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editorial

- Ten years

duction of capitalism into eastern Europe are clear and
acknowledged even by some of the international agen-
cies which sponsored the process.

The World Bank reports in its 1999 World Development In-
dicators: ‘In 1989 about 14 million people in the transition
economies were living under a poverty line of $4 a day. By the
mid-1990s that number was about 147 million, one person in
three. The distribution of income in the communist period was
relatively egalitarian, primarily because of a relatively flat wage
distribution, but also because of the virtual absence of income
from property and the redistribution of income through social
transfers... Today, some eight years later, income distribution
has worsened sharply, particularly in the former Soviet Un-
ion... the stress is showing in the declining or stagnating life
expectancy and sharply worsening adult mor- _tality. Today,
for example, the probability that a 15-year- 8%
old Ukrainian male will survive until his six-
tieth birthday is a mere 65 per cent, down
from 72 per cent in 1980. The Europe and
Central Asia region is the only part of the
developing world with rising adult mor-
tality rates. Even Sub-Saharan Africa, with
its AIDS epidemic, is seeing a reduction
in adult mortality!

The proportion of the population liv-
ing in poverty increased between 1987-
88 and 1993-95 from 2.1 per cent to 14
per cent in Poland, from 1.3 per cent
to 39 per cent in Romania, from 0.1
per cent to 29 per cent in the Baltic
states, from 0.2 per cent to 66 per cent
in Moldova, from 2.2per cent to 44
per cent in Russia, from 1 per cent
to 63 per cent in Ukraine, and from s
6.5 per cent to 53 per cent in Cen-
tral Asia (World Development Indicators, 1999).

This situation has not improved. Another study, the United
Nations 1999 Human Development Report stresses that even
where there has been some resumption of economic growth,
as in Poland, the historically unprecedented rise in inequality
which has accompanied the introduction of capitalism, has
ensured that any benefits accrue to a tiny minority of the popu-
lation — the new capitalist class: ‘The transition from centrally
planned to market economies was accompanied by large
changes in the distribution of national wealth and income.
Data on income inequality indicate that these changes were
the fastest ever recorded.

The most comprehensive survey is by the United Nations

Ten years after 1989, the consequences of the re-intro-
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Development Programme (UNDP), Transition 1999 — Europe
and CIS Human Development Report. This states: 'The “transi-
tion” in most of the countries in the former Soviet bloc in
central and eastern Europe and the CIS is a euphemistic term
for what in reality has been a Great Depression. The extent of
the collapse in output and the skyrocketing nature of inflation
have been historically unprecedented. The consequences for
human security have been calamitous. By conservative esti-
mates, over 100 million people have been thrown into poverty,
and considerably more hover precariously just above subsist-
ence.

The report states that the introduction of capitalism into
the region has ‘literally been lethal for a great many people’
with nearly 9.7 million men who would still be alive today
had capitalism not been introduced.

It notes that ‘Before the 1990s, countries of central and
eastern Europe, and the Commonwealth of Independent
States, were notable for providing their

populations with a high degree of

basic security People's right to full,
lifetime employment was guaranteed.
Although cash incomes were low, they
were stable and secure. Many basic
consumption goods were subsidised
and regularly supplied. People had food

security and were adequately clothed

and housed. They had free and guaran-
teed access to education and health. They
were assured pensions when they retired

and regularly benefited from many other
forms of social protection. But, since 1989:
‘The whole previous comprehensive system
of social protection has been allowed to
crumble!

Moreover, on the latest available compa-

rable figures most countries are still poorer
than they were ten years ago: ‘By 1997, only
Slovenia had a higher national income than it
had in 1989, while Poland had finally recovered to that level.
For the former Soviet Union, national income under capital-
ism is barely half what it was under a planned economy.

The report itemises what it calls ‘the human costs of transi-
tion™:

@ The biggest is the decline in life expectancy which has ‘meant
that several million people have not survived the 1990s who
would have done so if the life expectancy levels achieved in
the 1980s had been maintained!

@ The second is the spread of diseases like TB which had been
virtually eliminated prior to 1989,
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@ Poverty increased from 4 per cent of the population of east-
ern Europe and the former Soviet Union in 1988 to 32 per cent
in 1994, with ‘60 per cent of children suffering from some
form of malnutrition’ in Poland, the number of pregnant women
suffering from anaemia in Russia tripling between 1989 and
1994, and ‘20-50 per cent of children' in Moldova suffering
from rickets in 1996’

@ An immense regression of the position of women in society:
‘During the Soviet era, quotas for women helped to incorpo-
rate them into positions of economic and political decision-
making and authority ' Since 1989: ‘Women have found them-
selves progressively pushed out of public life. Simultaneously
their access to paid employment has declined and their total
work burden both within the household and outside it has
increased The increased work burden for women has been
directly related to cutbacks in social services and the with-
drawal of the state from the provision of social protection. At
the same time: ‘Not only has women’s economic security been
on the decline, but also their personal security has been under
increasing threat. Violence against women has been on the
rise!

@ Massive cuts in spending on education — down 50 per cent
in Bulgaria, for example. Women have suffered dispropor-
tionately: ‘Expenditures on nursery and other pre-school fa-
cilities have been slashed; in countries of the former Soviet
Union more than 30,000 are reported to have been closed be-
tween 1991 and 1995' — which has ‘increased the burden of
household work on women and diminished their opportunities
for employment’

@ Unemployment has risen from negligible levels to more than
10 per cent across the region.

The report concludes: ‘There has been a tragic breakdown
in human security with respect to access to social services and
social protection, There is no longer any secure entitlement to
a decent education, a healthy life or adequate nutrition. With
rising mortality rates and new and potentially devastating epi-
demics on the horizon, life itself is increasingly at risk!

A 1999 report by the United Nations Children’s Fund (Unicef)
looked specifically at the position of women. It concluded that
since 1989 14 million jobs held by women have disappeared,
state-supported childcare services have collapsed, women'’s life
expectancy has decreased in 16 out of the 27 countries stud-
ied and the proportion of women in parliaments has fallen
from a third to 10 per cent.

Even in east Germany, with the highest living standards of
the former east European states unemployment is around 20
per cent, double that in the west and an opinion poll published
by Der Spiegel in October 1999, found that easterners think
their old regime was better on seven out of nine counts in-
cluding healthcare, education, housing provision, industrial
training, law and order, gender equality, and social security.
Unification is now seen as colonisation, with westerners occu-
pying 75 per cent of top civil service jobs, 90 per cent of
professorships in universities and 99 per cent of top jobs in
industry and the armed forces in the east. (Financial Times, 4
November)

These figures demonstrate a simple fact: for the majority of
the population capitalism is worse than the planned econo-
mies which it replaced.

Taking a wider perspective, the advance of capitalism into
eastern Europe and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, have
given the greatest impetus to imperialism, and US imperialism
in particular, since the period before the first world war. As a
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result, imperialist exploitation of the majority of the popula-
tion of the world has been enormously intensified - with, ac-
cording to the World Bank, living standards in sub-Saharan
Africa, for example, lower today than in 1970.

This strengthening of imperialism has inevitably led to an
immense increase in human inequality within and between
states — the gap between the income of the 20 per cent of the
world's people in the richest countries increased from 30 times
that of the 20 per cent in the poorest states in 1960, to 74
times as much in 1997.

Moreover, the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the only
military counter-weight to the US, has allowed this rising
exploitation to be enforced by naked military violence — from
the Gulf war, through the racist intervention in Somalia to the
bombing of Yugoslavia. Direct colonialism has also re-emerged
— with the creation of NATO ‘protectorates’ in Bosnia and
Kosovo — and all NATO states now committed to reconfiguring
their armed forces for offensive military action.

While the main blows have fallen upon the peoples of the
third world, the former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, the new
international relationship of forces, has given Capital the op-
portunity to attack the welfare states created in western Eu-
rope after the second world war — amid a shift of the entire
political spectrum to the right, including the biggest votes for
racist and fascist parties since the 1930s,

Nor will it end there. The world is now more threatened by
the use of nuclear weapons than at any time since Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. Washington is working furiously to regain the
ability to use its nuclear arsenal with impunity by developing
anti-ballistic missile systems — as it embarks upon a vast new
arms race in Asia designed to confront and break open the
Chinese economy.

