” and “political resonances” with the “Nazi project” every-
where the Serbs took up arms; by July 1993, Vulliamy added, the Serb project had
produced “hundreds of thousands of Muslims dead....” “The Serbs came, they
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slaughtered, they conquered, while the world looked on,” David Rieff stated in
1995. “As I write, the genocide is all but complete.”®

Language and imagery derived from the Nazi’s attempt to destroy Europe’s
Jews were applied on a regular basis to events in Bosnia from the summer of 1992
onward, then reprised in Kosovo beginning in early 1998 (see section 10). In both
accounts the perpetrators and victims were defined according to ethno-religious
categories: Serbs against “Bosniaks” and “Kosovars.” Armed conflicts were trans-
lated into strictly racist pogroms; victory lay not in the surrender of an enemy
but in the cleansing or purifying of the victim-race from the Serbs’ living-space.
The series of indictments of Milosevic et al. for Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo il-
lustrate well the role that the example of the Nazis played for the ICTY, and
shared by historians and journalists. Thus the two indictments for Bosnia por-
tray the civil wars from their very inception as one gigantic, ethno-religiously
motivated conspiracy carried out by Serbs against the rest of Yugoslavia’s peo-
ples: “The purpose of this joint criminal enterprise was the forcible and perma-
nent removal of the majority of non-Serbs, principally Bosnian Muslims and
Bosnian Croats, from large areas of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. .. .

Counts 1 and 2 of the Bosnia indictments charge Milosevic et al. with “geno-
cide or complicity in genocide,” based on an assumed 200,000 or more deaths
in the context of a series of civil wars. Lower estimates by others with intelli-
gence access, such as that by former State Department official George Kenney,
who put the total “in the tens of thousands, including civilians,” were ignored.

However, in conflict with the party line, researchers for the Demographic
Unit of the Prosecutor at the ICTY, and with the Sarajevo-based Research and
Documentation Center, independently produced estimates of total war-related
deaths on the order of 100,000 on all sides. In the first study, by Ewa Tabeau and
Jakub Bijak, only some 55,000 deaths out of a total of 102,622 were found to have
been civilians, including over 16,000 Serbs; the remaining 47,000 deaths were
members of military groups.® In the ongoing work of the second, a group of
some twenty researchers headed by the Bosnian Muslim lawyer Mirsad Tokaca,
the total number of deaths caused by Bosnia’s civil wars have been estimated at
97,207 on all sides, of which 57,523 were soldiers at the time of death, and 39,684
civilians.* These most certainly are not negligible numbers. But they are far less
dramatic than 200,000 Bosnian Muslim deaths (or more), and far less satisfac-
tory if one is eager to make a case for “genocide,”and to justify the intense fo-
cus on this theater of conflict as opposed to others, some of which have seen
mortality rates running to seven digits.” Also, though Bosnian Muslim civilian
deaths were possibly twice that of Serb deaths (or approximately 31,000), some
of the Muslim deaths occurred in fighting between Croat and Muslim forces as
well as intra-Muslim fighting.® Furthermore, 16,000 Serb civilian deaths are not
negligible—indeed, this fact alone contradicts the party line implic4tion that the
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Serbs were uniquely killers and not major victims. As we show later (section 9),
the number of Serbs who remain uprooted by these conflicts exceeds that of any
other ethnic group; and the number of Serbs denied the chance to return to ar-
eas from which they were driven dwarfs their rivals.

The substantial downward revision of war-related deaths in Bosnia came as_
a shock to the media and commentators long versed in repeating cliché lies. On-
ly grudgingly have the inflated figures begun to give way to the more authorita-
tive 100,000; and rare is the admission that years of erroneous reporting require
a fundamental rethinking about the nature of what had been reported before.

Most incorrigible of all has been what we call the Bosnia genocide lobby—a
set of institutions and individuals funded by Western governments, the parti-
san billionaire George Soros, and the established NGO-networks, whose mem-
bers see their task as guarding the standard narrative against serious challenges.
For the lobby, the ultimate authority on whether Serbs committed “genocide” in
Bosnia is the ICTY, an “international court established by the United Nations”—
hence regarded as an independent body, despite massive evidence to the con-
trary (see section 4 and section 7). The lobby’s members regularly use the charge
of “denial” and.“revisionism” to deride any questioning of the party line, treat-
ing skepticism as intolerable. While such techniques have worked in regards to
the Srebrenica massacre, the findings of Tabeau and Bijak as well as the Research
and Documentation Center are harder to dismiss as “revisionism,” much less
“denial.” In this case the chosen route has been silence, a route also taken by the
mainstream media.

To test this, we ran database searches of fourteen different English-language
print media for mentions of the principals identified with this research (Ewa
Tabeau, Jakub Bijak, and Mirsad Tokaca) in connection with their important
findings.* Through May 2007, there had been only one mention anywhere in our
media universe: The February 13, 2006 London Independent reported that “Mir-
sad Tokaca, the head of the Centre, funded and financed by Norway, finalised a
list of 100,000 citizens of Bosnia killed in the war.”* Despite the heavy use of
the earlier high numbers, and the important conclusions that they supported,
these new research efforts were not found to be newsworthy. Even when the Re-
search and Documentation Center released its updated work in a June 2007 doc-
ument titled the Bosnian Book of the Dead, the same print media devoted a to-
tal of 251 words to the event, despite veteran researcher Patrick Ball’s assess-
ment that the data are “better than any I've worked with so far.”® But like all
previous downward revisions, the latest told the wrong story.

Following the death of Slobodan Milosevic in March 2006, the present au-
thors carried out a series of database searches to determine which death tolls
were then being reported for the wars in Bosnia or the former Yugoslavia alto-
gether.” We found that the inflated figure of 200,000 or something greater was
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used in at least 202 different items (i.e., news reports, obituaries, editorials, and
op-eds), and the more recent establishment finding of 100,000 in only 13. In at
least 126 different items the death toll was reported to have been 250,000 (99
items in all) or 300,000 (27 items). For the U.S. media alone the ratio was 76 to
2 in favor of the higher numbers rendered obsolete by the new establishment
studies. It is testimony to the deep-seated bias of the media that the death toll
issued by relatively scholarly establishment sources was not yet able to displace
the old and higher figures whose origins date back to Bosnian Muslim officials
not noted for scruple. The journalists hate to abandon numbers that have fitted
their biases so well.

In another egregious case, during a guest appearance on PBS’s Charlie Rose
Show in June 2007, ICTY chief prosecutor Carla Del Ponte stated that “more than
300,000 civilians had died as a result of the wars in Croatia, Bosnia, and Koso-
vo, deaths the responsibility for which she attributed to Slobodan Milosevic. As
a purveyor of the standard narrative, and herself a chief protagonist in the
West’s intervention in the former Yugoslavia, Del Ponte can get away with in-
tellectual murder here and anywhere else. (For her remarks on NATO’s inno-
cence of any war crimes in its 1999 bombing war, see section 4.) Rather than rec-
ognizing the deeply political nature of Del Ponte’s office and calling her to ac-
count for such outlandish assertions, Rose introduced her as a “relentless pur-
suer of justice,” and treated her with groveling respect.”

We find it interesting that in the West, the million or more Iraqi deaths from
the “sanctions of mass destruction” and the hundreds of thousands of Iraqi
deaths that have followed the 2003 U.S. invasion are never presented as “geno-
cide” or events that “we must not forget,” and don’t merit the indignation of Ed
Vulliamy, David Rieff, Samantha Power, and the mainstream media. The driving
out of 250,000 Serbs from Croatia, and killing several thousand of them, doesm’t
even rate the designation of “ethnic cleansing,” let alone genocide. The hun-
dreds of thousands of Serbs killed by the Independent State of Croatia’s Ustashe
regime at Jasenovac and other prison camps during the Second World War—
some estimates run to 600,000%—and the 16,000 Serb civilians killed in Bosnia
1992-95 are effectively disappeared, while the 31,000 Muslim civilians killed in
the latter years are elevated to world class status as victims of genocide. In short,
these are words to be used only-when describing the crimes of U.S. enemies,
with suitable attention and indignation to be provided in parallel.

7. The Milosevic Trial

The fopr-year trial of Slobodan Milosevic was the culmination of ICTY ser-
vice to the NATO program in the Balkans. It was designed to show the world by
an elaborate procedure leading ultimately to the conviction of the top Serb lead-
er—the first head of state in modern times to be indicted, seized, and tried in
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this fashion—that the “judgment and opprobrium of history awaits the people
in whose name their crimes were committed,” as Secretary of State Lawrence
Eagleburger said in 1992.% As with the ICTY overall, this trial was supposed to
“help shape how current and future generations view the wars and in particular
Serbia’s role in them,” as the advocates for this brand of “international justice”
at Human Rights Watch clearly understand.* This required the framing of in-
dictments around the Serbs’ unique guilt for wars dating back to the summer of
1991, when Slovenia and Croatia declared their independence, with NATO’s 1999
violation of the UN Charter vindicated on moral grounds that allegedly preempt
the Charter’s restrictions on the use of force.

But the ICTY’s assault on Milosevic started out clumsily, with the hasty in-
dictment for Kosovo in May 1999 clearly designed to meet a PR need by provid-
ing a distraction from NATO’s bombing of Serb civilian facilities—itself a viola-
tion of international law. Another problematic justice move was the kidnapping
of Milosevic and his shipment to The Hague in June 2001, in violation of Yu-
goslav Constitutional Court decisions. Justice was compromised further by the
belated extension of the indictments during Milosevic’s incarceration, first to
cover Croatia (October 8, 2001) and finally Bosnia (November 22, 2001).” The
last of these was especially important to the ICTY, as it made possible bringing
the charge of “genocide” against him for the first time. It was likely that this fol-
lowed from the court’s conviction of Radislav Krstic for “genocide” in the Sre-
brenica case three months earlier, and the prosecution’s assessment that a
charge of “genocide” would be impossible to sustain on the basis of events in
Kosovo alone, where the estimated toll from the seventy-eight-day bombing war
had fallen from a peak NATO charge of 500,000 Albanian deaths to well under
the final but still inflated estimate of 11,000.” There was also the problem that
NATO might have been responsible for as many Kosovo deaths as was the Serb
army, raising questions of why Milosevic but not Clinton and Blair should be in
the dock. This could be circumvented by linking Milosevic to Croatian and
Bosnian casualties, even if belatedly, and with evidence still to be gathered—but
in a justice system where charges often came first, with evidence hopefully to
follow, this was routine.

Even before the kidnapping and revamped indictments, and throughout the
trial, the proceedings were compromised by a steady barrage of ICTY prosecu-
tor and other officials’ public charges against the man on trial, a further demo-
nization process intended to build support for the ICTY and its operations, but
incompatible with a fair trial. However, it was compatible with the political pur-
poses of the trial, with the fact that finding Milosevic guilty was built into the
ICTY by design. As John Laughland points out, the ICTY is a “prosecutorial or-
ganization” whose “whole philosophy and structure is accusatory.” This is why
its judges gradually accepted a stream of rulings damaging to the defense and to
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the possibility of a fair trial—including allowing hearsay evidence, secret wit-
nesses, and closed sessions (the latter two categories applicable in the case of 40
percent of the Milosevic trial witnesses). ICTY rules even allow an appeal and re-
trial of an acquitted defendant—«in other words, the ICTY can imprison a per-
son whom it has just found innocent.”*

The trial moved ahead while the “evidence” was still being assembled. Most
of it was provided by scores of alleged witnesses to alleged crimes, a large ma-
jority of it hearsay, and almost none of it bearing on Milosevic’s decision-making
or distinguishing his actions from what could have been said against Izetbegov-
ic, Tudjman, or Bill Clinton. Laughland shows very persuasively that the inordi-
nate length of the trial was in no way related to Milosevic’s performance, a false
claim repeated many times by the mainstream media; it was based on the fact
that this was a political trial that inherently demanded massive evidence, and the
prosecution, struggling to make a concocted case plausible, poured it on, trying
to make up for lack of any evidence to support their charges by the sheer volume
of irrelevant witnesses who could testify to suffering during the civil wars.®

A key element in the prosecution case was the belated charge that Milosevic
was involved in a “joint criminal enterprise” (JCE) with Serbs in Croatia and
Bosnia to rid themselves of non-Serbs by violence, looking toward that Greater
Serbia. The JCE concept is not to be found in prior law or even in the ICTY
Statute. It was improvised to allow the finding of guilt anywhere and anytime.
You are part of a JCE if you are doing something bad along with somebody else,
or are attacking the same parties with somebody who does something bad. With
that common end you dor’t even have to know about what somebody else is do-
ing to be part of the JCE. Laughland has a devastating analysis of this remarkably
elastic doctrine, and notes that Milosevic probably would have been convicted
based on its catch-all—or catch anyone—expansiveness.® Of course it fits much
better the joint Clinton, Blair, and NATO enterprises in Yugoslavia, or the Croats’
U.S.-supported ethnic cleansing of Serbs from the Krajina in August 1995. But
there is nobody to enforce the JCE against them, whereas we have the ICTY to
take care of U.S. and NATO targets!

