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Abstract: How NATO found its new raison d’être after the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact in the Yugoslav crisis? Why Serbia and the Serbs were designated
as bad guys? How the initial NATO and USA policy determined the sides in
the war, and how it affected the U.S. policy in Europe are the questions raised
and answered in this article. The author starts with the historical introduction
of the Yugoslav crisis and wars in the territory of the dissolved nation. He
presents the main differing views on these processes among scholars and
explains how their attachment to governmental policies affects their portrayal
of events. Afterward, the author examines the European and global context in
which the crisis and the subsequent aggression of the NATO Alliance on a
small Balkan state occurred. Different interests in Berlin, Washington, London
and the Vatican led to common action against a pariah state of the 1990s.  What
prevailed is the Anglo Saxon influence in the Balkans and in the EU.
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INTRODUCTION

How the biggest military alliance wrestling with the USSR and its
Warsaw Pact ended up attacking a European country isolated for years and
with a tiny population of 10 million with the harshest sanctions? Was it
forced to fight against a threat posed by a small Yugoslav army, when it did
not intervene previously in several wars in Africa, like in the prolonged
Congo wars (First from 1996 to 1997 and the Second Congo War 1998-2003)
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by far more bloody than all Balkan wars in the 1990s combined?2 Why did
it not engage in the Sierra Leone wars, or in the Afghanistan war in the
1990s, or in Somalia..?

Of course, the list of publications on some aspects of the NATO
aggression against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (or as some say
intervention or bombing) is probably too extensive to be mentioned.
However, those dealing with causes are by far less numerous. Aside from
many Serbian authors, prominent academicians wrote on the subject. Elena
Guskova in Russia published the most significant books on the subject
(History of Yugoslav Crisis and NATO against Yugoslavia in 1999 and the
process of the peace settlement) (Guskova, 2000, 2013). In addition, Elena
Ponomarova, Aleksandr Dugin and most deeply Natalia Narochnitskaya
delved into the causes and consequences of the NATO aggression in
Russia. In the West, Susan Woodward, Raju Thomas, Diana Johnston,
Michael Parenti, Noam Chomsky and Andrew Bacevich, are among many
authors that researched this subject. Still, this approach requires additional
examination, taking into account several other contemporary crises that
will help to understand why NATO or the US have chosen to attack or
intervene against Yugoslavia and not in some other contemporary crisis.
A number of Russian authors and many others like Italian Giacomo
Gabellini or Turkish Ahmed Davutoglu claim realpolitik behind the NATO
decision (Davutoglu, 2014; Gabellini, 2012).

In fact, NATO and USA interest in Yugoslavia was long present and
clear since the inception of the crisis in the (second) Socialist Yugoslavia.
Changing the world order – the fallout of communist regimes in Eastern
Europe and in the USSR and the rise of the United States and NATO to the
position of leadership – influenced the difference in behaviour of
Washington. Once a partner of Belgrade, the USA did not need Yugoslavia
anymore at the southeast flank of European defence and as a challenging
model for socialist countries loyal to the Soviets during the Cold War. At
the same time, internal changes in Yugoslavia contributed to the methods
applied by Washington and NATO.

2 The Congo wars or the Great African war were fought from 1996 until 2002 and
involved many African countries and paramilitary organizations. A comprehensive
and detailed description and analysis of the wars in the Congo can be found in
Thomas Turner's book (see: Turner, 2007). However, in Congo Kinshasa, there are
still military conflicts, particularly in 2018.



How this evolved into direct hostility by NATO and its first military
action (against the Serbs)? What was the path towards the 1999 aggression
on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and subsequent occupation of
Kosovo and Metohija?

In order to answer these questions, the author will employ the historical
method to present the evolution of relations and explain the causes by relying
both on systemic and local motives for the behaviour of NATO. In this
regard, modification of the Lake concept of international hierarchies is useful.
It is so if combined with the liberal interventionism based on a marriage of
neo-conservatives and liberals arguing for the promotion of ‘democratic
peace’ and ‘democratic intervention’, which Parmar calls an ideology of
global intervention (Parmar, 2009). We could assume that the new leadership
of the United States (the USA or the US) was not only determined to create
the dominant position towards the growing number of states but it also
wanted to control internal processes in its subjects or in those countries it
wanted to put into a subordinate position (Lake, 2009). As Beate Jahn (Jahn,
2018), Parmar (Parmar, 2009) or Tony Smith argued, a democratic promotion
was underpinned with military interventions, humanitarian or R2P. After
the full public collapse of the moral underpinning of the so-called
humanitarian interventions, liberal authors still tried to preserve some shred
of justification, ‘(o)ne cannot ignore the beneficial humanitarian outcomes
that can result from intervention, meaning absolute nonintervention may be
even more morally intolerable than the crusading force of liberal
imperialism’ (Davidson, 2012, p. 128). Democratic globalization was a fine
word for internalization of the rule of the USA and other western elites. Still,
destruction and dismemberment of Yugoslavia were one of the founding
acts of the Anglo-Saxon led world order.