This dynamic unleashed by 1989 was predictable and pre-
dicted. The populations of eastern Europe and to a lesser ex-
tent the former Soviet Union were so deeply alienated and
demoralised by the crimes of the bureaucracy that many of
them thought capitalism would be better. They were wrong.
Public ownership of industry, planning and control of foreign
trade, in reality, protected those economies and the living
standards of their populations from the far more powerful ad-
vanced capitalist states. Public ownership and planning al-
lowed their industrialisation and the provision of high levels
of social welfare, security and education than would have ex-
isted under capitalism.

As Trotsky argued until the end of his life: ‘The fall of the
bureaucratic dictatorship, if it were not replaced by a new
socialist power, would thus mean a return to capitalist rela-
tions with a catastrophic decline of industry and culture! This

Estimated poverty in transition countries,
1987-88 and 1993-95
Poverty headcount index (%)
1987-88 1993-95
Poland 2.1 14
Romania 1.3 39
Baltics 0.1 29
Moldova 0.2 66
Russian Federation 2.2 44
Ukraine 1.0 63 -
Central Asia 6.5 53
All transition economies 13.6 40
Source: World Bank 1999 Development Indicators
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was because: ‘The Soviet system with its nationalised industry
and monopoly of foreign trade, in spite of all its contradic-
tions and difficulties, is a productive system for the economic
and cultural independence of the country..What is involved
[in the restoration of capitalism]...is not the introduction of
some disembodied democracy but returning Russia to the capi-
talist road. But what would Russian capitalism look like in its
second edition?... A capitalist Russia could not occupy even
the third rate position to which Czarist Russia was predestined
by the course of the war. Russian capitalism today would be a
dependent, semi-colonial capitalism without any prospects’

Socialist Action shared this view in 1989 and argued: ‘Far
from more liberal and progressive world order emerging from
the process leading to the overthrow of the bureaucracy from
the right in Eastern Europe, capitalism is throwing back the
progress of humanity on a world scale more than at any point
since World War I1. (1989 - a turning point in world history,
May 1990).

Immediately following Yeltsin's assumption of power in
Russia in August 1991, we wrote: ‘Economic catastrophe is
sweeping Eastern Europe and the USSR with the attempt to re-
introduce capitalism. It is bringing the rise of racism, reac-
tionary nationalism, and moves to capitalist dictatorship. Sta-
linism in eastern Europe, by repelling the working class from
socialism, has brought these countries to the brink of disaster.
The assault on the working class, and the violent moves of
these societies to the right, are also discrediting those in the
West who believed that the events after 1989 in eastern Eu-
rope - the introduction of capitalist governments — represented
a way forward. Instead they confront the working class with
the threat of the greatest defeats in its history and the unfold-
ing of a period of unparalleled reaction in Europe — and inter-
nationally.’ (1917, 1941, 1991 - the Russian revolution fights
for its life, September 1991).

This view was rejected, at that time, not only by social de-
mocracy and Eurocommunism, but also by many who claimed
adherence to Marxism. They argued that the economic base of
the Soviet Union, and eastern Europe, was either no different
to capitalism, and therefore not worth defending, or that the
USSR was actually worse than capitalism.

The former school of thought was represented in Britain by
Socialist Workers’ Party leader Tony Cliff's theory of state capi-
talism. Consistent with this, Socialist Worker declared on 31
August 1991: “Communism has collapsed” our newspapers and
TV declare. It is a fact that should have every socialist rejoic-
ing!

The view that the USSR was worse than capitalism was
adopted by Workers’ Liberty, who announced that the intro-
duction of capitalism into eastern Europe 1989-91 was such a
great advance that they called upon Yeltsin to crush opposi-
tion to it by banning the Communist Party of the Soviet Un-
jon.

A variant of these views was put forward by Ernest Mandel,
the Fourth International and some of the editorial board of
New Left Review. The Fourth International, held theoretically
the view that the Eastern European economic systems were
superior to capitalism, but in practice supported the events
leading to the restoration of capitalism - embellishing them
with the new concept of a classless ‘democratic revolution!
New Left Review editorial board member, Tariq Ali, dedicated
his book on the Soviet Union, Revelution from above, to Boris
Yeltsin ‘whose political courage has made him an important
symbol throughout the country!

Cumulative change in real GDP 1991-1997
(Index 1990=100)
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Source: United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, The World
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The historical balance-sheet of these theories is now clear.
The dynamic of the events in 1989 was not a challenge to the
bureaucracy from the left, but the restoration of capitalism
from the right. That led to everything Trotsky analysed it would
- economic catastrophe, social reaction and a colossal new
impetus to imperialism. Those who supported that dynamic
placed themselves on the side of forces which have reduced
hundreds of millions of people to desperate poverty and brought
the world closer to the use of nuclear weapons by imperialism
than at any time since 1945. Most such forces have continued
their political degeneration. A few, such as the SWP and New
Left Review, have drawn back from some of its practical con-
sequences - by opposing the bombing of Yugoslavia, for ex-
ample. Having done so they should also reconsider the theo-
ries which failed the test of the greatest political events since
the second world war.

This is not simply a question of theoretical consistency. It
has immense practical significance. US imperialism is now
turning its attention towards the re-conquest of China — whose
economic dynamism is based not on capitalism, but upon the
rejection of the policies applied by the IMF in eastern Europe.
As a result, in just 20 years the Chinese planned economy has
quadrupled in size, with commensurate rising living stand-
ards.

Consider what the re-introduction of capitalism would mean
for China's population of 1.3 billion people. Despite its abso-
lute size, in terms of income per head China is a developing
country, ranking 145" in the world, behind such states as Papua
New Guinea, Morocco, El Salvador, Paraguay, Costa Rica or
Botswana. In Russia, capitalism brought a fall in GDP per head
of 43 per cent in just five years. Starting with living standards
little more than a fifth of those in the Soviet Union in 1990, an
equivalent fall in China would make the difference between
life and death for literally millions of pecple.

The re-introduction of capitalism into eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union was the greatest defeat of the inter-
national working class since fascism. By strengthening impe-
rialism, it inaugurated a colossal regression in human civilisa-
tion and culture. The next period of advance of the interna-
tional working class movement, and humanity, will be built
upon, and is arising out of, the struggle against the conse-
quences for the world of those events.
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After the bombing
of Yugoslavia

The US prepares to confront China

The NATO bombing of Yugoslavia set a precedent for
unilateral military action by the United States and its allies
outside of any framework of international law — making

clear that such wars would not |
Nations Security Council. This was

or Russia within the Unite

e subject to vetoes by China

not an ‘accident’ necessitated by the urgency for
humanitarian intervention, as NATO claimed. The bombing
was meticulously planned many months in advance. The
destruction of the post-World War Two international political
order was rather a central goal of the bombing and the way

in which it was launched.

his was confirmed by the explicit codi-

I fication of the new doctrine of unilat-
eral US-led military action into NATO’s

new strategic concept adopted on 23 April,
at the height of the bombing. This provides
for offensive NATO military action, with or
without the endorsement of the United Na-
tions, anywhere in western Europe,

cliampions of the emerging European Union
imperialism, and clarifying their utter inca-
pacity to stand up not only to European capi-
tal, but also to the United States.

Two states in particular now preoccupy
US military planners — Russia and China.
Russia is a permanent US concern because it

the US, is the need to pursue this course with-
out provoking a reaction from the Russian
population so violent that Yeltsin and his
would-be successors are ejected from office.
Such a development could set in motion a
dynamic of convergence of key states of the
former Soviet Union to withstand the destruc-
tion of their societies at the behest of the West
and the mafiocracies it has spawned. In such
an event, which remains possible given the
human catastrophe which capitalism and the
West have produced in Russia, the US is al-
ready creating other means of pressure — no-
tably the ability to foment wars along the
southern borders of Russia and the option
provided by NATO expansion, of deploying
nuclear weapons right up to the former So-
viet borders.

Having achieved as much as is currently
possible in Russia, however, the central con-
frontation for which the United States is now
preparing is with China. Why?