On the one hand, Milosevic won that trial in a substantive sense. In this vic-
tory, he was helped along by the fact that this was a political show trial, that the
case against him was laughable and much weaker than cases that might have
been brought against Clinton, Blair; Fudjrman; or Izetbegovic;-that it was badly
. mismanaged, and that despite a severe courtroom and media bias against him,
Milosevic was able to expose many of its vulnerabilities, which live on in the IC-
TY’s massive database—even if how the current generation views the trial has not
been shaped by them.

On the other hand, the ICTY not only killed Milosevic, but with the help of

the Western media and intellectuals his substantive victory remains missing and
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unaccounted for, while the demonization and the claims about his drive to cre-
ate a “Greater Serbia” stand tall.

8. Humanitarian Intervention, the Rise of al-Qaeda, and the Surge
of Islamic Fundamentalism in the Balkans

Completely ignored until the events of 9/11, another consequence of the hu-
manitarian wars in the Balkans was the stimulus they provided to Islamic fun-
damentalism and to the al-Qaeda network. Between the Soviet withdrawal from
Afghanistan in early 1989 and the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003, no other
theater of conflict inspired a greater commitment of Mujahedin and jihad re-
sources than wartime Bosnia. As we’ve seen, Izetbegovic had long advocated
an Islamic state in the Balkans; and both the Bosnian Muslim Army and later the
KLA used Mujahedin volunteers along with an organizational infrastructure
whose roots reached back to some of the major U.S. campaigns of the 1980s in
what Richard Aldrich calls an “Iran-Contra style operation” and “one of the dirt-
iest wars of the new world disorder.”* But the Clinton administration over-
looked the regressive ideology of its “assets,” and supported and participated in
the importation of vast guantities of arms and up to 4,000 Mujahedin to fight in
Bosnia," just as the Carter and Reagan administrations had done in Afghanistan
from 1979 on. This gave al-Qaeda a foothold in the Balkans. But more important,
it provided a rallying cry and recruitment tool that was unsurpassed until the
U.S. wars in Afghanistan and Iraq."™

These aspects of taking the side of the Bosnian Muslims have always been
awkward for the humanitarian war propagandists, but they became more so af-
ter 9/11. The U.S. government’s official 9/11 Commission Report claims that at
least two of the nineteen suicide hijackers, Nawaf al Hazmi and Khalid al Mi-
hdhar, both Saudis who perished when they crashed American Airlines Flight 77
into the Pentagon, “were already experienced mujahideen” who “had traveled
together to fight in Bosnia in a group that journeyed to the Balkans in 1995.”
More revealing was the itinerary of Khalid Sheik Mohammed, a Pakistani whom
the 9/11 Commission called the “mastermind” and “chief manager of the ‘planes
operation.”” Khalid Sheik Mohammed served at least two tours of duty in
Bosnia. “In 1992, KSM [Khalid Sheik Mohammed] spent some time fighting
alongside the mujahideen in Bosnia and supporting that effort with financial do-
nations,” and again in 1995 “to join the Bosnia jihad.”® The commission also re-
ported that Osama bin Laden’s “nétwork” included “a ‘services’ branch in Za-
greb” as well as “an office of the Benevolence International Foundation in Sara-
jevo, which supported the Bosnian Muslims in their conflict with Serbia and
Croatia. .., ”®

Despite the huge focus-on 9/11 and al-Qaeda, these links have seldom been
featured in the mainstream media. The Serbs, of course, were complaining about
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the brutality of the “foreign fighters” (or “Turks”) as early as 1992, including the
beheadings practiced against residents of Serb villages in eastern Bosnia, with-
in striking distance of the Srebrenica enclave; an official attempt by the govern-
ment in Belgrade to document these activities in the communes of Bratunac,
Skelani, and Srebrenica during the first twelve months of the war in Bosnia was
ignored when delivered to the Security Council in May 1993." Nor were the me-
dia and ICTY interested in them. Instead the focus of their concern was on
Bosnian Muslims as a unique victim category, and Clinton’s and the West’s gen-
erous if belated service to these underdogs.

Unquestionably, had such ties been traceable to Milosevic and the other
members of the “joint criminal enterprise,” Clinton, Blair, Del Ponte, Simons,
Vulliamy, and others would have featured them and drawn the appropriate con-
clusions about the forces of evil helping to “shape a new generation of terrorist
leaders and operatives” and “fuel the spread of the jihadist movement.”® But
given that the linkages were to the good guys, silence has prevailed.

9. The Impact of the "Humanitarian’ War

While the social costs borne by the so-called “transitional” countries of Eu-
rope were great, in the balance sheet of human development Yugoslavia’s civil
wars and the “humanitarian intervention” brought about the ultimate reversal.
Yugoslavia went from an upper-middle-income country of 23.8 million people
and a ranking of 34th in the newly minted Human Development Index (HDI),™
to a disappearance from the charts, not to be heard from since. Other European
countries whose 1990 HDI rankings were very near Yugoslavia’s were Czechoslo-
vakia and Hungary (slightly higher), and Portugal and Poland (slightly lower).
We recognize the problems caused by gaps in data about the former re-
publics/independent states for several years after 1990, and the risks inherent in
drawing comparisons between them and other countries not at war. Neverthe-
less, it is revealing that by 2004, Slovenia’s per-capita GDP and HDI ranking
were higher than for each of these four Furopean countries (the Czech Republic
taking the dissolved Czechoslovakia’s place), while the same measures for Croa-
tia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia lagged
far below, the latter two substantially so."

As for Serbia and Montenegro (which in 2007 no longer exists, just as Serbia
itself may soon undergo the ampuration of Kosoyo), though some “basic indica-
tors” began turning up for it at the UN Development Prog?am by 2001, at no time
was its HDI ranking estimated, and for years its data were consigned to the same
underworld of countries that includes Afghanistan, Irag, North Korea, Liberia,
and Somalia. This juxtaposition of the fates of the old Yugoslavia’s northwest
and southeast reminds us of a passage in Warren Zimmermanr’s Origins of a
Catastrophe, about how, “in their drive to separate from Yugoslavia>in the late
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1980s, the Slovenes “simply ignored the twenty-two million Yugoslavs who were
not Slovenes.” In Zimmermann’s judgment, “They bear considerable responsi-
bility for the bloodbath that followed their secession.” Alone among their
former brothers in unity, the Slovenes plucked the fruits of secession at their
ripest, largely escaping the civil wars of the 1990s. By 2006 they enjoyed per-
capita GDP that had climbed to 80 percent the EU’s average,™ full EU and NA-
TO membership (2004), and soon thereafter conversion to the euro (2007). And
in a supreme irony, Slovenia now contributes troops to at least four different
theaters occupied by NATO—Afghanistan, Iraq, Bosnia, and Kosovo (i.e., inside
Serbia)—and has “more troops abroad in NATO missions per capita than any
other member of the alliance.”"

Although the Republic of Serbia and ethnic Serbs in general remain the des-
ignated villains in the standard narrative of Yugoslavia’s dismantling, many of
the consequences of the wars contradict the role in which they’ve been cast.
Table 1 shows (in column 2) that as of the start of 2005, a full nine years after
Dayton, Serbia-Montenegro was the country of asylum for 276,683 refugees,
more than twelve-times as many as the next-highest, Bosnia-Herzegovina
(22,215); we also see that no other former republic hosted refugees in any signif-
icant number.

Table 1: Refugees and internally displaced persons in the former Yugoslavia,
as of January 1, 2005*

Column 1: Column 2: Column 3: Column 4:
Refugees by Refugees by Internally Total number of
country of country of displaced refugees and
origin asylum persons displaced persons
by host country
Bosnia-Herzegovina 229,329 22,215 309,240 331,455
Croatia 215,475 3,663 7,540 11,203
Macedonia® 5,106 1,004 — 1,004
Serbia-Montenegro 236,999 276,683 248,154 534,837
Slovenia 582 304 - 304

» Compiled from Nada Merheb et al., The State of the World’s Refugees 2006 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2006), annex 2, “Total population of concern to UNHCR, end-2004,” 211; annex 4, “Refugee popu-
lation by country of asylum,” 214-16; and annex 5, “Refugee population by origin, 1995-2004," 217-20.

® Refers to the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

What is more, Serbia-Montenegro hosted the third-highest refugee popula-
tion in the entire world (as a percentage of its total population), just behind
Chad, which happens to share a border with the three Darfur states in the west-
ern Sudan; Bosnia-Herzegovina ranked twenty-fifth overall, hosting only one-
fifth the Serbia-Montenegrin percentage of refugees." Taking into account both
refugees and internally displaced persons (columns 2 and 3), we see that Serbia-
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Montenegro was the host of 534,837 uprooted persons overall, 38 percent more
than Bosnia-Herzegovina, widely regarded in Western commentary as the sever-
est victim of the wars of “ethnic cleansing.”

A long-term pattern also appears evident: Some of the refugee and internally
displaced person crises in the former Yugoslavia were reversed over time; oth-
ers, however, proved more permanent. At the time of Dayton (December 1995),
769,753 refugees had fled from Bosnia, and 245,572 from Croatia;*® nine years lat-
er, the number of refugees from Bosnia stood at 229,329, a reduction of 70 per-
cent; Croatia’s was 215,474, a reduction of only 12.3 percent. Clearly large num-
bers of refugees have been returning to Bosnia, but very few to Croatia. This sug-
gests that some “ethnic cleansings” may reach much more deeply into the fabric
of Balkan history than others.

In the most dramatic case, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UN-
HCR) once boasted that the 1999 “Kosovo crisis produced possibly the fastest
mass exodus and rapid return of refugees in modern history,” when some
“860,000 ethnic Albanian Kosovars fled or were deported to neighbouring states
within weeks [of the onset of NATO’s war] and then returned just as quickly lat-
er in the year.” But, the UNHCR added, the “first exodus-return of ethnic Alba-
nians [was] followed by a second massive flight of 230,000 Serbs and Roma as
the fortunes of war changed dramatically”—and just like the refugees who fled
Croatia through 1995, very few of these have returned to Kosovo. Once again,
this suggests that some “ethnic cleansings” are more reversible than others; and
that in the former Yugoslavia, the deciding factors are not only the ethnicity of
the victims and perpetrators but also whether foreign powers advocate on their
behalf—and if so, which foreign powers. Is it not odd that the one republic
which allegedly organized the wars of ethnic cleansing has suffered the greatest
long-term refugee burden, and hosts the greatest number of uprooted persons
overall?

NATO’s “humanitarian” war exacted no less fearful a toll. Aside from the per-
haps 1.5 million people uprooted during the three months it was waged, the ma-
terial damage was considerable. Serbia-Montenegro had already been subjected
to extensive sanctions dating back to May 30, 1992, along with highly theatrical
condemnation and isolation around the world. The ruthless bombing campaign
in 1999 not only killed and injured several thousand people (including large
numbers of Kosovo Albanians®), but.in a.targeting pattern-reminiscent of the
U.S. strategy during the first Iraq war,? it struck a severe blow to Serbia’s in-
frastructure (electrical plants, bridges, factories), causing yet more economic
hardship, unengployment and pollution. A postwar assessment by the UN En-
vironment Program identified at least four “hot spots”—in or near Pancevo,
Kragujevac, Novi Sad, and Bor, where oil refineries and petrochemical plants
had been destroyed.”
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Particularly hard hit were the provincial cities. “All our cities were bombed,
especially the cities where the opposition is greatest,” the mayor of Nis told the
Washington Post. “Now, how do you explain to the people who voted for demo-
cratic reforms, who rallied against Milosevic, how do you explain that, well, the
Western democracies bombed and killed you, and now they don’t want to help
you rebuild?” The same bewilderment was expressed by the mayor of Pancevo:
“NATO had to understand what they were doing to us, because these factories
were built by American and European firms. They could not have been ignorant
of the environmental damage.”* Of course NATO understood. But we are aware
of no advocate for this “humanitarian” war who has ever shown the slightest un-
derstanding that NATO’s target selection bore zero correlation to the plight of
the Kosovo Albanians. Or that its real purpose was progressively to disable Ser-
bian society at large, to take over Kosovo, and to effect regime change—all mis-
sions accomplished.