When did the special relationship between Belgrade and the Serbs with
NATO start?

FROM LOVE TO HATE

Honeymoon

In September 1949, a bunch of statesmen gathered in Washington to
discuss the nascent North Atlantic Treaty Organization at its first meeting.
Since the establishment of the contemporary strongest military and political
alliance, Balkan politics was prominent in the global rift with Moscow. Thus,
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among different discussions, Ernest Bevin, British foreign minister,
discussed also the position and policy of Yugoslavia. At the meeting in
Washington (September, 14th 1949), while analyzing with American
colleagues the policy and perspectives of Yugoslavia as a breakaway from
Cominform (from Moscow), Bevin argued that he wanted to save its
communist leader. He said about Tito ‘although he was a scoundrel, he was
our scoundrel’ (U.S. Department of State, 1949b, p. 956).

“Hidden from the public sphere was the collaboration with the West
since 1948 (when Belgrade defected from Stalin) and in years 1954-1957,
Yugoslavia was partly allied with NATO” (Janković, 2017a, p. 50; Mates,
1970). British endorsement of ‘our scoundrel’ was followed with more
generous USA help. The USA became a decade-long supporter of Tito’s
Yugoslavia since the 1950s, when Yugoslavia broke out with the USSR. The
United Kingdom and the USA promoted trade agreements that would assist
Yugoslav communists in their secession from the Soviets. The first such
agreement was stipulated in March 1949 between their occupied zones in
Germany called Bizonia or Bizone and Yugoslavia. The US Secretary of State
announced this in a cable sent to ambassador Cannon on February 25. This
was to be followed with trade agreements with Austria, Italy and the Free
zone of Trieste. (U.S. Department of State, 1949a). After trade agreements,
British ‘extended an eight million pounds sterling’ loan to Yugoslavia in
order to assure further borrowing from Export-Import Bank. (U.S.
Department of State, 1949b). After financial assistance, it was also the time
for agreements in the security sphere. The first document that would
regulate military and defence assistance of NATO countries, despite US
reservations, was a Military Assistance Agreement between the United States
and Yugoslavia, agreed on November 14, 1951.3 (Yale, 1951).

Soon after, Greece and Turkey together with communist leaders of
Yugoslavia, parallel to their accession to NATO and in accordance with the
strategic plans of NATO leadership, signed the Friendship Treaty in
February 1953 and formed the Balkan Pact in the following year. On page
3 of the declassified TOP SECRET document of NATO on the Balkan Pact,
one can find that “By concluding the Pact in question, Turkey and Greece
will, so to say, have achieved a task implicitly laid on them by the NATO
Council”. The text of the Balkan Alliance was based in large measure on the

3 For American reservations consult a document that might indicate British push to
change the policy later in the same year: (U.S. Department of State, 1951, 1677).



North Atlantic Treaty (NATO, 1954). Turkish delegation informed the
Alliance also of the title of the treaty Pact of Alliance, Political Co-operation and
Mutual Assistance that finally included the names of the signatories (Yale,
1954). These policies contributed to the London Agreement between Italy
and Yugoslavia for the division of the Free Zone of Trieste in 1954.

Embracing the policy of non-alignment and its later formalization meant
that the Balkan Pact was effectively finished already in the mid-1950s, but
this did not end the economic backing of principal NATO countries for
Yugoslavia. Its policy in the next period was (at least apparently) balancing
among major blocks since, after Stalin’s death, Tito and his entourage
secured better ties with the USSR. “During the Cold War, Socialist
Yugoslavia had an important role as the buffer state in South East Europe“
(Janković, 2017a, p. 50).