China is not a capitalist state. Yet for more
than twenty years it has been the most suc-
cessful large economy in the world in terms
of economic growth and rising liv-

eastern Europe or the former So-
viet Union. The new doctrine en-
visages the accelerated development
of NATO rapid deployment forces

‘preparations for confrontation with China now
form the central axis of US strategic planning’ Chinese economy may reach the

ing standards.
On its present rate of growth, the

same size as the United States as

capable of projecting military force

far outside of NATO's borders. This transfor-
mation of NATO — from an avowedly ‘defen-
sive” alliance to an explicitly offensive mili-
rary posture — accompanicd the integration
of its first members from eastern Europe, the
conclusion of a parallel series of military trea-
ties in Asia.

Thesc maves deeply threaten any state in
the world which finds itself in conflict with
the economic, political or strategic interests
of the United States.

The alignment of states and governments
during NATO's 11 week bombing campaign
clearly demonstrated that all of the imperial-
ist states — in western Europe, Canada and
Japan aim to share in the spoils of this new
age of colonialism, and, in addition, the new
capitalist states in eastern Europe would also
like to get their snouts into the trough.

They were backed in this by leaderships
of virtually every social democratic party in
western Europe — posing themselves as the
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is the only state capable of destroying the
United States. But, since 1991, its govern-
ment — the Yeltsin administration — has been
a puppet of Washington.

US goals towards Russia centre upon keep-
ing the Yeltsin entourage or an acceptable
successor in power, while'continuing to grind
down the country's economic and military
capacity through the operation of the capi-
talist economic reform which commenced
when Yeltsin took office. Since 1991, the So-
viet Union has been dissolved, NATO has
expanded to the borders of the former Soviet
Union and occupied a large part of the Bal-
kans. Now the US is seeking military coop-
eration with states of the former Soviet Un-
jon itself — building links with Ukraine, Geor-
gia, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan and Moldova with
a view to pulling the Commonwealth of In-
dependent States apart and securing control
of the export routes for Caspian oil.

The delicate issue of tactics constraining

early as 2010-20. Although this will
be in a country far poorer than the US, in
terms of income per head, American military
planners are obsessively aware of the fact that
there is a direct relationship between the size
of any economy and its military potential.
US preparations for confrontation with China
— which now form the central axis of US stra-
tegic planning — are based on total determi-
nation to do everything possible to forestall
China becoming an economic, military and
political force capable of standing up to the
United States in the way in which the Soviet
Union was able to do at the height of its
power.

At its strongest, the Soviet economy was
never more than roughly half the size of the
US economy. Yet the USSR, on that economic
basis, acquired the capacity to destroy the US
many times over — even though, contrary to
CIA propaganda, its offensive military po-
tential never approached that of the US. While
income per head in China in 2010 will be
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much lower than that of the Soviet Union at
the peak of its power, let alone the US, the
absolute size of its economy, if

S

Demonstrators outside the British Embassy in Beijing after NATO bombed the Chinese embassy in

mate — while Vietnam became the first war
in history which the US actually lost. The re-
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Belgrade
future such catastrophes would be to inten-

sify its pressure upon the Soviet Union —
above all through the new spiral in the

unchecked, will eventually enable
it to acquire a similar military level
to that enjoyed previously by the
Soviet Union — more than enough
to deter any attack.

Having spent 40 years and tril-

‘The US’ new strategic doctrine is directed
not simply at socialist threats but at any

potential capitalist competitor’

arms race under Reagan — with a view
to weakening or if passible eliminat-
ing it. It succeeded in this.

But the victory in the Cold War
posed the US with the necessity of re-
defining its strategic objectives. The

lions of dollars in the so-called Cold

War — which included real wars, civil wars
and military coups in which millions of peo-
ple were slaughtered by the US or its proxies
in Korea, Vietnam, Latin America, Africa and
the Middle East — the US has no intention of
allowing another military super-power capa-
ble of constraining it to emerge in the world.

Indeed its entire military doctrine, adopted
following the dissolution of the USSR, is di-
rected to that end.

The military capacity of the Soviet Union
was the most important constraint on the
level of military force deployed by the United
States in the post world war two period —
and that in turn had critical political results.
It helped a third of the population of the world
break out of capitalism altogether. It also
made possible the fall of colonialism as the
European imperialist powers were forced to
retreat for fear that national liberation move-
ments would radicalise in the direction of the
socialist revolutions which followed the sec-
ond world in the Balkans, Asia and ultimately
Cuba.

Without the threat to the existence of the
US posed by a nuclear armed USSR, there
can be little doubt that Washington would
have used nuclear weapons in Korea in 1950-
53 and later in Vietnam, 1t could not do so
and, as a result, Korea became the first war
which the US failed to win — ending in stale-

sults of the latter were traumatic — making it
politically impossible for the US to use direct
military intervention to prop up the Shah of
Iran, or its ally the Somoza dictatorship in
Nicaragua o, following the 1975 fall of the
Caetano dictatorship in Portugal, to prevent
the Cuban assistance to the MPLA in Angola
which defeated the South African army and
triggered the process which culminated in the
collapse of the Apartheid regime.

Although none of the post-second world
war socialist revolutions and national libera-
tion struggles were instigated by the Soviet
bureaucracy, and many, like the Chinese and
Yugoslav revolutions were explicitly opposed
by it, Soviet military assistance, whether in
the form of arms supplies or indirectly in
deterring a higher level of US violence, was
critical to their success. That is why the cen-
tral goal of US foreign policy, between the
immediate aftermath of the second world war
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union in
1991 was to contain, roll back and eliminate
the Soviet Union. That is why trillions of
dollars were spent on the Cold War, millions
of lives sacrificed in Korea and Vietnam,
proxy wars fought around the globe and US
military bases established along the entire
perimeter of the Soviet Union. In particular,
following its defeat in Vietnam, the US drew
the conclusion that the only way to avoid

resources necessary to fund the final
twist to the arms race which cracked the So-
viet economy, bought Gorbachev to power
and ultimately bought down the USSR. had
been beyond the means of the United States
alone. The US was only able to finally defeat
the Soviet Union because it was able to mo-
bilise the resources of the international capi-
talist economy to fund Reagan’s new arms
race. Even so, the strain was immense and
contributed to the transformation of the US
from the world’s biggest creditor state to its
biggest debtor by the end of the 1980s.
Moreover, by the end of the Cold War. even
though the most powerful non-capitalist state
in the world had been dissolved, the funda-
mental bases of US global hegemony were
also being eroded.

Bases of US power

S dominance of the capitalist world

after the second world war had been

based upon three pillars. First, it was
by far the most dynamic capitalist economy
in the world — two of its main rivals. Ger-
many and Japan, were in ruins and the third.
Britain, was totally dependent on US finan-
cial support. Second, the US cffectively con-
trolled the linch-pins of the emerging world
capitalist economic system — symbolised by
the role of the dollar. Third, only the US had
the military capacity to fight a war with the

-
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Soviet Union — making German and Japa-
nese imperialisms totally militarily depend-
cnt on the United States.

Each of these pillars came under threat.
One, by the end of the Cold War, while the
US remained by far the largest economy in
the world — with more than double the GDP
of Japan and more than four times that of
Germany — its relative dominance had de-
clined dramatically vis a vis Germany and
what was then the European Community
through the 1950s and 1960s and then Ja-
pan and South East Asia through the 1970s
and 1980s.

Second, the launch of the Euro in 1999
marked the first potential threat to the su-
premacy of the dollar in the world economy.