The June 1999 end of the war, the Security Council resolution and treaties
giving the Secretariat the power to establish a UN government in Kosovo, the
rapid return of the refugees, and the ouster of Milosevic in October 2000 were
all supposed to bring economic revival and democratic renewal. But none of it
happened. The neoliberal rules imposed by the new, NATO-friendly government
of Prime Minister Zoran Djindjic led to extensive privatizations and foreign
takeovers of business properties, layoffs, more severe unemployment, and neg-
ligible economic growth. As of 2006, Serbia’s GDP remained at only 60 percent
its 1989 level, when it was roughly the equivalent of Yugoslavia’s average, and
the republic still functioned as part of Yugoslavia’s integrated economy. Serbia’s
per capita GDP in 2006 amounted to only one-fifth that of Slovenia; and its un-
employment rate stood at 31 percent.” The government remains hostage to the
ICTY for failing to meet the quota of indictees that it ought to have arrested and
turned over for trial, one of the obstacles to the promised land of EU member-
ship (and possibly a further loss of independence). The largest vote-getter in
this badly splintered society is Vojislav Seselj’s Serbian Radical Party; in Jan-.
uary’s elections, his nationalist party received almost 29 percent of the vote,
more than any other in a campaign where the party platforms distinguished
themselves by whether they were “pro-Western” and “pro-EU” or pro-Serb.”

In the two regions that were the main supposed beneficiaries of humanitari-
an intervention, the result in one (Bosnia) has been a failed mini-state and NA-
TO-power neocolony, administered by a “High Representative” appointed by
the EU, with official unemployment around 45 percent and one-quarter of the
population living in poverty, splintered ethnically into two statelets that are
held in place by coercion only, and with much corruption and crime.” In the
other (Kosovo) the result is a failed province and further NATO-power neo-
colony, administered by a “Special Representative” appointed by the UN Secre-
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tary-General, with official unemployment at roughly 50 percent and massive or-
ganized crime, still seething with intense ethnic hostility, its internal ethnic
cleansers (Albanians) pressing for independence, but it is still occupied by NA-
TO, and home to perhaps the largest U.S. military base in Europe.”

In both of these regions, there has been top-down foreign rule; and in the name
of their captive populations a phalanx of administrators has imposed neoliberal
regimes without their subjects’ consultation. In both, moreover, privatization and
foreign investment are featured, along with glowing promises and poor results.
In both, the privatizations have been corrupt, contributing to clientalism, the
deepening of the informal markets of the war years, and the institutionalization
of organized crime, particularly in Kosovo. In the latter, we have a fear-dominat-
ed state “that is falling into the grip of Albanian organised crime gangs,” with “a
burgeoning trade in illicit petrol, cigarettes and cement. Prostitution and drugs
are also popular staples of the black economy.”* The “macroeconomic reforms”
imposed by the external rulers have indeed managed to “clear away the debris of
the formerly socialist economy and open up the [countries] to international mar-
kets and investment,” in the words of a former High Representative for Bosnia,”
and with clear application to both experiments in neocolonial engineering. But by
every decent measure of human development and liberation, these externally im-
posed regimes have been historic failures—except to the robbers.

The United States and Security Council, with Russia so far dissenting, are
pressing for a quasi- and Bosnia-like “independence” for Kosovo, with the clear
aim of eventual full independence from Serbia. This full independence will come
when Kosovo finally achieves the goal of being a “multi-ethnic society, govern-
ing itself democratically and with full respect for the rule of law,” in the words
of the UN’s Comprehensive Proposal for the Kosovo Status Settlement.”™ But un-
der NATO auspices, and after the impact of the NATO war, Kosovo has not on-
ly witnessed a huge ethnic cleansing of non-Albanians, but in March 2004 had
an outburst of Kosovo Albanian violence reminiscent of the German Kristall-
snacht. The remaining minorities in Kosovo are fear-ridden, and dissident Al-
banians dare not speak up.” Even the 2005 report by Kai Edie for the UN noted
that “the overall return process has virtually come to a halt,” and that “as many
or more Kosovo Serbs are leaving Kosovo than are returning.”* Yet we must have
independence for the Kosovo Albanians, and no partition of territory between
Serbs and Albanians. And in-Bosnia we st keep the thrée hostile nations to-
gether under one “multi-ethnic” roof, even though this doesn’t work, and they
dom’t want it. The arbitrariness and irrationalities here boggle the mind. But as
the under secretary of state for political affairs explained to Congress in April,
“The cornezstone of [U.S.] policy in this region has long been the promise of in-
tegration of the Balkan countries with NATO and the European Unlon »5 And
as always, what the United States says, goes.
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We should recall here President Clinton’s statement in April 1999 that what
“we and our allies have been fighting for in the Balkans is the principle of mul-
tiethnic, tolerant, inclusive democracy,” and “against the idea that statehood
must be based entirely on ethnicity.”* It is understandable that neither the
politicians, media pundits, nor humanitarian intervention intellectuals refer
back to this claim and discuss it in evaluating the war itself, their analysis of the
case for humanitarian war, and the prospects of Kosovo. In fact, they have all put
the entire background into the black hole, except for snippets of misrepresent-
ed history of Serb villainy and Kosovo Albanian victimization.

10. The Role of the Media and Intellectuals in the Dismantlement

Media coverage of the Yugoslav wars ranks among the classic cases in which
early demonization as well as an underlying strong political interest led quick-
ly to closure, with a developing narrative of good and evil participants and a
crescendo of propaganda steadily reinforcing the good-evil perspective. This
was the case after the shooting of Pope John Paul Il in Rome in 1981, where du-
bious evidence of Bulgarian-KGB involvement was quickly accepted by the New
York Times and its mainstream colleagues, and only plot-supportive evidence
was of interest to the media thereafter. They remained gulled for years.

In the case of Yugoslavia, the gullibility quotient has been breathtakingly
high: Only material that conformed to the reigning victim-demon dichotomy
would be hunted down with tenacity and reported; material that contradicted
it, or that served to weaken and disconfirm it, would be ignored, discounted,
excluded, even attacked. In her Pulitzer Prize-winning “A Problem from Hell”:
America and the Age of Genocide, Samantha Power writes that by the spring of
1992 (the period of the earliest serious fighting in Bosnia), some U.S. diplomats
had become “eager to see a Western military intervention” there. But, she adds,
they “needed help from American reporters, editorial boards, and advocacy
groups,” and help wasn’t forthcoming. Everyone was too “even-handed” and
“neutral” (in Power’s judgment), and far too few portrayed the war “as a top-
down attempt by Milosevic to create an ethnically pure Greater Serbia,” reduc-
ing the likelihood of intervention.

And then in early August 1992,

the proponents of intervention within the U.S. government gained a weapon in
their struggle: The Western media finally won access to Serb concentration camps.
Journalists not only began challenging U.S. policy, but they supplied photograph-
ic images and refugee sagas that galvanized heretofore silent elite opinion. Cru-
cially, the advocates of humanitarian intervention began to win the support of
both liberals committed to advancing human rights as well as staunch Republican
Cold Warriors, who believed the U.S. had the responsibility and the power to stop
Serb aggression in Europe.™
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We believe that Power’s time-frame misdates the shift by Western intellec-
tuals and journalists into the good-versus-evil mode by 18-24 months. Never-
theless, her basic point is well-taken—and we find it amusing that she chose the
claim of Milosevic’s “attempt...to create an ethnically pure Greater Serbia” to
illustrate what from the standpoint of military interventionists was judged to be
lacking in media coverage. Something was required that was unambiguously
evil, and some power great enough to righteously smite it. Also simple storylines
and committed storytellers were needed. That is to say, propaganda and willing
propagandists, including politically attached journalists and intellectuals like
Samantha Power.

Power herself takes it as a self-evident truth that Milosevic initiated the wars
.in a quest for an “ethnically pure Greater Serbia,” a finding that, as we have
pointed out, is ideological history, denied even by ICTY prosecutor Geoffrey
Nice (see section 7). Power also refers to the importance of Western access to
Serb “concentration camps” and related “images,” “skeletal men behind barbed
wire” and “Holocaust echoes.” “Journalists generally reported stories that they
hoped would move Western policymakers, but pundits and advocates openly
clamored for more,” she notes. “The public commentary aided [pro-interven-
tion] dissenters within the bureaucracy. They began filtering much of what they
read and saw through the prism of the Holocaust.”>

Nowhere does Power contest the use of these emotionally laden words and
images for the events of 1992. She doesn’t mention that the Bosnian Muslims and
Croats also had such camps, which were of no interest to Western journalists,
although there is no evidence that abuses there were not at least as great as
those in Serb camps.™ She also fails to mention that the key “image,” that of the
emaciated Fikret Alic at Trnopolje, first circulated by the Independent Televi-
sion Network on August 6, 1992, and which Power says “concentrated grassroots
and elite attention and inflamed public outrage about the war like no postwar
genocide,”” was later revealed to have been staged. In fact, it was taken not at
a “concentration” but a transit camp; Alic, the main subject of these images, had
been suffering from a long-term illness when he was found, and was unrepre-
sentative of the other prisoners who can be seen standing around him. Although
at the moment the images were recorded, a barbed-wire fence physically was
standing in between the camera and its subject, the barbed wire enclosed no
one at the camp; instead, the angle from Which the i images were recorded con-
veyed- the false impression that the subject was imprisoned behind barbed wire
at an encampment—hence the full-page “Belsen 92” story on the cover of the Au-
gust 7 Daily Mirror (London), and on the following week’s editions of
Newsweek and Time (August 17), among hundreds like them. This monumental
misrepresentation was a powerful propaganda instrument for the war-makers,
but it was the misrepresentation of fact that concentrated attention, along with
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the deliberate allusions to Nazi Germany—not the circumstances at the camp.'®
Years after its exposure, Samantha Power still fails to recognize that it was a
fraud.

We may note also that Samantha Power justified NATO’s 1999 bombing war
against Serbia on the grounds that it “likely saved hundreds of thousands of
lives.” “As high as the death toll turned out,” she writes, “it was far lower than
if NATO had not acted at all.” She then mentions “Serbia’s atrocities in Opera-
tion Horseshoe,” a campaign presumably preempted by NATO’s war, “ensuring
the return of 1.3 million Kosovo Albanians. ... ”* Actually, the death toll in Koso-
vo turned out to be low; perhaps when Power was writing her book, she still
took as truth the hugely inflated estimates of her government (i.e., “from a low
of 100,000. .. up to nearly 500,000”*?). She fails to note British Defense Secretary
George Robertson’s admission that the KLA killed more people in Kosovo prior
to the bombing war than had the Serbs; she overlooks the fact that so-called
“Operation Horseshoe” is well established as a fraud;** and she remains enam-
ored with NATO’s great “humanitarian” war of 1999, even though the 1.3 million
ethnic Albanians who returned to Kosovo after NATO stopped bombing were
the same 1.3 million who had been uprooted during the bombing. This is
Pulitzer Prize-winning work on a topic in which anything goes—as long as it
supports the standard narrative.

A Pulitzer Prize for international reporting on Yugoslavia was given to John
E. Burns of the New York Times in 1993 for his articles on the “destruction of
Sarajevo and the barbarous killings” in Bosnia, but especially for his articles pro-
filing the confessions of Borislav Herak, a Bosnian Serb who, after capture by the
Muslim side, admitted to large numbers of killings and rapes.** Burns took Her-
ak’s confessions at face value, but suppressed the fact that Herak had also ac-
cused the Canadian head of UNPROFOR, General Lewis MacKenzie, of rapes
and murders in a local brothel.** Mentioning this would have made Herak’s oth-
er confessions about killing and raping Muslims seem less credible, so Burns
simply avoided it. Several years later, Herak recanted and several of his alleged
victims turned up alive. But these revelations about Burns’s work during his
busy year in Bosnia never appear to have taken any shine off his Pulitzer.

Burns shared the 1993 Pulitzer for international reporting with Newsday’s
Roy Gutman, acclaimed for “reporting that disclosed atrocities and other human
rights violations....” Gutman was an early and energetic purveyor of the Serb
“concentration camps” story;¥ in Power’s “A Problem from Hell,” his work is
singled out for praise as among the most forceful to draw comparisons between
the Bosnian Serbs and the Nazis.* Gutman’s reporting was lurid and emotive,
as when he repeatedly used the term “death camps,” and told of prisoners
“slaughtered” by the thousands. But Gutman’s 1992 work on the camps was nev-
er based on direct observation, but rather alleged witness evidence that itself
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was frequently second- or third-order hearsay." In one of his more celebrated
dispatches, in the same week that the Fikret Alic photo went into circulation,
Gutman recounted some truly harrowing scenes described to him by the Bosni-
an Muslim Alija Lujinovic of “throats slit,” “noses cut off,” and “genitals
plucked out” at one of the camps. Then Gutman permitted this man he was in-
terviewing to confirm the story for him: “I saw it with my own eyes,” Lujinovic
said.™ .