From 1950 to mid-1954, the USA alone and also Great Britain and France
(until the Algerian war), “invested approximately one billion dollars
in military and economic aid…” with the aim of “full integration of the
Yugoslav forces into an effective system of collective security in the
Mediterranean-Southern European-Middle Eastern front, fully consistent
with NATO objectives”.4 More billions were invested, loaned or donated
until the 1980s (Janković, 2017a, p. 51; U.S. Department of State, 1954, p. 1393).

Road to Breakup

“Its key geopolitical position as a socialist state not toeing the Soviet line,
politically and physically located between the two blocs, marked it out for
special treatment. This treatment would last into the 1980s, although
seriously undermined in 1980 by the death of Josip Broz Tito, the architect
and uncontested leader of the post-war Yugoslavia” (House of Lords, 16
April 2002).

Already in 1983, the CIA and the wider intelligence community in the
USA were worried over a prospect of Yugoslavia to keep “cohesiveness of
the state as a whole“. In the same document analysts warned of the dangers
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posed by the Albanian minority in Kosovo and by the ‘Serb-Croat rivalry’
(CIA, 1983, p. 6; p. 18).

Easy borrowing followed with GDP and consumption growth after a
hike of interest rates in foreign markets generated a debt crisis during the
last years of Tito’s rule, similar to Latin American and other developing
countries. From 1975 to 1980, foreign debt rose from 6.6 billion USD to
almost 19 billion in 1980 (Babić, 1989, pp. 219-20). Several reforms were
actuated. In the 1980s, the SFRY was using its position between the East and
the West by securing trade agreements with both sides. For seven
consecutive years, from 1986 to 1992, Socialist Yugoslavia had a positive
trade balance with the USA (United States Census Bureau). Support was
particularly affirmed after the understanding of the depth of the economic
crisis, for example, in the confidential report of the CIA - Yugoslavia: Key
Questions and Answers on the Debt Crisis (CIA, 1984). In 1984, the USA still
had the interest to keep Yugoslavia stable because of the USSR (The White
House, Washington, 1984). This changed dramatically in only seven years.

In 1990, communist regimes collapsed in European Soviet allies, and
Russian influence was decreasing in the Balkans. Many academics could
say as Ikenberry, “(a)fter the end of the Cold War, this (liberal, S.J.) order
spread outwards. Countries in East Asia, Eastern Europe and Latin America
made democratic transitions and became integrated into the world
economy. As the postwar order expanded, so did its international
governance institutions. NATO expanded, the WTO was launched and the
G20 took centre stage” (Ikenberry, 2018, p. 7). In addition, official Moscow
supported all NATO initiatives. The previous role of Yugoslavia as a buffer
state expired.

Internal relations were altered when Serbia after many decades of
suppression restored formally the same position as other republics in the
Yugoslav federation. Effectively, with the votes of changed Montenegrin
leadership and the control over two autonomous provinces since 1988 and
1989, Serbia became truly not only the biggest but also the strongest federal
unit. However, this happened in the time of big changes and in the advanced
state of secession plans by Croatian and Slovenian communist elites.

“Franjo Tudjman went to Germany in 1988 to negotiate support for the
secession with Chancellor Kohl and other senior figures in the German
Government. Tudjman was a regular guest in Germany, where he officially
spoke with senior figures, but not with the Ministers and the Chancellor”
(Jankovic, 2017a, p. 56; p. 57). Also, some politicians from Slovenia were
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connected with Germany and Austria in their secessionist policies (Jankovic,
2017a). Besides these two countries, the Vatican was a long supporter of
Croatian and Slovenian secession, both from first Yugoslavia ruled by
Serbian Christian orthodox dynasty and from the second communist
federation (Vuković, S, 2004).5

Slovenia was not only geographically, but also culturally and politically
most inclined towards the West. It registered the first new party in 1988
(Slovenian Peasant Union). In the second Western-oriented republic,
Croatia, the right-wing political party Croatian Democratic Union (Hrvatska
demokratska zajednica – HDZ) was officially established on 17 June 1989
by a former Communist General Franjo Tudjman with substantial support
from the German intelligence and Croatian fascist and ultra-nationalist
diaspora (mostly coming from Ustascia movement). A year later, in 1990, a
former Islamist dissident and once a member of the Muslim Brotherhood,
Alija Izetbegović was freed after spending only six out of fourteen years of
the prison term and founded a Muslim religious and nationalistic SDA
(Stranka demokratske akcije – The Party of Democratic Action) in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The League of Communists of Yugoslavia ceased to function
after the Slovenian delegation left the 14th Congress in February 1990. Thus,
one of two federal pillars (Army being the second) crumbled.