Third, on the military and political level,
the cement of the threat of the Soviet Union
and socialist revolution, which had

balance of forces between
the imperialist powers
which emerged from the
second world war has
changed. This is indeed
why it is impaossible to
abolish inter-imperialist
conflict. As Lenin put it,
writing during the first
world war:

‘The only conceivable
basis under capitalism for
the division of spheres of influence, inter-
ests, colonies, etc, is a calculation of the
strength of those participating, their general
economic, financial, military strength, etc.
And the strength of these participants in the
division does not change to an equal degree,
for the even development of different under-

”

World politics after
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resist its relative decline.
In this it has, to date, had
considerable success. In
particular, its has been
able to use its position as
the economic, political
and military linchpin of
the international capital-
ist system to draw upon
) not only its own re-
sources, but also those of
its capitalist rivals. From
the point of view of US imperialism this is
precisely the function of the global financial
liberalisation of the last two decades — to al-
tow it to draw upon surplus value generated
elsewhere in the world to fund investment in
the United States.
As a result, from the locomotive of the
world capitalist economy in the 1950s

bound Japan and Germany to the US
throughout the Cold War, was enor-
mously weakened by the restoration
of capitalism into eastern Europe in
1989, the capitalist reunification of
Germany in 1990 and dissolution of

‘NATO, not the EU, has been established as
the leadership of the capitalist colonisation

of Eastern Europe’

and 1960s, the US has been trans-
formed into a parasite upon it —
whereby its economic growth takes
place at the expense of its capitalist
rivals. Thus, first western Europe from
the mid-1970s, then Japan from the

the USSR in 1991.

[n this context, the framework within
which the debate on the redefinition of US
strategic objectives took place was absolutely
explicit: how to retain US world dominance
in the post-Cold War world. This was spelled
out with brutal clarity, showing just how
laughable is the idea peddled by some west-
ern journalists of the supposed ‘threat’ of a
LS retreat to isolationism: ‘In a broad new
policy statement the Defense Department as-
serts that the US political and military mis-
sion is the post cold war era will be to ensure
that no rival superpower is allowed to emerge
in Western Europe, Asia or the territory of
the former Soviet Union. The draft takes the
pusition that ‘'no collection of nations can
aspire to regional dominance because that
would put them on the path to global rivalry
with the American super-power. The classi-
fied document makes the case for a world
dominated by one super-power. The new draft
sketches a world in which there is one domi-
nant military power whose leaders “must
maintain the mechanisms for deterring po-
lential competitors from even aspiring to a
larger regional or global role! (International
Herald Tribune, 9 March 1993)

Having established itself as the world’s sole
superpower the US was, and is, determined
to retain that position by all means neces-
sary.

Thus the United States’ new strategic doc-
trine took account not simply of socialist
threats to its world dominance — particularly
in the event of an anti-US regime coming to
power in Russia — but also of the need to
forestall any potential capitalist competitor
to the US. For example, emerging in the form
of a German led European Union or a Japa-
nese led East Asian regional alliance decid-
ing to acquire nuclear weapons.

These threats exist precisely because the
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takings, trusts, branches of industry, or coun-
tries is impossible under capitalism. Half a
century ago Germany was a miserable insig-
nificant country, if her capitalist strength is
compared with the Britain of the time; Japan
compared with Russia in the same way. Is it
‘conceivable’ that in ten or twenty years' time
the relative strength of the imperialist pow-
ers will have remained unchanged? It is out
of the question’ (Collected Works, volume X,
p295)

The United States ruling class has no in-
tention of allowing its position to be displaced
by the rise of jts capitalist rivals. It has de-
ployed all of the weapons at its disposal —
economic, financial, political and military to

end of the 1980s, have fallen behind
the US in terms of their rates of economic
growth. For the weakest capitalist states the
results have been catastrophic — with Africa
and the Middle East from the beginning of
the 1970s, Latin America from the 1980s, and
eastern Europe from the beginning of the
1990s, being thrown backwards.

The most powerful capitalist states have
inevitably tried to resist this process. That is
the significance, on the economic plane, of
the launch of the Euro and the continuing
obstacles being placed in the way of the at-
tempts by American capital, particularty since
the financial crash in the summer of 1997, to
penetrate East Asia and Japan. While the third
world states have less power to resist, such
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diverse phenomena as the attempt of Iraq to
halt the fall in oil prices by invading Kuwait
in 1990, the imposition of exchange controls
by Malaysia in response to the East Asian
financial crash and the rise to pawer of the
left bourgeois populist regime of Hugo Chavez
in Venezuela, are all manifestations of the
pressure (o resist the economic exactions of
the United States.

The strategy of the United States in these
circumstances is to use not only all of the
economic levers at its disposal, but also to
exploit its dominance on the one field where
its pre-eminence over all of its rivals remains
entirely unchallenged — the military —
to further its economic
and strategic
interests.

Thus the
Gulf war was targe
used to dem-
onstrate that
only the US can 9% e me Gme
defend the ac-
cess to the oil re- “we
serves of the Mid- “““"“ﬂ?f‘:ufuﬁ
dle East upon ot ot
which both the Eu- i, | g
ropean and Japa- Uit Sosstey
nese eCconomies are  wowesd Loy
totally dependent.

Similarly, the US intervened into the cri-
sis in Yugoslavia where Germany was intent
upon creating a new sphere of influence. In
Bosnia, it blocked every attempt at a peace-
ful resolution, to demonstrate that only Wash-
ington had the military capacity to defeat the
Bosnian Serbs, with the result that under the
Dayton Agreement Bosnia is now effectively
a NATO colony.

In relation to Kosovo, by encouraging the
KLA with the promise of eventual NATO in-
tervention, and engineering the Rambouillet
talks to present Yugoslavia with de-

War is as follows. While on the economic field
the struggle continues, the United States has
succeeded in using its military pre-eminence
to re-assert its hegemony over both Japan
and the European Union. The outcome of
the hombing of Yugoslavia is that the US con-
trolled NATQ, not the European Union, has
been established as the leadership of the capi-
talist colonisation of eastern Europe and the
drive to penetrate the former Soviet Union.
In Asia, Japan has concluded a new security
treaty with the United States providing for
increased Japanese participation in and fund-

ing of mili-

tary operations, including the con-
struction of an anti-missile shield directed
against China, under total US control and
leadership.

These trends are now set to deepen pre-
cisely because the US is on the verge of a
new period of economic weakening. By aban-
doning the original advice of the IMF, the
East Asian economies have resumed rapid
economic growth and ultra-Keynesian inter-
vention in Japan is also having some suc-
cess. As a result the flow of funds from Asia,
which have funded the biggest US balance of
payments deficit in history and in the proc-

Relfea Ie d“

te]y

military capacity will deepen and this strate-
gic subordination of the European Union and
Japan to the United States will set the limits
within which their econamic conflicts unfold.
As Perry Anderson put it in another context,
but correctly: ‘one of the basic axioms of his-
torical materialism [is that] the secular strug-
gle between classes is ultimately resolved at
the political — not at the economic or cul-
tural — level of society! (Lineages of the Ab-
solutist State),

With the economic pillars of US global
dominance eroding and its dependence on
its military power consequently accentuated,

the US is constrained, increasingly, to seek
to pose conflicts on the military

N level. The two key
Ao
*

strategic prob-
Cbl tems for the
neSe

US in this re-
gard are how to
manage, what it
hopes will be,
Russia’s irrevers-
ible decline, on the
one hand, and how

ote, 7 tea e tens  to block the rise of
1.

China, on the other.

The Pentagon’s
strategic planners are
under no illusions that capitalism has stabi-
lised itself in Russia. They believe, correctly,
that a Communist or other anti-western re-
gime, could come to power. Indeed, such
forces were represented, for a short period
following the August 1998 financial collapse,
in Yevgeny Primakov's government. This was
actively working towards a strategic alliance
of Russia, China and India as a proposed
counter-weight to US global hegemony, while
domestically launching the actions against
the Kremlin centred mafiocracy which have
culminated in the recent revelations. That was
why Primakov was remaoved by

mands which no sovereign state could
accept, the US created the conditions
for the NATO military intervention
which once again made clear the com-

‘The US has already launched an arms

race against China’

Yeltsin at the height of the bomb-

ing campaign against Yugoslavia.
The NATO intervention in Yugo-

slavia, was correctly interpreted by

plete military dependence of the Eu-
ropean Union upon the United States.

Tony Blair has sought to utilise this situa-
tion to try resolve the contradictions of Brit-
ish imperialism's relations with the EU and
the US, by bidding for the position of privi-
leged US ally, championing US strategic
dominance in Europe, within the framework
of European Monetary Union,

Finally, in this regard, the geo-strategic
position of Japan adjacent to both a non-
capitaiist China and a Russia where capital-
ism is far from assured of stabilising itself,
makes it utterly militarily dependent on the
us.