Roy Gutman also led the charge over alleged Serb “rape camps” and rape as
a massive, deliberate, and uniquely Serb instrument of state policy, although he
carried out this campaign in close coordination with Bosnian Muslim and Croa-
tian propaganda agencies.” These charges reached a frenzied level in early 1993,
with the media and women’s groups mobilized and calling for action against
these horrors, and their service to the Serb demonization process rivaled that of
the Fikret Ali photo at Trnopolje. The number of Bosnian Muslim women al-
legedly raped by the Serbs ranged from 20,000 to 60,000 or more, based entire-
ly on a small number of claimed victims plus unverified hearsay and wild ex-
trapolation. One of the media agents for this story (Charles Lane) belatedly -
mentioned that “too many reporters quoted the Bosnian government’s patently
unconfirmable claim that 50,000 Muslim women were raped by the Serbs.”52 But
the media didr’t insist on confirmation—they sought emotionally supercharged
stories about atrocities, and only when the atrocities could be attributed to
Serbs. There is not a shred of evidence for the lower-end claim of 20,000 rapes.
Nor that the Serbs had established an “archipelago of sex-enslavement
camps...and program of systematic mass rape,” as the Crimes of Warvolume
maintains.” Nor that rapes by Serb forces were more substantial than by Bosni-
an Muslim or Croat forces—or anything more than crimes of opportunity. In
fact, the Serbs put together a larger dossier of hard evidence of rapes of Serb
women in the form of affidavits and documented testimonies than did the
Bosnian Muslims, but the media were not interested. As with every other major
theme of these wars, the rape allegations were a propaganda coup—and media
failure—of the first magnitude.*

A third Bosnian war-based Pulitzer was awarded in 1996 to David Rohde of
the Christian Science Monitor for his “on-site reporting of the massacre of thou-
sands of Bosnian Muslims in Srebrenica.” Rohde’s performance was reminiscent
of what we witnessed several years [ater In the interplay between the media and
official U.S. and UK claims about Iraq’s WMD programs and ties te al-Qaeda—
including Rohde’s closeness to official sources he cited but never named, and
his willingness to conduit their allegations. Starting out in Zagreb, Rohde was
prompted by’ “American officials” whom, he claims, faxed him “spy-satellite
photos” of the alleged sites of atrocities near Srebrenica and Zepa. In Rohde’s
first report on what he found there (August 18, 1995), he wrote that the “physi-
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cal evidence was grim and convincing,” and included a “decomposing human
leg protruding from the freshly turned dirt,” empty ammunition boxes, the scat-
tered personal effects of Muslims associated with Srebrenica, and human feces
and blood at a soccer stadium. For his second report one week later (August 25),
the Christian Science Monitor introduced it by saying Rohde’s previous account
had “confirmed U.S. charges of a massacre based on spy satellite photos.” Noth-
ing in Rohde’s first report had confirmed anything; and in this second report,
Rohde recounted the fanciful tale about how, on a trek to Banja Luka and Pale
to interview “Serbian refugees who had fled Croatia,” he had gotten lost but
ended up “near the area shown in the photos” that had been faxed him earlier.

Rohde’s next major reports (October 2 and 5) were built out of interviews
with displaced persons in Muslim-controlled Tuzla. But now he added the au-
thority of “senior UN officials close to The Hague-based International War
Crimes Tribunal” who, he wrote, “confirmed the findings” of Rohde’s original
August 18 report, and told him that an “overwhelming amount of physical evi-
dence of what could be the single largest war crime in Europe since World War
II lies along a 20-mile network of roads in eastern Bosnia” (October 5).* But
though Rohde’s single decomposing human leg, of unidentified origin, and emp-
ty ammunition boxes, “confirmed” for his editors, the ICTY, and the Pulitzer
Prize committee, some 8,000 executions, mass graves near Srebrenica, and Eu-
rope’s worse massacre since the Second World War, other than repeating what
official sources within the prosecutorial nexus between the United States and
ICTY were alleging, and reporting that these same sources later “confirmed”
what turned up under Rohde’s byline, Rohde himself found nothing.

Reporting from Bosnia alone produced three Pulitzers in the 1990s (John
Burns, Roy Gutman, and David Rohde); if we add Samantha Power’s 2003 prize
for “A Problem from Hell,” which devotes a larger share of its approximately 620
pages to the former Yugoslavia than any other topic, four Pulitzers have been
awarded on the basis of these wars, twice as many as any other conflict during
the 1990s. The work of all four winners is replete with graphic accounts of atroc-
ities perpetrated by Serbs against Bosnian Muslims during the 1992-95 war, Pow-
er’s 2002 book includes atrocities perpetrated by Serbs against Kosovo Albanians
as well. There is little or no interest in anything else; and all four violate every
principle of substantive objectivity. Pulitzers for work in Yugoslavia at least show
a consistency in service to U.S. policy, if not to truthfulness and integrity.

Burns and the New York Times maintained that the confessed crimes of
Borislav Herak were a microcosm of the whole, and showed what the civilized
world was up against in Bosnia. It is not clear how this one villain and his acts—
which turned out to be fabricated—provided the basis for such generalizations,
or why anyone should assume that in a civil war these kinds of horrors would
be confined to one side but not the other. But where there is a strong demand
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for stories about the atrocities and uniquely evil and threatening nature of an of-
ficial enemy, Western journalists have never been shy about supplying them.

An even more dramatic case concerns the well-publicized videotape of the
execution of six Bosnian Muslim captives by the “Scorpions” unit affiliated
with Bosnian Serb forces some time in the summer of 1995. This video was in-
troduced during the defense phase of the Milosevic trial.* Although immedi-
ately called “sensationalism” by the amicus curiae attorney Steven Kay, and
never admitted as evidence at trial, its mere showing was widely taken as proof
of Milosevic’s responsibility for the events depicted in it, as well as the larger
Srebrenica massacre. Tim Judah and Daniel Sunter called the video the “smok-
ing gun”—*the final, incontrovertible proof of Serbia’s part in the Srebrenica
massacres in which more than 7,500 Bosnian Muslim men and boys were mur-
dered.” The New York Times noted that “reporting about the video has domi-
nated mainstream news media. Analysts say the cassette is the most significant
piece of evidence to shape Serbian public opinion since the end of the Balkan
wars of the 1990°’s.” The event “ripped away the veil of secrecy and denial of
Serbian military gperations in Bosnia during the 1992-95 war, particularly the
massacre of as many as 8,000 Muslim men and boys in and around Srebrenica,”
the Washington Post reported. “No longer was it possible to label atrocity tales
as Bosnian Muslim propaganda amplified by inventive foreign correspondents,
as many Serbs had done for a decade.” As in the Burns-Herak case, or Gut-
man’s use of atrocity stories told by camp survivors, the assumption that one
can generalize from these six killings, which took place over a hundred miles
from Srebrenica, and where the integrity of the tape has been challenged, to the
alleged execution of 7,500 or 8,000 Muslim males at Srebrenica, is more than
problematic.

It is also revealing that comparable videotapes showing Bosnian Muslim or
Croatian perpetrators of atrocities against Serbs exist but have drawn minimal
attention, led to no broad generalizations, and were of little interest to the IC-
TY. The most notable are the tapes of killed and beheaded Serbs proudly shown
by Naser Oric, the Bosnian Muslim commander at Srebrenica, to Western re-
porters while his forces still had their base there. As Bill Sc}u]ler of the Toron-
to Star wrote: :

I sat in his living room, watching-a-shockirg vides version 6f What might have
been called Naser Oric’s Greatest Hits. There were burning houses, dead bodjes,
severed heads and people fleeing. Oric grinned throughout, admiring his handi-
work. “We ambushed them,” he said. The next sequence of dead bodies had been
done in by expioswes “We launched those guys to the moon,” he boasted. When
footage of a Bulletmarked ghost town appeared without any visible bodies, Oric
hastened to announce. “We killed 114 Serbs there.” Later there were celebrauons
with singers with wobbly voices chanting his praises.'*
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Visits to Naser Oric’s residence were reported once by John Pomfret in the
Washington Post, and twice by Schiller in the Toronto Star,” but the subject
was quickly dropped and led to no reflections on what it implied about the na-
ture of the Bosnian Muslims, let alone inferences about other mass killings by
this proud warrior, or about his superiors back in Sarajevo. It is also of interest
that despite this tape and admitted killing of 114 Serbs in just one place, Oric
was not indicted until 2003, and then only on the relatively minor charges of
mistreatment of prisoners and failure to restrain the soldiers serving under
him.®

And there are other tapes. In early August 2006, Serbian and Croatian televi-
sion began playing videotapes that allegedly depict scenes shot at various stages
of Operation Storm. One shows the “Croatian army’s ‘Black Mamba’ unit and
the Bosnian military’s ‘Hamze’ squad killing and abusing Serb soldiers and civil-
ians.” A second shows the Army of Bosnia and Herzegovina Fifth Corps Com-
mander Atif Dudakovic “ordering his troops to torch Serb villages in north-
western Bosnia in September 1995. ‘I’'m ordering the village to be
torched....Torch everything without exception,” Atif Dudakovic...shouted in
the film that showed houses in flames.” A BBC report translated Dudakovic or-
dering; “[BJurn that village....Burn, burn everything....Go on, burn everything
in your wake!” But when asked during its weekly press briefing whether the Of-
fice of the Prosecutor (OTP) “was conducting an investigation” into these mat-
ters, spokesman Anton Nikiforov “stated that it was regrettable that the tape
had surfaced now just as the OTP had finished its investigative mandate.”
Through early 2007, the ICTY had not indicted Dudakovic, although Sefik Alic,
a subordinate of Dudakovic who also appears in the video, has been arrested on
charges related to it."® Is it not interesting how videotapes such as these, and
Naser Oric’s impressive series, are not “important” to the ICTY or Western me-
dia and humanitarian war intellectuals, in contrast with the Scorpions tape, and
allegedly come too late for action, just as the long-awaited (and perhaps nonex-
istent) indictments of Tudjman and Izetbegovic were never served during their
lifetimes?

This all follows a broad pattern in the coverage and treatment of Yugoslavia,
where only evidence fitting the accepted demon-victim design would be looked
for and reported, and with the gullibility quotient exceedingly high. This is why
the early claim of 200,000 or more-Bosnian Muslim deaths was quickly institu-
tionalized around the start of 1993, and why the eventual finding of only some
100,000 deaths on all sides by ICTY and NATO-government sponsored sources
has only slowly, incompletely, and reluctantly crept into the media. It is why the
official U.S. claims of 100,000, 225,000, and 500,000 Kosovo Albanian male
deaths during the seventy-eight-day bombing war have never been ridiculed,
and why the eventual finding of only some 4,000 bodies after one of the great
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forensic searches of all time has not been publicized and analyzed, along with
the claim of “genocide” in both Bosnia and Kosovo.* It is why George Robert-
som’s statement that the KLA had killed more people in Kosovo than the Yu-
goslav government prior to the bombing war, and the evidence of U.S. support
for the KLA during the prewar struggle, has not been reported in the New York
Times (etc.). Such information would undercut the institutionalized claim that
the NATO war was based on unprovoked genocidal acts by the Serbs.

You won’t read in the New York Times (etc.) that the Romani and Ashkali
minorities still living in Kosovo are exceedingly worried about the prospects of
independence to Kosovo with full Kosovo Albanian control. They were never
ethnically cleansed by the Serbs, but they have been relentlessly attacked in
NATO-occupied Kosovo with the former KLA now in the police force. Under
NATO authority some 12,500 Roma homes were destroyed by the returning
Kosovo Albanians, and as Paul Polansky reports, “The massive ethnic cleansing
and internal displacement of Roma in Kosovo. .. translates to a decrease of 75%
of the prewar Romani population, primarily in the summer months of 1999 when
the triumphant ethnic Albanian population (re)possessed Kosovo under the pro-
tection of KFOR [Kosovo Force] ‘peacekeeping’ forces. These vast numbers of
frightened and desperate Roma were driven from Kosovo in spite of the fact that
there were over 300 international NGQOs providing humanitarian aid and assis-
tance on the ground in Kosovo during this period.” Polansky believes that “in-
dependence” will result in the flight of most of the remaining Roma from Koso-
vo.* But this doesn’t fit the narrative, so it isn’t news fit to print.

It is also worth repeating that the stunning abandonment of the ctucial
charge about the Milosevic-Serb drive for a “Greater Serbia” by the ICTY pros-
ecutor during the Milosevic trial on August 25, 2005, was never reported in the
New York Times or elsewhere in the mainstream media: and as we have noted,
the charge remains intact as a truth in the media and among human rights in-
tellectuals, even though never really believed by the prosecutor. They need it,
just as they must stay away from the real and large-scale ethnic cleansings in
Croatia and Kosovo by the good guys and the evidence that the charge of “geno-
cide” in both Bosnia and Kosovo Was based on hugely inflated and one-sided
claims.