Most scholars and reports from public institutions in foreign countries
describe the Serbian nationalism or its hegemonic intentions as the main
instigators of the conflicts (Anderson, 1995, ii, iii).6 However, the assertions
of Serbian hegemony neglect the situation prior to 1989 and Serbia’s uneven
position in the confederated federation. Oversimplified or entirely wrong
descriptions of the events and processes usually focus on two political
leaders: Slobodan Milošević and Franjo Tuđman, the Serbian and the
Croatian leaders (the Serbian leader was advocating for a functioning
federation and the viability of Yugoslavia, while the Croatian leader,
Tudjman, was advocating for secession) (Radeljic, 2010, p. 116). Contrary to
previous media reports on the danger posed by the Kosovo Albanians

5 First was the Kingdom of Yugoslavia until 1941, then the Socialist Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia from 1946 until April 1992 and third – the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (FRY) was formed on April 27, 1992.

6 For example, a report for the Australian parliament on the dissolution of Yugoslavia:
Anderson, 1995, pp. ii, iii. On the carefully crafted image of the Balkan wars in western
media and academia see in: Janković, 2017, pp. 41-50.



(Binder, 1987), western press, starting with Germany and Austria changed
tunes after 1990 (Vuković, S. 2001).

At the dawn of the adoption of the new NATO strategy, the USA
legislative body voted and adopted the 1991 Foreign Operations
Appropriations Law 101-513 on November 5, 1990. This law predicted to
end all financial aid and loans from the USA to Yugoslavia. This approach
was similar towards other countries and could be explained by the upper
hand and better position of the USA as a rising hegemon in Europe, which
wanted to reform the economies and institutions of new democracies
according to the interest of the Western elites. However, something peculiar
happened with Yugoslavia.  The USA envisaged elections in each of the six
republics that constituted Yugoslavia, ahead of any financial support.
Furthermore, it requested from U.S. personnel in all international financial
organizations to apply this policy for all credits and loans (made by
organizations in which they were employees).

“Only forces that the US defined as ‘democratic forces’ would receive
funding. This meant an influx of funds to small right-wing nationalist
parties in a financially strangled region, which was suddenly thrown into a
crisis by the overall funding cut” (Janković, 2019, p. 114).

Almost exactly a year later, NATO held the Summit from 1 to 8 November
and proclaimed the New Strategy. Together with this crucial document that
was needed to justify the role of NATO in the world without the Warsaw
pact, the Transatlantic Alliance issued the document named Situation in
Yugoslavia. Only a year after the USA had demanded democratic elections in
federal units (and not at the federal level in Yugoslavia,) now Washington
and its allies wanted to guarantee the internal borders as a basis for the
external borders of eventual new states (NATO, 1991). Same was promoted
by the Badinter Arbitration Commission (“Badinter Commission”). 

In search of a new enemy, the Serbs were designated as bad boys. The
USA and its NATO and other western allies chose to impose total sanctions
on third Yugoslavia. It was a logical consequence of the new world order
with a new role for the Balkans. This meant the activation of some old plans.
The only group that opposed the destruction of Yugoslavia was one that
had established it, the Serbs. They lived scattered in several federal units
and had every interest to keep the country together (Ponomarova, 2017, pp.
59-60). Their position in Yugoslavia became their fate.

French General Pierre Marie Gallois, testified in front of a camera in 2009
of the secret plans of Franz Josef Strauss, then leader of the Bavarian CSU
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party and former Minister of Defense and Finance of West Germany, who
together with diplomats from the United Kingdom, Spain and Gallois met
in 1976 and in 1977. Already then, Strauss said that Germany was planning
to achieve the dissolution of Yugoslavia and the integration of at least
Slovenia and Croatia into its own sphere of influence. In the course of the
meetings, the German politician was asking the support from other Western
partners for such a plan (Youtube, 2017).