Asserting military might
hus the overall balance sheet of the
struggle of the US to re-assert its domi-
nance aver its potential imperialist

competitors following its victory in the Cold

ess helped to inflate the present bubble on
US stock markets, is starting to slow.

In essence, Asia is trying to use its capital
to finance investment in its own economies
rather than the US. At the same time, eco-
nomic revival in Asia is pushing up interna-
tional commodity prices — with oil up by 100
per cent in a year. This is generating infla-
tionary pressures in the US. With the flow of
funds from Asia into the US slowing, the
dollar coming under downward pressure and
long term interest rates rising, US economic
growth has started to turn down accompa-
nied by the threat of a serious collapse on
Wall Street. The Dow Jones index saw its big-
gest weekly decline in a decade in the second
week of October 1999,

In these circumstances, with a new period
of economic enfeeblement looming for the
US, the drive to reassert itself by utilising its

the Russian military as a dry run,
and threat, of the kind of operations NATO
would like to be able to project into the former
Soviet Union. The eastward expansion of
NATO, and military pacts with some of the
former Soviet states, are precisely designed
not only to safeguard western expansion but
also to contain Russia. As the Pentagon docu-
ment quoted above put it: ‘In the event of a
resurgent threat from Russia, “we should plan
to defend against any such threat” further
forward on the territories of eastern Europe!
(IHT, 9 March 1993)

But, the US is also aware that the Russia
economy has been so devastated by the capi-
talist economic reform carried out under US-
guidance since January 1992, that whilc the
country retains its ability to destroy the US
with nuclear weapons, its ability to conduct
any kind of aggressive foreign policy has been
enormously weakened. Thus, Primakov's po-
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sition on the bombing of Yugoslavia was
perfectly realistic. He condemned it — as did
95 per cent of the Russian population — but
he had little ability to do very much more
than give diplomatic assistance to Yugosla-
via. Thus, the US strategy towards Russia re-
mains to try to weaken it as much as possi-
ble. prevent any recreation of the USSR, uti-
lise economic and military pressure — such
as its ability via Turkey to kindle serious mili-
tary contlicts in the Caucasus and Central Asia
— in arder to try to also prevent the more
immediate threat of an alliance between China
and Russia.

China’s rise

hina has risen to the top of the US
strategic agenda because, one, it is not
a capitalist state and, two, it has had
been the most successful major economy, with
the most rapidly rising living standards, in
the world since 1978. Some western econo-
mists, most of the media and many on the
lefi. argue that China is carrying out a transi-
tion to a capitalist economy — albeit more ra-
tionally and successfully than the disasters
which followed the re-introduction of capital-
ism into eastern Furope and the USSR.
The Pentagon labours under no such illu-
sions. They understand that the industrial core

For US imperialism China has to be
stopped before it acquires the ability to de-
fend itself — which would only be possible
with nuclear weapons. At present, although
a nuclear power, China only has a handful of
nuclear armed missiles capable of reaching
American targets. That is why the US intends
to move rapidly.

This has nothing to do with the foreign
policy orientation of China — which from the
end of the Vietnam war until relatively re-
cently sought to systematically accommodate
the US. Indeed, the de facto alliance of China
with the US against the Soviet Union was
decisive in derailing the left in east Asia and
allowing the US to focus its resources on
cracking the USSR in the 1980s. The shift in
Chinese foreign policy over the last decade —
moving to equidistance with the Soviet Un-
ion, then seeking to ally with Russia against
the threat of the US, opposing NATO's east-
ward expansion, the recent bombing of Iraq
and the war on Yugoslavia, has been in re-
sponse to the fact that it is now more threat-
ened by the US.

US strategy towards China is proceeding
on three fronts simultaneously. First, its pre-
ferred option, because the least risky and ex-
pensive would be to assist in an internal po-
litical disintegration of the country akin to

gime overthrown in 1949. China has repeat-
edly threatened to resort to force in such cir-
cumstances, and the US is committed to mili-
tary intervention on the side of Taiwan. This
option depends on China being unable to re-
taliate effectively against the US. That in turn
depends on (a) China not having had time to
develop its own nuclear potential and (b)
China not being in a military alliance with
Russia against the US.

Events this year have confirmed this dy-
namic. In the spring, despite big concessions
offered by China, the Clinton administration
scuppered talks on Chinese accession to the
World Trade Organisation. During the bomb-
ing of Yugoslavia it announced that its new
Ambassador in Beijing would be Admiral
Joseph Preuer, Naval commander in the Pa-
cific from 1996 to March 1993. The bombing
of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade is now
widely believed to have been deliberate. Far
from seeking to calm the resulting tensions
with China, Washington followed up the
bombing with the claim that China had sto-
len virtually all of the United States’ nuclear
weapons designs.

Following a sharp escalation of tensions
with Taiwan, after the latter took a step to-
wards declaring independence by announc-
ing that in future relations with China would
be conducted ‘state to state’, the US

of China's economy remains publicly
owned, that the largest growth sector
of the economy has been the devel-
opment of collective property forms
owned by town and village govern-

‘Hopes for a social democratic European
challenge to the US will be disappointed’

increased its arms sales to Taiwan.
This was followed in the second
week of August with the threat mili-
tary intervention in the event of a

ments, that land remains publicly
owned and leased to farmers and that the
economy is planned. There has been no large
scale privatisation of industry in China.

[n reality, the success of the Chinese eco-
nomic reform is precisely based upon the in-
troduction of market mechanisms within the
overall framework of a planned economy,
which has allowed the reorientation of the
economy to prioritise the consumer goods and
agricultural sectors, allowing a rapid increase
in living standards, to create a virtuous cir-
cle of rapid economic growth which in tum
has resulted in a vast expansion of the infra-
structure and, given its rate of growth and
sheer size, made China so attractive for for-
eign investment that the local and national
governments can play western states and
companies off against each other to negoti-
ate the most favourable possible terms for
their domestic economic development.

This strategy has allowed China to correct
some of the main failings of the Soviet and
Chincse central planning, natably to develop
the consumer goods sector of the economy,
without abandoning the planned industrial
core of the economy.

As a result, at its present rate of economic
growth, which at 7-8 per cent a year is lower
than its peak of 12-13 per cent, China will
avertake the US as the largest economy in
the world within 10-20 years and on this basis
can acquire a military capacity equivalent to
that ol the former USSR.
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that produced by Gorbachev in the Soviet
Union. The difficulty is that there is no sign
of such a current coming to power and the
Chinese have undoubtedly learnt from the
experience of the Soviet Union and have no
intention of willingly going down the same
path to national collapse.

Second, the US has already launched an
arms race against China with the conclusion
of new security agreements for enhanced
Japanese participation in any US-led mili-
tary conflict in East Asia, similar agreements
with the Philippines, the supply of advanced
military aircraft and other weapons to Tai-
wan, plans for a theatre missile defence sys-
tem in the region and for a national anti-
ballistic missiles defence shield for the United
States itself — in defiance of the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missiles Treaty with the Soviet Un-
jon. The purpose of this arms race is to put
political pressure on China, to force it to di-
vert resources from economic growth to mili-
tary spending thereby hoping to provoke po-
litical instability. But also to the third op-
tion, that of a military conflict involving
China and the US — which would almost in-
evitably involve the use of nuclear weapons
— a credible threat.

The means to provoke such a conflict al-
ready exist — by engineering a declaration
of independence from China by Taiwan, the
area occupied under US protection after 1949
by the remnant of the Chiang Kai Shek re-

conflict between Taiwan and China
delivered in the most direct possible way. The
Commander of one of the two American air-
craft carrier battle groups in the region, Rear
Admiral Timothy Keating, said: ‘China will
know if they attempt any kind of operation,
whether its Taiwan or anything, that they are
going to have the US navy to deal with!
Shortly afterwards the agreement for joint
US research with Japan to develop a regional
anti-missile defence shield was announced.
China's response to these threats was typi-
fied by an article which appeared on 19 Au-
gust, in Global Times, a weekly magazine
associated with the official People’s Daily
newspaper. The article was entitled 'USA, do
not mix it' said: ‘China’s neutron bombs are
more than enough to handle aircraft carriers.
Beijing is vigorously pursuing coopera-
tion with Russia to counter the escalation of
US military pressure in the region and te op-

World politics after
the hombing of Yugoslavia
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pose the development of anti-missile defence
systems — whose significance, if they prove
technologically feasible, would be that they
would allow the US to use nuclear weapons
against other states without the fear of re-
taliation — which is why they have previ-
ously been outtawed as a colossal escalation
of the arms race.