Another anomaly in the demonization process is that despite the claims of
Milosevic’s ultra-nationalist and killer-manager role, during the long trial and in-
tense search for his ugly words and orders to kill, nothing was uncovered: Not
one line in which he displayed a hatred and intolerance towards members of the
other “nations” in Yugoslavia or a single order to commit criminal acts. The claim
of Ed Vulliamythat Milosevic and his wife spoke contemptuously of “mongrel
races” is almost certainly disinformation.’ Tudjman and Izetbegovic did make
explicit statements that betrayed their eagerness and intent to get rid of the Kra-
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jina Serbs (Tudjman) and unwillingness to accept any “non-Islamic political in-
stitutions” within Bosnia (Izetbegovic). But these statements were by clients of
the West, hence any of their remarks about ethnically cleansable races and mon-
grel political institutions are not cited by Marlise Simons and Ed Vulliamy or
used by the ICTY to prepare indictments for a “joint criminal enterprise.”

The ICTY was a PR and faux-judicial arm of NATO, designed to serve its
diplomacy and war, as was even acknowledged by former State Department
lawyer Michael Scharf: “The tribunal was widely perceived within the govern-
ment as little more than a public relations device,” and a “useful policy tool” that
could be used to “isolate offending leaders diplomatically...and fortify the inter-
national political will to employ economic sanctions or use force.”® Scharf of
course saw nothing wrong with creating and using this tool for U.S. political
ends, and neither did the mainstream media and humanitarian war intelligentsia.
The ICTY was a weapon of the good guys, therefore politicization and an aban-
donment of rules of decent judicial practice were ignored. It has been an abso-
lutely uniform practice of the U.S. media to treat the ICTY as an unbiased judi-
cial institution seeking justice. Its clear political role is so thoroughly accepted
and internalized it ism’t even noticed. The way the Western establishment media
treat the ICTY surely rivals the manner in which the Soviet media treated their
own show trials of 1936-37. (For a case study of the New York Times’s coverage
of the Milosevic trial that makes this point, see Edward S. Herman and David Pe-
terson, “Marlise Simons on the Yugoslavia Tribunal: A Study in Total Propaganda
Service,” ZNet, 2004, http://www.zmag.org/simonsyugo.html.)

The left and liberal media in the United States did little better than the main-
stream in reporting and analyzing the dismantlement of Yugoslavia; and they
sometimes did worse. For the most part they simply avoided the difficult ques-
tions. The demonization of the Serbs had worked well, had been implanted ear-
ly, and liberals and much of the left were swept along before they had thought
much about these events. By the late 1990s, In These Times replaced their out-
standing reporter and Balkans expert Diana Johnstone with Paul Hockenos, a
man who had worked for the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope in Bosnia and followed the mainstream narrative undeviatingly. Milosevic
stood on the verge of creating “an ethnically compact Greater Serbia,” Hockenos
wrote several weeks into NATO’s 1999 war. “In the course of three Balkan wars,
the Serbian leader has redrawn tlie region’s demographic map and destabilized
southeastern Europe for decades to come. ... Even if Serbia lies in ruin at his feet,
Milosevic stands as testimony that a fascistic policy of carving ethnic nation-
states from multiethnic countries is a viable project in contemporary Europe.”'*

Until the summer of 1999, The Progressive largely bypassed the former Yu-
goslavia. Its first major article was entrusted to Mary Kaldor (September
1993), a member of the “Europe begins in Sarajevo” school and later advocate
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for NATO’s 1999 war against Serbia. “The international community’s failure to
save Sarajevo and Bosnia-Herzegovina is a monumental betrayal of fundamental
human values,” she opened. Inverting reality, Kaldor found that the “interna-
tional community. .. has been completely unwilling. . . to intervene politically in
this war.” She thus missed the decisive earlier interventions that supported the
secessions and the perversity of the Badinter Commission’s rulings, among oth-
er matters. However, The Progressive did publish important critiques of NATO’s
1999 war as it wound down and shifted into the occupation phase, including a
fine statement by Ohio Representative Dennis Kucinich, one of the decent left
voices in American politics; it also published an analysis of the role that private
military corporations had played in arming and training “Clintor’s Contras,”
better known as the KLA.'

Aside from Alexander Cockburn, whose work on this front continues to
shine," The Nation suffered greatly from the fact that columnist Christopher
Hitchens had taken a dive by the early 1990s, just in time for this major Euro-
pean conflict; in one memorably bad passage out of dozens, Hitchens wrote that
these were wars “between all those who favor ethnic and religious partition and
all those who oppose it”—good versus evil, with the columnist distinguishing
himself by taking the side of the good.*®

The Nation has also suffered from the fact that its UN correspondent Ian
Williams not only counts himself a partisan of the humanitarian brigades but is
rabidly anti-Serb; the mix has produced a toxic mess. “Nor can [the conflict in
Kosovo] be treated as an internal Yugoslav affair,” Williams wrote as early as
March 1998, just after the ICTY’s chief prosecutor Louise Arbour had publicized
her first warning to the Serbs. “Belgrade’s behavior. .. is on the verge of trigger-
ing the duties of signatories to the Genocide Convention. Allowing Milosevic to
get away with his suppression of human rights in Kosovo in 1989 led directly to
the massacres in Bosnia by the cruel methods now employed in Kosovo.” Thir-
teen months later, Williams teamed-up with Bogdan Denitch to defend NATO’s
war. “Those who want an immediate NATO cease-fire owe the world an expla-
nation of how they propose to stop and reverse the massive ethnic cleansing in
Kosovo in light of Milosevic’s history as a serial ethnic cleanser and promise-
breaker,” they wrote. Later, while mocking the “apologists for genocide” (i.e.,
people who opposed NATO?s war) who had participated in a Nation Insti-
tute/Pacifica Radio “teach-in” in Los Angeles, Williams reminded his readers
that “Milosevic had started and lost one war in Slovenia and another in Croat-
ia, and had caused the deaths of a quarter of a million people in the inconclu-
sive Bosnian war....I am more concerned about deliberate genocide in Kosovo
than NATO accidents.”™ This material is breathtaking for its ignorance as well
as crude apologetics for imperial aggression and violations of the UN Charter
(and Williams is the Nation’s UN correspondent).
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Perhaps most disappointing of all, The Nation suffered from the fact that in
the late 1990s, its highly respected contributor and editorial board member
Richard Falk followed the pack regarding the circumstances in Kosovo, and even
went on to serve as an apologist for NATO’s 1999 war.” Falk was a principal in
the Independent International Commission on Kosovo, which was organized in
the immediate aftermath of the war by the government of Prime Minister of
Goran Persson of Sweden, and went on to coin the empire-friendly phrase “ille-
gal but legitimate” to sum up its take on the aggression.” In Bosnia, Falk writes,
“diplomatic responses exhibited an unwillingness to mount a credible interven-
tionary challenge to the Serbian operations,” as the UN “was severely limited by
its mandate of impartiality, an astonishing posture in view of the genocidal be-
havior on display.”” Falk appears unaware of the diplomatic responses of the
Clinton administration in sabotaging the Lisbon accord and its successors, and
its military responses in helping arm the Bosnian Muslims and Croatians and
helping bring thousands of Mujahedin to fight in Bosnia. He swallows the claims
of genocidal behavior (on one side only) in Bosnia just as he inflates it for Koso-
vo and ignores the facts about KLA killings in Kosovo and U.S. aid to the KLA
in the run-up to the bombing war. Here he was adopting a position similar to
the Kosovo Commission, which acknowledged that NATO’s war “was not legal
because it contravened the Charter prohibition on the unauthorized use of
force,” and expressed its concern over the “growing gap between legality and le-
gitimacy that always arises in cases of humanitarian intervention.” Nevertheless
it concluded that the illegality of NATO’s war proves that the law itself is “in-
adequate,” and emphasized the “need to close the gap between legality and le-
gitimacy,” as NATO’s need to wage “humanitarian” wars will continue to arise.™

But it was just as clear on March 24, 1999 (as it was on September 11, 2001, and
March 19, 2003) that—when it comes to questions of war and peace, U.S. pow-
er, and “why international law matters”™—for the left to reject a fixed, consen-
sually attained, rule-governed system in favor of flexible, ad hoc, readily manip-
ulable “norms” will bring about less a normative revolution than a counterrevo-
Iution. In other words, if you give the supreme international criminal an inch, it
will take a mile. We need look no further than the U.S. wars in Afghanistan and
Iraq to see what formulas like “illegal but legitimate” mean in real-world terms:
They offer neither an advance “beyond Westphalia,” to use a phrase popular
among the “humanitarian” war-sect, nor an end of impunity, but provide yet an-
other cover for the “option of preemptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to
our national security,” in the words of the September 2002 U.S. National Securi-
ty Strategy.’ «Old wine, new bottles,” as Noam Chomsky put it.”

The Nation did run an important article by George Kenney in June 1999, in
which he cited a U.S. official’s admission that the “bar” had been raised high
enough at the Rambouillet peace conference to assure rejection by the Serbs; as



-~

46 MONTHLY REVIEW / OCTOBER 2007

the official put it, the “Serbs needed a little bombing.” But by July 2003 the mag-
azine had regressed, devoting an issue to “humanitarian intervention” that in-
cluded no important dissident voice on Yugoslavia, but several party liners such
as Falk, Samantha Power, Mary Kaldor, David Rieff, and Swedish official Carl
Tham, all of whom had supported NATO’s 1999 war."”®

Sadly, truly left critiques of the foreign interference, military interventions,
and outright war and occupation that the former Yugoslavia has endured have
been scarce. One major exception was Z Magazine and the more encompassing
ZNet, which ran lengthy reviews of four outstanding critical works on Yu-
goslavia: Diana Johnstone’s Fools’ Crusade, Michael Mandel’s How America
Gets Away With Murder, Peter Brock’s Media Cleansing: Dirty Reporting, and
John Laughland’s Travesty.” Z also published a series of articles that called in-
to question the standard narrative and media coverage of Yugoslavia. Another
important exception was Monthly Review and its affiliated Monthly Review
Press, which published Johnstone’s book in the United States, had a strong trio
of critical articles during the NATO bombing war in 1999 (“Forget humanitarian
motives. This is about U.S. global hegemony.”®), and in the following year ran
John Rosenthal’s rejection of the “hyperinflationary use of the term ‘genocide’”
to mobilize the “humanitarian” brigades.® Jean Bricmont’s recent Humanitarian
Imperialism takes up the same torch.™ MR’s editorial comments have also been
highly critical of Western policies in Yugoslavia, recognizing their place in the
wider process of imperialist expansion. One more exception to this left failure
was CovertAction Quarterly, which had a series of critical articles by Diana
Johnstone, Sean Gervasi, several by Gregory Ehlich and by the present writers,
and articles by Karen Talbot, Michel Chossudovsky, and Michael Parenti.’

Despite these exceptions, the failure of the left in the United States and else-
where in dealing with Yugoslavia has been egregious, reflecting the power of the
standard narrative, while also reinforcing it.

11. Final Note

Yugoslavia’s breakup was driven by both internal and external factors. Of ma-
jor importance were the economic disparities that no amount of state planning
and redistribution ever countered. Over four decades, the rich regions grew
richer, and the poor poorer; and these disparities terided to-parallel Yugoslavia’s
. republican as well as its ethnic structures. The depression of the 1980s and the
loss of the wartime generation of leaders left fewer defenders of socialism as
well as federalism. Pressure for terminating both rose sharply in Slovenia and
Croatia; the republics of the haves no longer wanted the burden of the have-nots
and the federal structure that administered it. Contrary to the standard narra-
tive, the nationalisms of the Slovenes and Croats, coupled later with the aims of
the Izetbegovic faction in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Albanian nationalists within
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the impoverished province of Kosovo, proved more important to the whole pro-
cess than did the rise of Slobodan Milosevic or Serb nationalism.

But Western interference also contributed greatly to the dismantlement of
Yugoslavia. Slovenia and Croatia, then Bosnia-Herzegovina, and several years
later Kosovo—all were encouraged to “dissociate” (to use a term that was pop-
ular in Slovenia), and each recognized that the West, and in particular the Unit-
ed States, could be mobilized to their cause. By encouraging the secession of re-
publics, but flatly ruling out some comparable form of self-determination or se-
cession for the Serb minorities who feared for their security in the newly inde-
pendent states of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, Western powers ensured
that the conflicts would become open wars with all their brutality and ugliness.
Worse, by blocking settlements to these armed conflicts from Lisbon in early
1992 until Dayton in late 1995, and then again by crafting proposals to ensure Bel-
grade’s rejection at Rambouillet in early 1999, the United States and its allies
kept the first series of wars churning for four bloody years, while in the latter
case establishing the pretext for NATO’s war and takeover of southern Serbia.