Hungary, Germany and Austria were assisting Croatian nationalists by
selling arms and providing them with diplomatic support (CIA, 1991;
Bosnian Institute, 2005). Other sources also confirmed this. Diana Johnston
also pointed at German sources regarding a political circle organized by a
German Secret Service resident in the SFRY, Klaus Dorner, which supported
the emergence of Franjo Tudjman (Johnston, 2002, pp. 186-7). On the other
hand, the Vatican, an old opponent of Yugoslavia, was a US ally against
communism, and when the time has arrived, it supported the establishment
of two new countries with a Catholic majority, Slovenia and Croatia
(Igrutinović, 2013; Radić, 2014).

Thus, it is not true, as Susan Woodward and many others claim, that the
West and particularly the USA was not implicated since the beginning of
the Yugoslav crisis (Woodward, 1995, p. 2). The NATO bombing of the
Serbian positions was in continuity with the previous stance against the
Serbian interests. But soon after peace was reached in Bosnia in November
1995, the situation in Kosovo and Metohija started to deteriorate.

WAR IN EUROPE: RATIONALE FOR INTERVENTION

The first NATO combat mission (air warfare on that occasion) in its history
happened against the Serbs in Bosnia in 1994 and 1995 (Atlantic Council, 2012;
Haulman, 2009). The British Special forces (SAS) conducted ground activities
against the Serbian forces, sometimes in coordination with NATO air attacks
(Elite UK Forces). It supposedly acted against Serbian attacks on the Muslim
forces. According to personal testimonies of Serbian officers and soldiers,
British and U.S. soldiers engaged in ground operations also during 1999 when
the bulk of the units attacking positions of the Yugoslav Army came from the
so-called UCK-KLA (Kosovo Liberation Army).

The aggression started on 24 March 1999 and lasted for 78 days until 9
June the same year. Mostly the aerial campaign with ground operations,
conducted officially by the Kosovo Albanian KLA from Albania against

David vs. Goliath: NATO war against Yugoslavia and its implications 163



Kosovo, destroyed or heavily damaged numerous civilian and military
infrastructure, bridges, factories, distribution centres, hospitals, military
bases, government buildings, utility systems, even hospitals, schools and
bus stations. Yet, until isolated Slobodan Milošević and his entourage did
not decide to give in to NATO demands, the Yugoslav Army remained
almost intact. The aggression of the largest military alliance at that moment
in the history, consisting of 19 developed countries headed by the USA,
attacked a small European country with the assistance of almost all of its
neighbours (excluding the Serbs in Bosnia). Irrespective of military aspect,
the crucial research question remains, why the small Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (FRY, Serbia and Montenegro) or why the Serbs were bombed?
Edward Herman, following in the footsteps of Michael Mandelbaum and
Diana Johnston argues: “The focus on ‘justice’ as opposed to peace, and the
demonizing of the Serbs and making them the unique group needing
punishment, was the vehicle used by Bosnian Muslim leader Alija
Izetbegovic and his close associates, and Clinton/Albright and Kohl-
Genscher and their associates, to prevent a peaceful settlement – most
importantly in backing out of the 1992 Lisbon Agreement – and to work
incessantly to get NATO to intervene militarily […]” (Herman, 2006, p. 4).

Parenti, Johnston and Chomsky argue it is mostly due to economic
reasons and because of the globalisation of  the economy led by
transnational corporations (TNC), fighting to restore capitalism (Parenti,
2002, p. 4; p. 199) in Eastern Europe, employing humanitarian interventions.
“With the Soviet deterrent in decline, the Cold War victors are more free to
exercise their will under the cloak of good intentions but in pursuit of
interests that have a very familiar ring outside the realm of enlightenment.
The self-described bearers of enlightenment happen to be the rich and
powerful, the inheritors of the colonial and neocolonial systems of global
dominion” (Chomsky, 1999, pp. 11-12).

Parenti and others noted how the United States and NATO acted
‘against the Serbs’ and always presented another side as a victim. He
claimed that Yugoslavia was a victim as a socialist country unwilling to
follow the dictate of the corporate liberal-capitalist world: “(t)he Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) remained the only nation in that region that
would not voluntarily discard what remained of its socialism and install an
unalloyed free-market system. It also proudly had no interest in joining
NATO” (Parenti, 2002, p. 18).

The West wanted to privatize the riches of Kosovo since only Trepča
mines (in the province) were at least 5 billion dollars valuable (Parenti, 2002,
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p. 110). Raju Thomas edited a volume on dismantling of Yugoslavia with
plenty of argumentation on the role of the external factors in fomenting and
maintaining the war. He has also, as Parenti or Johnston, pointed to the role
of media in making what is today called the fake news (Raju, 2003, p. xiii,
Parenti, pp. 146-148).