US tactics elsewhere in the world are di-
rectly related to this rising tension with China.
As there is considerable reason to doubt the
practical ability of the US to carry out its mili-
tary doctrine of being able to fight two re-
gional wars simultaneously, it needs to con-
front any potential problems it will face else-
where in order to free the maximum possible
resources for pressure upon China.

This was part of its objectives in bombing
Yugoslavia — to dragoon its allies into ac-
ceptance that the post-second world war po-
litical order had to be dismantled to allow
wars to be launched without the acquiescence
of Russia or China, and to demonstrate that
no power on earth had the capacity to pre-
vent the US from doing this.

Although, as a result of the international
opposition which the bombing proveoked, the
US has not yet succeeded in disposing of
Yugoslavia, and will continue to use economic
and military means to try to install a pro-
Nato government in Belgrade, the interven-
tion in the Balkans was explicitly conceived
as opening the way for similar NATO opera-
tions in eastern Europe and into the former
USSR. This is for both economic purposes of
securing access to oil reserves in the former
Soviet states, and in order to put military
pressure on Russia — waming against any
attempt to recreate the former USSR and
against any moves towards an alliance with
China against the US.

This latter objective has not been achieved.

bility of a devaluation
of its currency on the
agenda. [f it does so the
economic shock waves
will reverberate
throughout east Asia.

Second, China also
has enarmous potential
political influence in
the region. In the event
of a looming confron-
tation with the United
States, the Chinese
leadership would have
the option of promot-
ing political instability
within East Asia by
helping to rebuild
Communist Parties and
left wing opposition in
the region.

So, with the excep-
tion of Taiwan, the
east Asian regimes
have their own agenda
— which does not in-

On the contrary, because the very existence
of Russia is now threatened, the pressures for
an alliance with China as a counterweight to
the US are enormous. For China, this is deci-
sive because Russia is its only possible source
of advanced weapons, and, at the same time,
protects its northern flank against attack. For
the Russian military and working class, it
makes sense in terms of bolstering its own
strategic position and because there is an
obvious complementary economic relation-
ship in terms of the exchange of Russian
weapons and energy for Chinese consumer
goods. An alliance with China is backed by
the left in Russia, the army, the military-
industrial compiex and even some sectors of
the ¢il and gas industry.

The second big obstacle to US planning
for strategic confrontation with China is the
consequence for Asia. Here China has two big
weapons of which the South East Asian capi-
talist governments are all too aware. First is
the sheer economic weight of China in the
region. Had China devalued its currency at
the time of the financial crash from summer
1997, it would have been difficult, if not im-
possible, for the economic crisis in the re-
gion to have been turned around so rapidly.
China paid a very big price for that decision
— in terms of increased competition for the
South East Asian economies which had car-
ried out devaluations of up to 50 per cent —
which has slowed the Chinese economy, put
enormous competitive pressures on key sec-
tors of its economy, resulted in rapid defla-
tion and pressure on living standards. It traded
political kudos with the US and Japan, by
propping up the East Asian economy, for
downward pressure on its own economic
growth. The rapid intensification of US hos-
tility since, has shown that price was not
worth paying. Now China has put the possi-

clude a massive con-
frontation with China because it would slow
down their economies and simultaneously
increase the threat of Chinese backed revival
of their domestic class struggles.

Third, there is clearly now a strategic de-
bate taking place in India, the second most
populous country on earth. Although the BJP
government originally stated that its first nu-
clear test was directed first and foremost
against China, India responded to the bomb-
ing of Yugoslavia by pointing out that coun-
tries now needed nuclear weapons to protect
themselves if the US could flc ut international
law to launch wars with impunity. Its project
of acquiring nuclear weapons and a seat at
the UN Security Council was clearly under-
mined by the bombing of Yugoslavia. Dur-
ing the Kashmir conflict earlier in the vear
between Pakistan and India. China did rot
back Pakistan. Indeed, the US finally ordered
Pakistan to pull out its soldiers because it
feared the consequences for its relations with
India of explicitly backing its traditional cli-
ent state Pakistan on that occasion.

hese are the circumstances

in which the Australian role in lead-

ing the UN intervention force in
East Timor must be understood. Needless to
say it has nothing to do with humanitarian-
ism — Australia recognised the occupation of
East Timor by the US-backed Suharto dicta-
torship in Indonesia when it was directed
against a leftist national liberation movement.
Today, with the Indonesian regime in deep
crisis, the Australian Prime Minister explic-
itly explained the new Australian role as act-
ing as Washington's deputy: 'It is already
being called the Howard doctrine and would
mean a radical shift in Australia’s relations
with its Asian neighbours. John Howard. the
Australian PM said, in an interview this week-
end that Australia should adopt a far more
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aggressive approach to regional peacekeep-
ing and act as America’s “deputy” global
policeman in Asia’ (Independent on Sunday,
26 September 1999) Howard, himself, put it
like this: ‘We have been seen by counties, not
only in the region but around the world, as
being able to do semething that probably no
other country could do; because of the spe-
cial characteristics we have; because we oc-
cupy that special place — we are a European,
western civilisation, with strong links with
North America, but here we are in Asia’
{quoted in International Herald Tribune, 27
September 1999). However, notwithstanding
Howard's racist rhetoric, with a population
of just 20 million, Australia can, in reality,
be little more than a useful staging post in
the event of a serious clash between China
and the US.

In sum, an economically weakened US im-
perialism is seeking to utilise its military pre-
eminence to counteract its economic decline.
1t retains its absolute dominance and no other
imperialist power is remotely approaching the
position where it could challenge the US for
world supremacy in the way Washington dis-
ptaced London between 1914 and 1945. Such
a displacement in the centre of capitalist
world dominance would indeed require con-
vulsions, and blood-letting on at least the
scale of that last period of change in capital-
ist world leadership.

At present, the absolute size of its economy
and its overwhelming military preponderance,
allow the US to continue to subordinate its
imperialist rivals. Only within this framework
does their economic competition unfold.
Those on the left who hope for a social demo-
cratic European challenge to the US will be
cruelly disappointed. At the same time, its
rclative economic decline requires the US to
cantinually re-assert its strategic leadership
as the only force capable of defending the
common interests of the imperialist powers
by the means of provoking military conflicts.

Within that framework, the chief strate-
gic concern of the US is now the rise of China
and the possibility of it defending itself
through an alliance with Russia against the
US. The US is actively attempting to fore-
stall such an alliance by strengthening and
expanding the NATO threat to Russia in Eu-
rope, war and direct colenisation of the Bal-
kans, detaching parts of the Caucasus (par-
ticularly via its relay Turkey), extending the
scope of its military alliances in Asia and
launching a new spiral of the arms race as
part of an overall course towards confron-
tatien with China. This rising conflict, and
Washington's moves to clcar the ground for
it, arc going to become the central axis of
world politics.

The left wing of the international work-
crs’ movement should prepare accordingly by
constructing a united front of every possible
force 1o oppose the next wave of US imperi-
alist aggression.

Palisih Sacia!ist Party visited Bel-
) meet parﬂamentary deputies.'

By Geoffrey Owen
12
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. Nato’s goals in

Through the 1950s, '60s an
rapid economic growth, indu

. Yugoslavia

independent path of ecohqmcfdévelopment, not
subordinated to more powerful outside imperialist powers.
Second its federat constltut;on together WIth economlc

state outs:de the Warsaw P ct';at the hejght of the bed War '

allowed it to balance between east and west, being courted

by both, an’dsefn;oyihg access to wester

his relative stability was smashed by

two things. The re-introduction of capi-

talism into eastern Europe and disso-
lution of the Warsaw Pact, which made spe-
cial relations with Yugoslavia superfluous for
the west. Secondly, in these circumstances,
having become dependent upon financial
support from the IMF, by the mid-1980s the
latter, with the support of the Yugoslav fed-
eral government, imposed economic reforms
designed to open the way to the privatisa-
tion of the economy. This brought the
economy to the point of collapse.