When NATO started bombing what was left of Yugoslavia in March 1999,
foremost among the reasons Bill Clinton cited in justification of the war was “to
protect thousands of innocent people in Kosovo from a mounting military of-
fensive.” Jiirgen Habermas asserted that “[T]he intervening states are attempt-
ing to vindicate the claims of those whose human rights are being trampled by
their own government.” Vaclav Havel told the Canadian parliament that the
“war places human rights above the rights of the state...as both conscience and
international legal documents dictate.” At war’s end, Tony Blair added by way
of epilogue that “We now have a chance to build a new internationalism based
on values and the rule of law.” And in a commentary about the “need for time-
ly intervention by the international community when death and suffering are be-
ing inflicted on large numbers of people,” Kofi Annan admitted that the hu-
manitarian principle at stake here “will arouse distrust, scepticism, even hostil-
ity” in some quarters. But, he added, “on balance we should welcome it.”

But this entire intellectual and moral construct was a fraud; and that it found
as many advocates as-it did tells us more about the grip of imperial ideology, ig-
norance, and potent propaganda in the West than anything about the new
norms of the wished-for cosmopolitan order. In the very beginning were the big
lies about Milosevic’s “ultra-nationalism” and quest for a “Greater Serbia.” Once
established, the good-versus-evil dichotomy was reinforced by the discrimina-
tory rulings of the Badinter Commission and scores of Security Council resolu-
tions; by the creation of a political tribunal to punish the wicked and affirm the
justness of the intervening powers; by the telling evidence of which side NATO
bombed and which side it did not; and by years of news coverage and com-
mentary that took their cues from all of the above. The good-versus-evil di-
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chotomy—with NATO avenging the innocent, and now trying to liberate op-
pressed people and build states on two continents—may have suffered serious
blows when Croatia expelled Serbs from the Krajina in 1995 in what was nu-
merically the largest cleansing of the wars. And then again under the protection
of NATO from 1999 on, with Serbs and Roma fleeing Kosovo in the greatest eth-
nic cleansing as a percentage of a population these wars have seen. But, it was
reinforced by the events following the evacuation of the Srebrenica “safe area”
in July 1995, a symbol of ultimate evil that is recited time and again in the work
of the ICTY and the “never again” chorus.

When in late August 1995, Kofi Annan, an under secretary in charge of peace-
keeping, handed the “key” to NATO to launch a bombing war against the Bosni-
an Serbs, the UN transferred its exclusive Chapter VII right to make war to the
most powerful band of international aggressors and law-breakers the world has
ever known. So brazen was this coup against the charter that three years later,
as the same band of aggressors was threatening Serbia, it declared that it already
possessed the Chapter VII right to enforce a Security Council resolution de-
manding that “all parties. .. cease hostilities. .. in Kosovo.” And when one month
after the start of the bombing war, in April 1999, this band held its fiftieth an-
niversary summit in Washington, it told the rest of the world that from then on,
if it ever turns out that they want to make war, but fail to gain the Security
Council’s blessings, it won’t matter. They will still make war."

It should come as no surprise that political leaders of all kinds welcome
changes that weaken the constraints on their ability to act. Nor should anyone
be surprised by the intellectual labors in the contemporary era to distinguish the
justness of “our” interventions from the war crimes, crimes against humanity,
and genocide perpetrated by others. Some endeavors are as old as Adam; and
these truisms ring particularly true among the richest and most powerful states,
where the interests, motives, and above all resources to use force are heavily
concentrated, along with ever-growing opportunities and temptations.

We know of no instance in which advocates for “humanitarian” war and the
“responsibility to protect” recognize that the principles they expect the world
to embrace must apply equally to their enforcers as to the states they are to be
enforced against—or that, in Hans Kelsen’s words, “Only if the victors submit
themselves to the same law-which they wish to-impose upon the vanquished
States will the idea of international justice be preserved.”**

No humanitarian interventionist has ever suggested that the U. S and UK
threat and use of force against Iraq triggered a “responsibility to protect” Iraqis
from their invaders, or called for the use of force by a “coalition of the willing”
to bring to a halt the destruction that ensued—“until the Security Council has
taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security,” as Ar-
ticle 51 prescribes. On the contrary, the only “never agains” around which we’ve
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observed the “humanitarian” war-sect mobilizing are the ones that advance an
imperial agenda—never that run counter to it. The Bosnian Serbs, Yugoslavia in
Kosovo, and the Sudan in Darfur (to name three examples). But the focus is nev-
er on the United States in Vietnam and Iraq, Indonesia in East Timor, Israel in
the West Bank and Lebanon, or the NATO bloc collectively in Afghanistan.

In the International Committee of the Red Cross’s classic formulation (which
the present authors fully accept), humanitarianism is “impartial, neutral and in-
dependent,” and its sole “mission is to protect the lives and dignity of victims
of war and internal violence and to provide them with assistance.” What hu-
manitarianism clearly is not is war, and no truly liberal or leftist approach to the
issues of war and peace would ever forget this. But when it comes to the former
Yugoslavia, left and liberal voices led the way. Those on the left recognize the
enormity of the lying that helped insulate U.S. and UK policymakers during
their preparation to seize Iraqi territory, the depth of ideology required for ed-
ucated Westerners to speak of a “war on terror” or a “clash of civilizations”
without laughing, and so on. These lies and the structure of false beliefs that un-
dergird them haye not fared too well lately—at least to a point. In this respect,
the contrast with the as yet far more impregnable edifice of lies that serves and
protects the Western interventions in the former Yugoslavia—and which laid
the ideological foundations for the U.S. role in Iraq and for future so-called hu-

manitarian interventions—is stark indeed.
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Glossary

Badinter (or Arbitration) Com-
mission: Appointed by the Euro-
pean Commission in September
1991 for the purpose of arbitrat-
ing legal disputes related to the
crisis in the SFRY, with represen-
tatives from France (Robert Bad-
inter), Belgium, Germany, Italy,
and Spain. But the commission’s
ten opinions were deeply biased,
as they defined how foreign
powers wanted the dismantle-
ment of the SFRY to take place.
Rather than observing SFRY law
on the rights of self-determina-
tion and secession, Badinter ad-
vocated for a particular negation
of SFRY law. its opinions were the
EC’s legalistic defense of the dis-
mantlement of the unitary state.

Croatian Democratic Union
(HDZ): Nationalist Croat party
founded in the Republic of Croa-
tia by Franjo Tudjman in 1989.
Won a majority of parliamentary
seats in the April-May 1990 elec-
tions, and remained the ruling
party throughout the ensuing
wars.

Dayton Peace Accords (General
Framework Agreement for
Peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina):
Negotiated at the U.S. Air Force’s
Wright-Patterson base in Dayton,
Ohio, in November 1995, by
Richard Holbrooke, Alija Izetbe-
govic, Franjo Tudjman, and Slo-
bodan Milosevic, who then repre-
sented the Bosnian Serbs because
their leaders had been indicted by
the ICTY. Dayton partitioned
Bosnia-Herzegovina into three
separate ethnic mini-states under
a federal structure to be militarily
enforced by NATO and managed
politically by a High Representa-
tive appointed by the.European
Union, with the power to over-
rule the decisions of the peoples
of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Dayton
thus instituted a neocolonial
regime that sits atop an ethnical-
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ly partitioned suzerainty like that
foreseen by the Lisbon accords
(February 1992), but without the
foreign domination.

European Union (EU) (previous-
ly the European Community
[EC]): Formally came into exis-
tence in November 1993 under
the terms of the Treaty of Maas-
tricht (February 1992).

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(FRY, a.k.a., Serbia and Mon-
tenegro, “rump Yugoslavia”):
The successor state to the SFRY,
after four of the original six re-
publics declared their independ-
ence from the SFRY in 1991 and
1992. The FRY dissolved in June
2006, when Montenegro de-
clared its independence.

International Criminal Tribunal
for the former Yugoslavia (I1C-
TY): Founded by UN Security
Council Res. 827 (May 1993) for
the “sole purpose” of "prosecut-
ing persons responsible for seri-
ous violations of international hu-
manitarian law in the territory of
the former Yugoslavia....” The
ICTY has been a major instru-
ment of foreign intervention in
the former Yugoslavia. To the IC-
TY has fallen both the enforce-
ment and the doctrinal tasks of
“shapling] how current and fu-
ture generations view the wars
and in particular Serbia’s role in
them” (Human Rights Watch).

Alija 1zetbegovic (1925-2003):
One of the founders of the Bosn-
ian Muslim Party of Democratic
Action (SDA) in 1989, and the
_first president of the imdependent
state of Bosnia-Herzegovina
(1992-95).

JNA (Yugoslav People’s Army):
The federal army of the SFRY.

“Joint Criminal Enterprise”
(JCE): One of the two most basic
elements of the indictments of
Slobodan Milosevic et al. for the
wars in the SFRY; and within the
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ideological construct the ICTY en-
forces, it is regarded as a major
causal explanation for the wars.
The ICTY conceives the breakup
of the SFRY and the civil wars
that accompanied it as the prod-
uct of a JCE among the ethnic
Serbs around Milosevic in Bel-
grade as well as in Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina to create a
“Greater Serbia” on territory
cleansed of most, if not all, of the
ethnic non-Serb peoples living
there, and to use any means nec-
essary to do it, including “geno-
cide.”

Radovan Karadzic (1945-): Ma-
jor Bosnian Serb political figure,
and president of the Republic of
Serbia (1992-95). Also one of the
ICTY’s two most-wanted men.

Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA):
From the start of its destabiliza-
tion tactics in early 1996 through
1999, the primary armed guerril-
la force of the separatists within
Kosovo Albanian politics. Dubbed
“Clinton’s Contras” during NA-
TO’s 1999 war against the FRY:
believed to have benefited im-
mensely from covert U.S. govern-
ment support.

Krajina (“borderland”): The geo-
graphic region along the borders
of both Croatia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina where the majority
ethnic Serb populations were
concentrated and from which
they were later expelled during
Operation Storm.

Radislav Krstic (1948-): General
in the Bosnian Serb Army, con-

- victed-ef “genocide” for his role
in the deaths of the Srebrenica
“safe area” population following
July 11, 1995,

Military Professional Resources
Incorporated (MPRI): ‘A U.S.-
based, privately owned military
contractor that traffics in arms
and expertise, and that -carries
out operations that states them-
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selves might prefer to keep off
the books. MPRI was perhaps the
major private contractor used by
the U.S. government to train the
armed forces of the newly inde-
pendent states of Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina prior to their
major 1995 offensives against
Serb forces in both territories.

Ratko Miadic (1942-): A general
and the most important com-
manding officer in the Bosnian
Serb Army; indicted for “geno-
cide” for his role in the deaths of
the Srebrenica “safe area” popu-
lation following July 11, 1995. Al-
so one of the ICTY’s two most-
wanted men.

NATO: Founded in 1949 by twelve
North American and Western Eu-
ropean states to resist armed at-
tack on any member and to en-
hance their collective capacity for
self-defense. Today, NATO is com-
prised of twenty-six full members,
and another twenty-three states
with varying degrees of member-
ship. NATO has become the
largest, richest, and best
equipped aggressive military al-
liance in history.

Geoffrey Nice: A U.S. citizen who
served as the lead prosecutor at
the ICTY during the trial of Slobo-
dan Milosevic.

Operation Storm: Operation
Flash and Operation Storm were
the Croatian military’s offensives
of May and August 1995, respec-
tively, to drive ethnic Serb popula-
tions first out of western Slavo-
nia, and then out of the Krajina.
Both operations benefited im-
mensely from U.S. training and
support.

Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE):
Wwith fifty-six full member states
and eleven partners, the OSCE is
the largest organization of states
in the Northern Hemisphere.

Naser Oric (1967-): Bosnian Mus-
lim fighter, and leading com-
mander of the Srebrenica enclave
from 1992 through the spring o
1995. .
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pParty of Democratic Action
(SDA): Nationalist Muslim party
founded by Alija Izetbegovic and
others in Bosnia-Herzegovina in
1990. The most powerful Muslim
party, it won a plurality of parlia-
mentary seats in the November
1990 elections. From its base in
Sarajevo, it was the ruling party
of Bosnia-Herzegovina through-
out the ensuing wars, and was
recognized by the West as the le-
gitimate government of the en-
tire territory.

Carla Del Ponte (1947-): A Swiss
national, the longest-serving
chief prosecutor at the ICTY
(1999-2007).

“Racak Massacre”: The January
15, 1999, killing in the Kosovo
town of Racak of some 40-45
Kosovo Albanian males by the
Yugoslav army, either in a fire
fight with the KLA (which we be-
lieve) or a cold-blooded execution
(as the standard narrative has it).
(For a brief discussion and refer-
ences, see n. 58.)

Rambouillet Conference: Held at
Chateau Rambouillet near Paris
from February 6 to 23, 1999, and
later renewed in Paris from March
15 to 19. The participants includ-
ed the Contact Group, the FRY,
and Kosovo Albanians. Because
the conference took place under
the threat of a NATO bombing
war against the FRY, Rambouillet
has been dubbed a "unique at-
tempt at enforced negotiations”
(Marc Weller). We believe the
conference in fact was a set-up to
help legitimize the NATO bomb-
ing war that followed.