There is a chorus of authors supporting the mainstream story launched
by NATO and western governments. Still, none of them questions the
dominant narrative of the humanitarian reasons for which NATO decided
to intervene even though it was contrary to international law in 1999.

Since 1999, the USA has intervened or conducted wars against
Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and Syria. It backed the proxy wars in Yemen and
Syria. The mainstream authors, those representing the absolute majority in
Western academia claimed similar as Greenwood that NATO reacted out
of humanitarian reasons (Greenwood, 2002). In line with the official
propaganda is the most cited Adam Roberts’s tale: “(t)he NATO states were
united by a sense of shame that, in the first four years of atrocious wars in
the former Yugoslavia (1991–95), they had failed, individually and
collectively, to devise coherent policies and to engage in decisive actions”.
In order to lift the shame, NATO, famous as an international league of moral
and well-behaving non-aggressive countries, was appalled by the prospect
to be even more ashamed as there was evidence of a “risk of developing
into wholesale ‘ethnic cleansing’ of the Kosovar Albanians” (Roberts, 1999,
p. 104).

Susan Woodward believed that the USA only later decided to intervene
in Yugoslavia in general. Yet, she has understood that the Balkan conflict
was inseparable from the international context, but assumed that for the
USA in 1994 it was of ‘little significance’ and only after it “emerged as the
most challenging threat to existing norms and institutions that Western
leaders faced” (Woodward, 1995, p. 2). In that view, the NATO intervention
in 1999 is merely an institutional response to a ‘challenging threat’.

Nevertheless, at the same year, the Indonesian para-military units were
conducting by far more bloody atrocities than those claimed by the West in
Kosovo, calculated at about 10,000 Albanians, mostly killed in the clashes
during the NATO aggression (Parenti, 2002, p. 145).

If the FRY represented the threat, what were then East Timor with
around 200,000 dead, or the Sierra Leone war (1991-2002) with a peak in
1997-8 and “(i)ndiscriminate amputations, abductions of women and
children, recruitment of children as combatants, rape, sexual slavery,
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cannibalism, gratuitous killings and wanton destruction of villages and
towns” (Sierra Leone, 2015)?

What about the Great African war in Congo involving several African
countries and wars in dissolved Somalia, which the USA left after a small
number of dead soldiers? How come the wars or crisis in Yugoslavia
represented such a threat and all other mentioned wars did not?

Đorđević and Vuković argue that physical and human geography
factors are strong arguments for military planning, and of consequence for
political planning. They claim that the wars they analysed have in common
encircled or semi-encircled starting point of military operations, i.e. that
targets were fully or partially isolated and easily accessed (Đorđević &
Vuković, 2018). However, they did not research Sierra Leone or better
Liberia as a country that led aggression on its neighbour because it was
easily accessed. For the same purpose, it is legitimate to point that Somalia
was also easily accessed. Australian threat backed by the UK and the USA
was obviously enough for Indonesia to accept the military mission led by
Sidney and withdraw after 24 years from what is now Timor-Leste.

Besides that, the US decision not to intervene in Georgia or not to attack
Iran is not only or not even mostly determined by the mere physical
geographic elements, but by the size of a potential enemy and its military
characteristics as well. Still, there is no doubt that geography plays some of
the crucial roles since other horrible wars have happened far away from
Europe, or far away from the Middle East and North Africa (MENA). On
the other hand, one must admit that France and the UK intervened in Côte
d’Ivoire, Mali and Central Africa. Why is then the Balkans and MENA
region so important?

“The 1990s saw numerous regional conflicts—Haiti, Colombia,
Tajikistan, the Caucasus, Chechnya, Afghanistan, Nepal, Sri Lanka, the
Middle East, Somalia, Sudan, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Congo — that were
comparable to or, in some cases, more destructive than the Balkan war. Few
of these contests have received anything like the intense scrutiny devoted
to the Balkans, for reasons good and bad. The Balkans is a part of Europe,
and therefore more accessible to scrutiny by the international media and
engagement by external powers (italic by S. J.) than conflicts waged in less
developed and approachable regions […] The Balkans has been an object
of international political competition for centuries, and many of the great
European and Eurasian powers have long-standing interests in the region
[…] It has, likewise and correctly, been perceived as a kind of testing ground
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for international conflict management efforts in the post-cold war era“
(Nation, 2003, p. vii; p. ix).