This provoked two different reactions
within Yugoslavia - both directed against the
federal government. In the two richest repub-
lics, Slavenia and Croatia, these policies had
brought to the fore political forces which pro-
posed pulling out of Yugoslavia, in order to
stop subsidising the poorest parts of the fed-
cration. These forces co-ordinated their ac-
tivities with German imperialism.

In Serbia, where massive strikes erupted
against the IMF-inspired lay-offs and effec-
tive wage cuts, the reaction combined oppo-
sition to the economic reform program with
demands to increase the weight of Serbia
within the federal constitution in order to
change federal policy. This was logical, as
although Serbs made up 35-40 per cent of
Yugoslavia's population, under Tite's consti-
tution designed to allay fears of domination
by the Serbs, they effectively only had one
seat out of eight in the Yugoslav federal presi-
dency, with its two autenomous regions,
Voijvodina and Kosovo each controlling their

manaal credits.

own federal pres;dent:al seat. So this reac-
tion took the form of moves, carried out un-
der Slobodan Milasevic, to reduce the au-
tonomy of these two regions and regain Ser-
bian control of all three of its seats in the
federal presidency. This combined with agi-

tation by the large Serb minority in Kosovo. :
to reduce the province's autonomy which took "

the form of a Serb nationalist movement, en-
dorsed and ultimately led by Milosevic. The
Albanian majority of Kesovo totally opposed
these moves and thenceforth embarked upon
a massive peaceful campaign against them.

Although Slovenian and Croatian nation-
alist leaders, echoed hy the western media, tried
to use these moves to whip up fears of a plan
for a Greater Serbia, in reality they always made
clear that the motivation for their campaigns
for independence was economic. In Croatia’s
case, the spectre of a Greater Serbia was used
to justify withdrawing national democratic
rights from the Serb minority. Although na-
tional oppression of the Albanians in Kosovo
was real, no-one seriously maintained that
national oppression of Croats, Slovenes or
Bosnian Muslims existed in Yugoslavia.

The Slovenian and Croatian independence
moves were sponsored by, and co-ordinated
with, Germany and Austria which aimed to
break up Yugoslavia and integrate its two
most prosperous norther republics into a new
German sphere of influence in the Balkans.
This was precisely the approach taken in the
Balkans and eastern Europe by Hitler and the
same dynamic of fragmentation followed
1989 in eastern Europe and the former So-

viet Union,

Although Croatia, with its 11 per cent Ser-
bian population did not comply with the Eu-
ropean Union's criteria for respect of minor-
ity rights, Germany pressured the EU into rec-
ognition of its independence, and thereby pre-
cipitated the break-up which led to war, first
in Croatia and then in Bosnia.

This was inevitable. If the Croats and
Bosnian Muslims were to secede from Yugo-
slavia, then the large Serb minorities within
Croatia and Bosnia — who had experienced
real, not media manufactured, genocide un-
der the independent Ustashe Croat regime
during the second world war - would wish,
in the absence of the protection of an over-
arching federal state, to exercise their own
rights to self-determination under Yugosla-
via's constitution. Within Tito's Yugoslavia,

ithe weiglit ‘of the Serbs within the federal
‘présidency had been minimised, and borcers

drawn which left millions of Serbs ourtside

Serbia, as a guarantee against the largest na-

* “tional group dominating the federal repub-
“lic. But if the guarentee of equal r

: stituted by a common federal state which rec-

ights con-

drawn, naturally Serb minorities would seek

3 a re-drawmg af'republican borders or, at the

very least, autonomy within newly independ-
ent republlcs The nationalist regime of Franjo
Tudjman fanned Serb fears by reviving the
symbols of the wartime fascist Croatian re-
public, deleting Serb rights from its consti-
tution, purging the civil service and police of
Serbs and rejecting all proposals for au-
tonomy for the Serbian parts of Croatia.

Hence, the EU's effective de-recognition
of Yugoslavia, and refusal to support the right
to self-determination of the Serbs in Croatia
and Bosnia, together with Croatian and
Bosnian refusal to accept Serb votes, led in-
evitably to civil war with the Serb minorities
stranded within Croatia and Bosnia.

Within what remained of the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia, theése Serb minorities
within Croatia and Bosnia enjoyed over-
whelming support.

This is the origin of the demonisation of
the Serbs by the NATO states. They consti-
tuted the chief obstacle to the capitalist break-
up of Yugostavia, for the simple reason that
it threatened not only their living standards.
but also their national existence. If Yugosla-
via was to be broken up, they had to be de-
feated - and if they were to be attacked this
had to be justified to western public opinion
by their supposed crimes. This was facilitated
by the fact that at the outset the Serbs, as the
largest group, and the Yugoslav army as the
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Yugoslavia’s
history

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats

and Slovenes founded fol-

lowing the first world war.
The new state also includes Albanian,
Hungarian, Bosniak, German, Italian,
Roma, Turkish, Jewish and other minori-
ties. Prior to the unification, Serbia had
been an independent state on the side
of the victorious allies; Croatia had been
part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire —
one of the defeated powers.

The Vidovdan Constitution

establishes a unitary state

under the Serbian royal
house and the enlargement of the other
Serbian state institutions. Beginning of
Croat attempts to secure decentralisa-
tlon or federalism.

The decade sees an esca-

lation of political violence

around demands for
Croatian autonomy. King Alexander dis-
solves parliament and suspends consti-
tution, introducing a royal dictatorship.
Country formally renamed the Kingdom
of Yugoslavia (literally South Slavia).

King Alexander assassinated

by Croatian fascists and Mac-

* edonian extremists. Regency

established which moves closer towards

Germany — now establishing economic
and political hegemony in the region.

Axis forces invade Yugosla-

via. Ustasa forces (Croatian

fascists) establish the inde-
pendent State of Croatia under Nazi pa-
tronage and launch a genocidal cam-
paign against the Serb minority in
Croatia. Hundreds of thousands of
Serbs and Jews murdered in Croatian
concentration camps.

The Yugoslav Communist Party, un-
der the leadership of Tito, build a parti-
san army waging a liberation struggle
against the occupying Axis forces and
against the collaborating Yugoslav roy-
alist forces under Mihailovic.

Defeat of Axis forces. Com-

munists win elections and

N Federal Republic of Yugosla-
via is declared.

New soviet-type constitu-

tion establishes federation

of six republics: Serbia,
Slovenia, Croatia, Montenegro, Mac-
edonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina.

Yugoslav-Soviet split

emerges as Tito refuses to

subordinate Yugoslavia to
Sowet foreign policy requirements. Yu-
goslavia expelled from Cominform.

largest armed force, could be projected as the
aggressors against 'little Slovenia’, Croatia,
Bosnia. In reality behind these states stood
forces immensely more powerful than any
section of Yugoslavia — German and US im-
perialism. Under the influence of their own
media, most of the western left completely
failed to see this reality and fell in behind
the anti-Serb crusade.

The United States initially opposed Ger-
man moves to break up the federation — as
did France and Britain who had no desire to
see the Balkans transformed into a German
sphere of influence. The original goal of the
United States had been to introduce capital-
ism into Yugoslavia as a whole, and in one
go as elsewhere in eastern Europe, via the
pro-American federal government of Ante
Markovic. When it became clear that this was
not going to happen, they accepted the Ger-
man strategy of the capitalist recolonisation
of the country a piece at a time via the spon-
soring of its break-up — Balkanisation. But
in order to thwart Germany, they developed
their own client groups, the Bosnian Muslim
leadership and later the KLA. They blocked
every effort at a peaceful resolution of the
Bosnian civil war, until the point where it
had brought France and Britain, which had
‘peace-keeping’ forces on the ground, to ac-
cept NATO bombing of the Serbs, brokered a
military alliance of the Bosnian Muslims and
Croatia and re-armed and trained the Croatian
and Bosnian Muslim armies to impose the
largest possible defeat on the Bosnian Serbs.

The Yugoslav government tried to find a
way through this situation. In relation to
Slovenia, a relatively ethnically homogene-
ous republic, it rapidly recognised that the
only way in which secession could be stopped
would be by a war in which Slovene civilian
casualties would be massive. It consequently
prevailed upon the federal army to withdraw.