Republika Srpska (or the Re-
public of the Serbs): On April 7,
1992, the Bosnian Serbs declared
an independent state, with its
capital in Banja Luka.

“Safe areas”: Created by UN Se-
curity Council Res. 819 (April 16,
1993) to cover Srebrenica, then
extended by Res. 824 (May 6,
1993) to Sarajevo, Bihac,
Goradze, Tuzla, and Zepa, the six
“safe areas” were to be Bosnian
Muslim population centers free of
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armed attack. Separate agree-
ments mediated by UNPROFOR
between the Bosnian Muslim and
Bosnian Serb military command
called for the “safe areas” to be
demilitarized, and their inhabi-
tants to turn over their weapons
to UNPROFOR.

Sarajevo: The capital of Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

Serb Democratic Party (SDS):
Nationalist Serb party founded by
Radovan Karadzic and others in
Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1990. Re-
ceived a plurality in the Novem-
ber 1990 elections, and became
the dominant Bosnian Serb politi-
cal party during the wars and
since.

Serbian Radical Party (SRS): Na-
tionalist Serb party formed by Vo-
jislav Seselj and others in the Re-
public of Serbia in 1991.

Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS):
Renamed League of Communists
of Serbia in the Republic of Ser-
bia, formed in July 1990 and led
by Slobodan Milosevic.

Vojislav Seselj (1954-): National-
ist leader of the Serbian Radical
Party in the Republic of Serbia.
Currently in prison in The Hague,
where he has been awaiting trial
ever since surrendering to the
ICTY’s custody in February, 2003.

Socialist Federal Republic of Yu-
goslavia (SFRY): The former Yu-
goslavia, which at the time of its
dismantlement included the six
republics of Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Croatia, Macedonia, Montene-
gro, Serbia, and Slovenia, and
two “autonomous” provinces in-
side the Republic of Serbia, Koso-
vo, and Vojvodina.

Srebrenica: The name of both a
city and a municipality in far east-
ern Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the
original “safe area.” Following
the evacuation and transfer of
this “safe area” population in Ju-
ly 1995, several thousand Bosn-
ian Muslim men went unaccount-
ed for because they had been ei-
ther killed in fighting, escaped to
safe refuge, or were executed
(i.e., the "Srebrenica Massacre”
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of the standard narrative). (See
sec. 5.)

Franjo Tudjman (1922-99): Na-
tionalist Croat leader of the Croa-
tian Democratic Union, and presi-
dent of Croatia from 1990 to
1999.

United Nations Interim Admin-
istration Mission in Kosovo
{UNMIK): Created by UN Security
Council Res. 1044 in june 1999,
UNMIK affected the separation of
Kosovo from Serbia, to be militar-
ily enforced by NATO (i.e., KFOR})
and managed politically by a Spe-
cial Representative appointed by
the UN Secretary-General with
the power to overrule the deci-
sions of the peoples of Kosovo
and Serbia. Like the High Repre-
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sentative under Dayton, UNMIK
sits atop a neocolonial regime,
but within an ethnically cleansed
territory that the occupying pow-
ers are pushing towards a form of
independence from Serbia, if not
from the occupying powers.

United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFORY): Created by UN Se-
curity Council Res. 783 in Febru-
ary 1992 to provide peacekeep-
ing observers and troops to sepa-
rate the ethnic Croat and Serb re-
gions of Croatia. The largest
peacekeeping contingent in UN
history, UNPROFOR (under vari-
ous name changes) was later ex-
tended to Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Macedonia.
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“Washington Consensus”: A set
of policies agreed upon by the
U.S. Treasury, the IMF, and World
Bank that requires necessitous
third-world borrowers to open
their economies to foreign invest-
ment, curb inflation, cut back
public expenditures, deregulate,
and privatize. Imposed on third-
world countries as in their alleged
interest, they close out alternative
development options like giving
first priority to serving human
needs at home and, by a remark-
able coincidence, seem to lavish
benefits on foreign transnational
corporations in the United States
and elsewhere.

Chronology of Events in the Former Yugoslavia

August 1945-91: Partisan govern-
ment assumes power in Belgrade,
the capital of the prewar King-
dom of Yugoslavia (December
1918-April 1941). What eventu-
ally became the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia is formed.

May 1980: Death of President-for-
Life Josip Broz Tito (1892-1980).

1988-89: “Great reversal” in eco-
nomic conditions, which began in
1979, accelerates. Hyperinflation
exceeds 1,000 percent; unem-
ployment reaches 15 percent
(though with far more severe im-
pact on the three southern re-
publics and Kosovo); and per-
capita income falls by some 25
percent from its late 1970s high.
As many as 4 million Yugoslavs
(18 percent) are reported to have
participated in public protests
during 1988 alone.

September 1989: Slovenia adopts
new constitution asserting the
primacy of its republican laws
over federal laws.

November-December  1989:
Berlin Wall toppled. Dissolution of
the Soviet bloc and Warsaw Pact
(formally on July 1, 1991).

January 1990: League of Commu-
nists of Yugoslavia cedes postwar
role as sole legitimate party; ac-
cepts demands for multiparty
elections among the six republics;
and basically dissolves due to the
withdrawal of republican mem-
bers.

January 1990: IMF “shock thera-
py"” adopted. Convertibility and
large devaluations of Yugoslav di-
nar begin against hard currencies
such as the deutschemark. Before
the end of 1990, the privatization
of social enterprises begins.

July 1990: First Slovenia and then
Croatia declare the “sovereignty”
of their republican laws over fed-
eral laws.

December 21, 1990: Croatia
adopts a new constitution granti-
ng itself the right to secede from
Yugoslavia.

-+ -December 23, 1990: Slovene indé-

pendence referendum shows 95
percent support for independence.

January 1991 onward: Yu-
goslavia repeatedly instructed by
United States and EC that the use
of force by the federal army (JNA)
internally for any purpose was
unacceptable.

May 12, 1991: Krajina Serbs hold
referendum on whether to “re-
main  part of  Yugoslavia
with...others who want to pre-
serve Yugoslavia.” Ninety percent
vote to “remain part of Yu-
goslavia....”

June 25, 1991: The republics of
Slovenia and Croatia.declare their
independence from the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.
Armed clashes begin in both re-
publics.

June 27, 1991: Krajina Serbs de-
clare the existence of an inde-
pendent Republic of Serb Krajina.

August 27, 1991: While meeting
in Brussels, the EC strongly de-
nounced “Serb militants” and
“elements of the federal army”
for their alleged attempt "to
solve problems by military
means,” and placed the blame

fortire civil wars on Serb shoul-

ders. .

September 1991: EC Conference
on Yugoslavia names an Arbitra-
tion Commission to examine legal
claims related to the Yugoslav civ-
il wars. It will be chaired by
France’s Robert Badintgr.
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September 8, 1991: Macedonia
holds referendum on independ-
ence. 95 percent of the ballots
cast said Yes.

September 25, 1991: UN Security
Council Res. 713 adopted, im-
posing an arms embargo on all
six of Yugoslavia‘s republics.

November 29, 1991 (though not
published until December 9):
EC Arbitration Commission Opin-
ion No. 1 rules that Yugoslavia is
not experiencing the secession of
republics from the federation but
rather is “in the process of disso-
lution. ”

December 23, 1991: Germany
formally recognizes both Slovenia
and Croatia.

January 15, 1992: EC formally
recognizes Slovenia and Croatia.
February 22-23, 1992: Lisbon
Agreement(s) reached between
EC mediators and Bosnian Mus-
lim, Croat, and Serb representa-
tives. Their principal features
were the division of a newly inde-
pendent but unified Bosnia-
Herzegovina into three ethno-re-
ligious territorial units. The agree-
ment quickly came undone when
the Bosnian Muslim President
withdrew his signature with U.S.
encouragement and in anticipa-

tion of U.S. mifitary support.
February 28-March 1, 1992:
Bosnia-Herzegovina holds a two-
day referendum on independ-
ence. Although boycotted by eth-
nic Serbs, 99 percent of the bal-
lots cast said Yes.

March 1992: Peacekeeping troops
of UN Protection Force (UNPRO-
FOR) begin deployment to Croat-
ia.

March 3, 1992: The Sarajevo Mus-
lim government of Alija Izetbe-
govic declares the independence
of Bosnia-Herzegovina from the
SFRY.

April 6-7, 1992: The EC grants
diplomatic recognition to Bosnia-
Herzegovina; the United States
grants it to Slovenia, Croatia, and
Bosnia-Herzegovina. These same
powers refuse to recognize a suc-
cessor to the SFRY.

DISMANTLING OF

April 7, 1992: The Bosnian Serbs
declared the independence of a
Republic of Serbia from Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

April 21, 1992: The siege of Sara-
jevo begins with Bosnian Serb ar-
tillery shelling of the city.

April 28, 1992: Security Council
agrees to extend UNPROFOR
from Croatia to Bosnia-Herzegov-
ina. Later, the force is extended to
Macedonia as well.

May 30, 1992: UN Security Coun-
cil Res. 757 adopted, imposing a
sweeping embargo against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(i.e., Serbia and Montenegro).

January 2, 1993: Vance-Owen
Peace Plan unveiled in Geneva.
Retains the major principles of
the Lisbon Agreement of Febru-
ary 1992, but more nuanced,
outlining ten ethno-religious can-
tons rather than three large terri-
torial units. Although supported
by Milosevic, Vance-Owen fails to
win support of the three Bosnian
nations.

May 25, 1993: UN Security Coun-
cil Res. 827 establishes the Inter-
national Criminat Tribunal for the
Former Yugostavia (ICTY).

March 31, 1995: After publicizing
its intentions, Croatia rejects the
renewal of UNPROFOR on its ter-
ritory. The Security Council cre-
ates three new UN peacekeeping
forces, one for Croatia (UNCRO),
one for Bosnia-Herzegovina (UN-
PROFOR), and one for Macedonia
(UNPREDEP ).

May 25-26, 1995: UN authorizes
NATO airstrikes against Bosnia
Serb artillery positions and depots
near Sarajevo and Pale. Bosnian
Serbs capture 200 or more UN-
PROFOR personnel in response.

July 11, 1995: The Srebrenica
“safe area” surrendered to Bosn-
ian Serb forces. In the ensuing
flight, evacuation, and forced
transfer of Muslim troops and
civilians, several thousand Muslim
males go missing. (See discussion
in sec. 5.)

August 4, 1995: Croatia launches
Operation Storm, in which some
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250,000 ethnic Serbs are driven
from the Krajina region.

August 30, 1995: NATO launches
Operation Deliberate Force, a
substantial bombing campaign
against Bosnian Serb targets.

November 21, 1995: Dayton
Peace Accords (General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in
Bosnia-Herzegovina)  between
representatives of Croatia, Saraje-
vo's Muslim government, and
Serbia are finalized at Wright-Pat-
terson Air Force Base in Ohio. Lat-
er signed at Versailles on Decem-
ber 14. NATO's Implementation
Force (IFOR) begins deployment.
Later renamed the Stabilization
Force (SFOR) and eventually
joined in late 2004 by forces of
the European Union (EUFOR).

January 1996: Office of the High
Representative (OHR) for Bosnia-
Herzegovina established in Sara-
jevo. Through the present day,
the OHR runs Bosnia-Herzegovina
as a suzerainty.

February 1996: A series of bomb-
ings occur against Serb refugee
camps in as many as six cities in
Serbia‘'s province of Kosovo. For
the first time, the attacks are at-
tributed to the Kosovo Liberation
Army (Ushtria Clirimtare e
Kosoves), the sudden emergence
of which no one then could ex-
plain. Armed attacks on Serbian
police and military installations
follow, as do kidnappings and as-
sassinations of Kosovo Albanians
deemed too friendly with Serb
authorities.

May 7, 1996: ICTY's first.case,
brought against the Bosnian Serb
Dusko Tadic, begins at The
Hague. Among the critical facts
contested during trial was
whether the wars that accompa-
nied Yugoslavia’s breakup were
civil wars (i.e., internal to the
SFRY) or international conflicts
(i.e., between the sovereign
states of Serbia and Slovenia,
Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegov-
ina).

January 1998 on: Sharp escala-
tion of KLA tactics in Kosovo.
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March 10, 1998: Chief Prosecutor
of the ICTY announces that her
office exercises jurisdiction over
“violations of international hu-
manitarian law” committed in
Kosovo, and is “currently gather-
ing information and evidence”
for possible prosecution.

March 31, 1998: UN Security
Council Res. 1160 adopted, urg-
ing the ICTY “to begin gathering
information related to the vio-
lence in Kosovo...."”

October 13, 1998: NATO issues
“activation orders...for both lim-
ited air strikes and a phased air
campaign in Yugoslavia....”

October 13, 1998: Holbrooke-
Milosevic accord reached in Bel-
grade. Terms include the deploy-
ment of a 2,000 member mission
to verify compliance with the ac-
cord and monitor a ceasefire.