A reason more is given by the main Turkish foreign policy strategist in
the period 2002-2016, Ahmed Davutoglu. He claims that the NATO
aggression on the FRY is a result of the decision to take control over a space
from Poland to the Adriatic Sea. “This operation should downsize the level
of the military power of Serbia, the strongest along the line (from the Baltic
to Adriatic sea, S.J.)[...] This is the main rationale behind the operation, and
in particular of her conduct against the anti-aircraft systems [...] which could
present a threat to the growing influence of NATO power” (Davutoglu,
2014, p. 223).

Clearly, the mechanism of forced collapse of the state was tested in the
Balkans. NATO discovered its new rationale in the Balkans with
‘humanitarian interventions’ lately rebranded as R2R. “Germany, for the
first time after WWII, takes role as a foreign military power in the Balkans,
in the Serbian province (of Kosovo)” (Janković, 2015, p. 56), following its
wish to expand its influence in areas of historical partnership (Slovenia and
Croatia were once part of the Austrian Empire and Croatia was among the
few loyal puppet states until the end of WWII).

As Kljakić notes, the war in the former Yugoslavia was planned and
externally stimulated world war against Yugoslavia (as it included countries
from two continents and other non-state entities – Al Qaeda). It was waged
on the ‘main world stage’ for the promotion of the global corporate order
in strategic places (geopolitical) at the crossings of Europe, Asia and Africa
(the Balkans) (Kljakić, 2012, p. 103; p. 105; p. 115).

This theatrical tragedy ends with the main actor entering the stage at
the beginning, and in the end with the occupation of Kosovo and Metohija.
In the end, what was once Yugoslavia became the fragmented space of semi-
protectorates with direct or indirect control of the Anglo-Saxon structures
(Janković, 2015, pp. 59-61).

Gabellini supposes additional reason, claiming that the aim behind the
fragmentation of third Yugoslavia was to impede Serbian access to the sea
since Serbia is connected with Russia through the “orthodox diagonal” and
represents a potential harbour for the Russian military navy (Gabellini, 2012,
p. 56). Along this line are the reasoning of classical geopoliticians, like Stepić,
Knežević, Dugin, but also Narochnitskaya. Stepić claims that control over
Kosovo and Metohija was needed as a central part of the arch between the
Adriatic and the Aegean Sea, seated along the line between two larger
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spaces (Western and Southern) (Stepić, 2006b, p. 259; Narochnitskaya, 2008,
p. 518) and because the Serbs are perceived as the ‘Balkan Russians’ (Stepić,
2006a, p. 486).

Ponomarova like Parenti, Johnston and others, cites the economic
reasons but couples them with geopolitical reasoning of the establishment
of a full NATO protectorate in southeast Europe (Ponomarova, 2014, pp.
88-89). Finally, Narochnitskaya similar like Dugin (but with different
conclusions) understands the world as a theatre of a spiritual battle between
good and evil with its material ramifications. Regarding the Balkans and
Serbia, she also has in mind Christian orthodox and historical bases of
Russian and Serbian relations. She points that Eastern, formerly socialist
European countries between the Baltic Sea and the Mediterranean, had to
be transformed in irrelevant and not independent countries. Germany had
the interest to transform it into new Mitteleuropa, but the USA elites
managed to induce these countries to join the EU only after integration to
NATO. Such order of events tied the process of the EU integration to
Atlantic structures (Narochnitskaya, 2008, pp. 474-5; p. 485). Narochnitskaya
points out that the general NATO policy against Yugoslavia was aimed to
control the strategic passage on the road between the Adriatic and the
Aegean Sea, a remnant anti-Atlantic island in the 1990s. The European Left
headed publicly by Oscar Lafonten Massimo D’Alema and Havier Solana
were advocates of NATO enlargement at the moment when it was a
question of life or death for the western military alliance (Ivi, 2008, pp. 476-
492). Indeed, leftist and liberal European politicians accepted the de facto
capitulation of independent EU policy, since the US together with faithful
London, with the war in 1999, also obstructed St. Malo initiatives. At the
time when the EU planned to form rapid deployment forces (1999), NATO
intervened massively on European soil and prevented the initiative of
distinct European defence policy.

In that milieu, Yugoslavia served as an example for the new reason of
NATO and at the same time as an example of how those opposing the global
processes would end. Locally, the result was the fragmentation of the space
inhabited with the population with multiple links to Russia and not oriented
towards NATO.

The spiritual dimension of the battle is that of the fallen West wanting
to install global rule and the oppressed Orthodox Christianity as a crucial
enemy of worldly evil, which is the main thesis of Narotchnitskaya.
Geography obviously matters also for Narotchnitskaya, but as a place at the
strategic route. Along that route in Europe, Washington and London
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continue to stockpile ammunition and troops. “NATO has constantly been
expanding since 1990 in numbers of member states but also in numbers of
military bases, offensive weaponry, in stocking armaments and organizing
numerous military exercises and it is assuming an openly confrontational
stance towards Russia and China” (Janković, 2017b, p. 42). Unlike countries
in which controlled wars with numerous atrocities have been committed,
but which did not challenge the global corporate order, Yugoslavia under
Milošević did so. Serbian leader of the 1990s opposed general policies of the
Western elites much like Saddam Hussein (Iraq), Ghedaffi (Libya) and
Bashar el Assad (Syria).

CONCLUSION

Destruction and fragmentation of Yugoslavia that culminated with the
NATO aggression on third Yugoslavia in 1999 and ended with the de facto
occupation of the Serbian southern province of Kosovo and Metohija, is part
of a larger political and ideological reformulation of the world after the end
of the Cold War.

It resulted in small controlled protectorates and semi-independent
countries. Globally, it was a stage in the promotion of the new world global
corporate order after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Sovereign states became the
main enemies of this rising force.

“Until the 1990s, dominant ideological strife between communism and
capitalism vanished. But the new one was rising. It is a confrontation
between globalism and modern society (political nationalism, classical
democracy as the rule of the majority and the rule of law, the importance of
religious traditions as markers of society). One of the manifestations of this
struggle was and is a new spiral of violence against sovereignty and modern
world order (achievements confirmed after the Second World War), which
started with the wars against Iraq, the Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the
NATO bombing in 1995), against Yugoslavia in 1999, Iraq again in 2003...”
(Janković, 2013, p. 80).

The economic reason for the capitalist conquest is truly global. It is the
same process occurring worldwide and irrespective of geography. Strong
national countries willing to protect national economies are by definition
enemies of transnational corporate governance. However, that applies to
both Bolivia, Argentina, the FRY, African or Asian countries.
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Congo, Sierra Leone or East Timor are not situated along the strategic
trajectories of control of oil and gas production (MENA region) or on the
route of collision of the West and Russia/Christian orthodoxy. Furthermore,
the process of NATOisation of EU integrations was utterly strengthened
with NATO interventions in Europe.

“Importance of the Balkan wars is particularly essential in inventing the
new role for NATO as a tool of imperial policies of the USA and global elites
controlling the politics of Western countries and for the promotion of the
humanitarian interventions (backed by highly publicized moral
underpinning – humanitarianism)” (Janković, 2017a, p. 61). The symbolism
of the date is also important as NATO celebrated its 50th anniversary during
the war with the bombing of the Serbian state TV broadcaster RTS. Hence,
a half-century of the Alliance was celebrated with bombs and blood.

NATO changed the strategic concept twice in the 1990s, and both times
it affirmed its new role as a force that exports stability via military
interventions. Submission of disobedient countries not included in
hierarchical order (Lake, 2009) headed by Transatlantic elites, coupled with
the geographic factor along the ‘orthodox diagonal’ between Balkan and
Muscovite Russians, additionally explains ‘why the Serbs’ were targeted.
Democratic interventions are used as a tool of both the Anglo-Saxon
domination in Europe and as exemplary punishment for those opposing
the planned reconstruction of Eastern Europe and the world in general. As
the Serbs created Yugoslavia, they wanted to keep it. This and their
historical and religious ties to Russia made them a crucial and
demonstrative target of NATO.

The NATO aggression on Yugoslavia thus strengthened the leadership
of US elites in the EU, in particular of the greater area that will soon after
1999 become a New Europe. This new Europe, a Trimarium between the
Baltic Sea, the Black Sea and the Mediterranean is a modification of old
British, and since WWII, American projects of creating a buffer zone
between Russia and continental Europe. Construction of this buffer zone
after 1999 was consolidated and imposed by Washington, and London led
hierarchical international order.
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