January 1999: Fighting resumes.

January 15, 1999: A massacre of
as many as forty-five ethnic Alba-
nians is reported in the Kosovo
village of Racak. Within twenty-
four hours, the U.S. chief of the
observer mission William Walker
visits the site and calls it “a mas-
sacre and very much a crime
against humanity.” “Spring has
come early to Kosovo,” U.S. Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Al-
bright is alleged to have said, the
incident adding to the excuses
NATO will use to Ilaunch its
bombing war. (See n. 58.)

January 30, 1999: NATO issues
second “activation order.” NATO
“rules out no option” and “is

ready to take whatever measures

are necessary,” specifically “air
strikes against targets on FRY ter-
ritory.”
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February-March 1999: Ram-
bouillet Peace Conference held
near Paris between representa-
tives of the Contact Group (Unit-
ed States, Russia, France, Ger-
many, Italy, and the United King-
dom), the Federal Republic of Yu-
goslavia, and the Kosovo Albani-
ans. In the context of NATO's
readiness to bomb the FRY, the
logic behind the conference was
that if the Contact Group’s five
NATO members could gain the
acceptance of terms by the Koso-
vo Albanians and their rejection
by the FRY, NATO would have the
ultimate excuse to launch its
bombing war against the FRY.

March 24-June 10, 1999: Opera-
tion Allied Force, U.S.-led NATO-
bloc war against the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia.

April 1999: NATO's 50th Anniver-
sary, Washington, D.C. Mission
redefined to include non-self-de-
fensive, “out of area” operations.
Membership enlarged to nine-
teen states.

May 27, 1999: ICTY publishes first
indictment of Slobodan Milosevic
and four others “based exclusive-
ly on crimes committed since the
beginning of 1999 in Kosovo”
(Chief Prosecutor Louise Arbour).
Seven more indictments follow: A
total of three for Kosovo, three
for Croatia, and two for Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

June 10, 1999: UN Security Coun-
cil Res. 1244 adopted, giving NA-
TO the right to occupy the FRY,
creating the UN Interim Adminis-
tration Mission in Kosovo (UN-
MIK) to manage its affairs and
the Kosovo Force (KFOR) under
NATO’s auspices to enforce its
will.
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September 24-October 5, 2000:
FRY holds presidential elections in
which the two largest vote-get-
ters were Vojislav Kostunica and
Slobodan Milosevic. After the
Federal Election Commission
awarded a majority of the votes
to Milosevic, Kostunica’s coalition
challenged the outcome. The
Constitutional Court annulled
this round of voting, and called
for a new ballot. On October 5,
facing mounting protests, Milose-
vic resigned his office.

June 28, 2001: Serbian Prime Min-
ister Zoran Djindjic signed a de-
cree ordering Milosevic’s surren-
der to NATO forces and his trans-
fer to ICTY custody at The Hague.
According to news accounts,
$1.28 billion in Western credits
had been promised to Belgrade
on condition that it surrender
Milosevic.

February 12, 2002-March 14,
2006: The trial was held in the
case of Prosecutor against Slobo-
dan Milosevic. As Milosevic died
in his prison cell of cardiac arrest
in the early morning hours of
March 11, his death terminated
the proceedings without verdict.

March 2004: NATO enlarged to
twenty-six member states. Slove-
nia admitted. v

February-March 2007: Citing
“extraordinary” circumstances,
the UN Special Envoy for Kosovo
advocates the independence of
the province from Serbia.

MR Associate Editor Michael D. Yates will speak about
Cheap Motels and a Hot Plate: An Economist’s Travelogue, at the
Brecht Forum, 451 West Street in New York City, on October 5, 2007,
at 7:30 pm. For more information visit http://brechtforum.org/ or call

212-242-4201.
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American Liberalism
An Interpretation for Our Time

JOHN McGOWAN
“[A] rigorous and brgcing defen§e
of American liperalism. ... Prec1sely
the right book at the right jnme, a
must-read. ... Attentive to injustices
past and present, vigitant about
tyrannies of all kinds, McGowan
reminds us why the liberal tradition
remains good to think withfanc‘j
good to live by."—Michael Bérube,
author of Rhetorical Occasions
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Approx. 296 pp. $29-95 cl

Why America Lost
the War on Poverty—
and How to Win It

FRANK STRICKER

“Stricker’s iconoclastic book uses
historical analysis to challenge the
conventional wisdom about the
nature of poverty in America.... A
sobering but engrossing account of an
important subject, written with scholarly
authority in an entertaining, even
inviting, style.”—Edward-D. Berkowitz,
George Washington University

360 pp., 22 illus. $59.95 ¢l / $19.95 pa

Puerto Rico in the
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A History since 1898

CESAR J. AYALA AND
RAFAEL BERNABE

“A lively and original narrative of 20th-century
Puerto Rican history that also includes the
development of Puerto Rican communities in
the United States.... The best one-volume
contemporary history of the Puerto Rican
people in any language. It will become the
standard by which all other works on modern
Puerto Rico and the diaspora communities will
be gauged.”—Francisco Scarano, author of
Puerto Rico: cinco siglos de historia

448 pp., 35 illus. $29.95 ¢l

Our Daily Bread
Wages, Workers, and the Political Economy
of the American West

GEOFF MANN

“This remarkable work combines broad
theoretical expertise and rich historical case
studies to demonstrate that workers’ struggles
over pay are anything but defensive and narrow.
In Mann’s compelling account contests over
compensation speak profoundly to the every-
day lives and the freedom dreams of those
who wage them."—David Roediger, University
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Theater and Film before World War i1

CEDRIC J. ROBINSON

Robinson offers a new understanding of race
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film of the early twentieth century. His analysis
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beginnings of American narrative cinema.

Approx. 448 pp., 21 illus. $65.00 ¢l / $22.50 pa

visit OUR BIG FALL SALE a: www.uncpress.unc.edu/sale

THE UNIVERSITY of NORTH CAROLINA PRESS

at bookstores or 800-848-6224 | www.uncpress.unc.edu




64 - MONTHLY REVIEW / OCTOBER 2007

(continued from inside back cover)

Yates, John Bellamy Foster, Vincent Navarro, William K. Tabb, Michael Perelman,
Richard D. Vogel, David Roediger, Kristen Lavelle, Joe Feagin, Sabiyha Prince, Martha
Gimenez, Stephanie Luce, Mark Brenner, Peter McLaren, Ramin Farahmandpur,
Angela Jancius, and Michael Zweig). Many of the pieces have been expanded from
articles in the special July-August 2006 Monthly Review, but there are also additional
contributions and a new introduction. No other work currently available so clearly
lays out the hidden costs of the class polarization of U.S. society. You can purchase this
book and other Monthly Review Press books by calling 1-800-670-9499.

This month is the fortieth anniversary of the murder in Bolivia of Ernesto “Che”
Guevara. Four decades later Che’s legacy is greater than ever and is now giving fuel to
the Bolivarian Revolution in Latin America. This month there will be material on Che
on MRzine. In November we will be reprinting Eduardo Galeano’s 1968 MR article on
Che, “Magic Death for a Magic Life.” MR readers seeking to learn more about Che’s
ideas are encouraged to read Michael Léwy’s The Marxism of Che Guevara (original-
ly published by Monthly Review Press in 1973, now available from Rowman &
Littlefield.)

MONTHLY REVIEW Fifty Years Ago

From a most remarkable and highly respected man, the Anglican Bishop of Hong
Kong, R.O. Hall, we have received the following gloomy forecast—written months
before the events in Little Rock:

My guess is that the two really crucial problems of the world are (1) South Africa
and (2) the United States.

The dominant (white) people in each of them are determined to maintain their
way of life. In each case it can only be maintained at the expense of other people,
the servitude of the African people on the one hand, and the economic servitude
of many other nations on the other.

Both are condemned already by the profound judgments of the old Greek poets
and old Hebrew prophets. The Greeks saw that arrogance led to disaster. The
Hebrew prophets saw that love of money and high standard of living led to disaster.

Both these judgments, which have already fallen on the countries of Northwest
Europe, hang over South Africa and the U.S.A.

The writing on the wall is the panic fear underlying the white communities in
these two countries. They are doomed, nothing can save them.

Though what you are doing in the U.S.A. is important, I wonder, in fact, if you
are not pitting merely human strength against an avalanche which nothing can
prevent crashing down upon the world before our children are grandparents.

Vv‘Blshop Hall speaks from long residence and experience in the Orient. We do not
share his pessimism about the future of the United States, but we recognize it as an
extraordinarily 31gmﬁcant fact that a man of his caliber and background should feel
this way.

—Leo Huberman and Paul M. Sweezy, “Notes from the Edltors ”
Monthly Review, October 1957
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give us pause today—that “should the tough unilateralist approach of the second
Bush presidency cause serious disaffection among allies, U.S. leaders have the
option of returning to the soft approach of ‘humanitarian war’ that proved so suc-
cessful in silencing critics and rallying support [in Yugoslavia]. To keep that option
open, the partners in crime must continue to impose their own mythical version
of the 1999 NATO crusade.” The fundamental issue associated with such inter-
ventions has been raised by Jean Bricmont in his newly published Monthly Review
Press book Humanitarian Imperialism: Using Human Rights to Sell War. But a
deeper understanding of the traps laid for those who today support humanitarian
wars to be carried out by the imperial powers is only possible through a close
examination of the Yugoslavian case itself, presented as the model for such inter-
ventions: hence, the overriding importance of Herman and Peterson’s “The
Dismantling of Yugoslavia.”

This summer a friend of ours, Hannah Holleman, used John Bellamy Foster’s
Naked Imperialism (Monthly Review Press, 2006) in teaching a University of
Oregon class on social inequality. In a letter to the author on the students’ reac-
tions to the book she wrote: “The overwhelming sentiment is: ‘we wish someone
would have taught us this a long time ago’ and, ‘things make much more sense
now.” The nature of the students’ response points to the central problem that
Monthly Review Press and the left in general face in this country. Although our
critical analysis is crucial to understanding the most pressing public issues, we
face enormous problems—financial, promotional, distributional, and political—in
getting our books, articles, and ideas into the hands of those who most need them,
when they need them most. You can help by telling people about MR and Monthly
Review Press (particularly about new works), setting up study groups to read and
discuss articles and books, getting the books into your local bookstore or library—
or by encouraging course adoptions. You can also do reviews of the books in print
and Internet publications or on the pages of online book sellers. In the face of
monopolistic media and distribution systems radicals have only one real option:
grassroots promotion of ideas and materials. (An effort should also be made to get
critical analyses to students at a younger age. In this respect we strongly recom-
mend a new two-volume work, written for children: Howard Zinn, A Young
People’s History of the United States, adapted by Rebecca Stefoff and published
by Seven Stories.)

This summer Monthly Review Press published More Unequal: Aspects of Class

in the United States, edited by Michael D. Yates (with contributions by Michael D.
(continued on page 64)
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““This erudite and humane collection, in telling

us wisely about Lebanon’s struggle, illuminates

brilliantly the true nature of voracious power. %%
JOHN PILGER / journalist, author of Freedom Next Time

e remarkable account of Carol and Noam
Chomsky's visit to a Lebanon devastated by the
July 2006 war, It is testimony to the never-ending
suffering and steadfastness of the Palestinian and
Lebanese people,®?

MARIAM C. SAID

In May 2006, Noam and Carol Chomsky visited
Lebanon for the first time—just two months before
Israel unleashed a new military campaign against
both Lebanon and Palestine. During their eight-
day trip, they toured refugee camps and a former
Israeli prison and torture compound; met with
political leaders—including the pro-government
coalition, the opposition, and others: and Noam
conducted interviews and gave public lectures on
U.S. imperialism and the imminent crises facing
the Middle East

INSIDE LEBANON
Journey to a Shattered
Land With Noam

and Garol Chomsky
EDITED BY

Assar Kroury

Inside Lebanon documents Noam and Carol
Chomsky's journey and situates it within the
tragically altered context of Lebanon and Palestine
before and after the war of 2006. Noam Chomsky’s
essays provide the background and framework for
understanding the role of U.S. politics, power,
and policies in these conflicts by examining
how the United States wages war and imposes
world domination while presenting itself as the
righteous protector of democracy. Ironically, U.S.
efforts at imperial control generate conflict and
crises within the region while undermining the
very democracy they claim to promote.

Inside Lebanon also includes essays, diaries, and
photographs by Irene Gendzier. Assaf Kfoury,
Jennifer Loewenstein, Fawwaz Traboulsi, Hanady
Salman, Rasha Salti, Mona el-Farra. Laila el-
Haddad, and Carol Chomsky. Collectively, their
contributions illuminate the region-wide conflict.
of which Lebanon is only one piece. It serves as a
record of events during the war, while linking
conflicts on the ground to the global order.

ISBN 978-1-58367-153-5 m 205 pp. = $14.95
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