In Croatia, it upheld the right to autonomy
of the Serbian minority and the federal army
was deployed to defend the Serb enclaves
against the new Croatian military, until the
point where EU and US sanctions pressured
Milosevic to agree to the deployment of UN
forces in the disputed areas. This resulted in
a total clash between Belgrade and the Ser-
bian leadership in Croatia who, presciently,
had no confidence in the UN’s commitment
to protect them.

In Bosnia, Belgrade initially supported the
Bosnian Serbs who succeeded in carving out
a large autonomous area within Bosnia. But,
under the pressure of EU and US economic
sanctions, which devastated the Yugoslav
economy, and ultimately the American threat
to bomb Belgrade, the Yugoslav government
broke off relations with the Bosnian Serb lead-
ership and imposed sanctions against them.
US intervention to arm and train the Croats
and the Bosnian Muslims and then bomb the
Bosnian Serbs as the signal for a coordinated
offensive against the Serbs in both Croatia
and Bosnia, then set the terms for the Dayton
Agreement, This was signed for the Bosnian

Serbs, who were excluded from the negotia-
tions, by Milosevic, and sealed the fate of
Bosnia as a joint EU/US Nato coleny — within
which the Bosnian Serbs enjoy the status of
pariahs. Their elected leaders are regularly
removed by the new colonial master — the
EU/US appointed High Representative — and
their television transmitters seized because
NATO does not like their politics. In Septem-
ber 1999 Richard Holbrooke, the US rep at
the UN, even called for the anti-NATOQ Serb
political parties in Bosnia to be ‘disestablished
by international order' (International Herald
Tribune, 15 September 1999).

Within Croatia, a blitzkrieg was organ-
ised with US suppart, which resulted in the
largest ethnic cleansing of the conflict. Hun-
dreds of thousands of Serbs were forced to
flee. The military commander of this opera-
tion, Agim Ceku, went on, with NATO sup-
port, to become the military commander of
the KLA in Kosovo and has now been ap-
pointed by the UN governor of Kosovo to
lead the so-called Kosovo Protection Corps -
an appointment which does much to clarify
how much credence should be given to Kfor
statements supposedly reassuring the Kosovo
Serbs that their rights will be respected.
Dayton definitively established United States
leadership of the imperialist intervention into
the Balkans. This had been accompanied by
a shift in the emphasis of the propaganda
war against the Serbs. In Germany and Aus-
tria, the Serbs had been, and still are, pro-
jected as defenders of communist dictator-
ship’ against western democrats like the
Croatian regime (sic). The US considers this
approach ineffective. In the eyes of hundreds
of millions of people in the world there are
worse horrors than those of the western cre-
ated caricatures of communism. Under US
leadership, involving PR firms, the emphasis
was shifted to transform the Serbs from die-
hard communists (who came to power in a
revolution against Hitler) into fascists. PR
agencies invented analogies based on no evi-
dence likening Serb crimes to the Nazi holo-
caust. This proved most effective in disorien-
tating the left in the NATO states. Yet, it is in
Croatia today that football supporters wave
banners like ‘Serbs to Jasenovic' (the war-
time concentration camp).

Far from Milosevic being the champion
of a Greater Serbia portrayed by western
propaganda, he faced serious opposition
within Serbia from political forces — includ-
ing some of those now demonstrating against
the government — which argued that he was
selling out first the Croatian, and then the
Bosnian Serbs, in order to ease the massive
western pressure on Yugoslavia. Indeed, these
divisions over how to defend the national
rights of the Serbs, violated by the capitalist
break-up of Yugoslavia is at the root of the
west's failure to construct a unified capitalist
opposition within Serbia. Milosevic represents
the bureaucracy of the Yugoslav state which
was created in the socialist revolution which
was entwined with the resistance struggle
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against Hitler in the second world war.
Milosevic came to ascendancy on the back
of vast Serbian popular nationalist
mobilisations in what he called an anti-bu-
reaucratic revolution aimed at increasing the
weight of Serbia within the Yugoslav Fed-
eration — not breaking it up. He has again
and again tried to reach an accommodation
with the west — but none has been forth-
coming because in the post-1989 world or-
der NATO does not want peaceful coexist-
ence with a non-capitalist Serbia. It demands
the full privatisation of the economy and a
government subservient to NATO.

Neither is the Milosevic regime the dicta-
torship of Tony Blair's mythology. In reality,
it is as or more (in relation to Croatia, let
alone the NATO colony of Bosnia) democratic
than the new capitalist states which have been
carved out of the rest of the former Yugosla-
via. Opposition parties in Serhia frequently
control their own private television or radio
stations, as well as newspapers — generally
financed by the western intelligence services.
Demonstrations are more frequent than in any
other European state. The local and national
government is the result of elections.

Indeed, as one pro-NATO, but exception-
ally thorough, author put it reviewing Ser-
bian politics in the 1990s: *Serbia under
Milosevic was not a dictatorship in the to-
talitarian sense of the word. Opposition po-
litical parties, and civic organisations, con-
tinued to operate throughout this period, and
the independent media continued to publish
and broadcast. (Serbia under Milosevic, poli-
tics in the 1990s, Robert Thomas). He goes
on to claim, bizarrely that: 'These freedoms
“granted” to the opposition groupings and
media were, however, symptomatic of the
strength of the ruling party and the authori-
tarian nature of its rule rather than its toler-
ance and belief in democratic practice! (ibid)

This so-called 'authoritarianism’ is, how-
ever, defined basically as the non-capitalist
nature of the country’s economy: ‘A demo-
cratic and pluralist polity, however, amounts
to more than a functioning parliamentary
system and an active political culture. Such
a political system must be underpinned by
the dispersal of power though the social and
economic spheres. (ibid) Translating this from
academic jargon, it means that without pri-
vate ownership of the economy, mere democ-
racy is unacceptable.

Thus the real NATO objection to Serbia is
that the pro-NATO opposition parties have
utterty failed to win majority public support
in democratic elections. The author already
quoted argues feebly that this is, in effect,
due to the lack of political sophistication on
the part on the part of Serbian workers:
'‘Milosevic's support remained strongest
among the rural population and industrial
workers of Serbia whose political loyalties
were determined more by the attraction of
the ‘symbols of power’ than by the merits of
policy in the civic marketplace of ideas. In
reality, it reflects their good sense and the

inability of the capitalist parties to overcome
their divisions over the negative consequences
of the capitalist intervention into Yugoslavia
for the social and national rights of the Serbs.

In fact, when non-socialist parties have
cut into the support for Milosevic’'s socialist
parties, the most successful have been those
who have criticised him for too many, not
too few, concessions to NATO and the west.
Thus the most successful non-socialist party
is the most anti-western party of all — Vojislav
Seselj’s Serbian Radical Party.

In Serbia’s first democratic presidential
election on 9 December 1990, Milosevic won
65.3 per cent of the vote, compared to 16.4
per cent at that time for monarchist and Serb
nationalist, Vuk Draskovic. In the parliamen-
tary elections, the former communist Serbian
Socialist Party tock 46.4 per cent, compared
to 15.8 per cent for Draskovic’s Serbian Re-
newal Party and just 7.4 per cent for the
Democratic Party of Zoran Djindjic — the
NATO sponsored leader of the post-Kosovo
demonstrations against Milosevic.

In December 1997 presidential elections,
the last prior to the NATO bombing campaign,
the Serbian Socialist Party candidate,
Milutinovic, won 43.7 per cent in the first
round, compared to 32.2 per cent for Seselj
and just 15.4 per cent for Draskovic. In the
second round, the socialist beat Seselj by 58.6
per cent to 38.1 per cent.

In the preceding parliamentary elections,
on 21 September 1997, the ‘left coalition’
around Milosevic's Serbian Socialist Party had
won 110 seats, Seselj’s Radical Party 82 seats,
Draskovic’s Serbian Renewal Movement 45
seats. This left the socialists short of a parlia-
mentary majority and they formed a coali-
tion first with the radicals and then, as NATQ's
goal of war became apparent, also with
Draskovic. It is a peculiar kind of dictator-
ship which only holds 40 per cent of the seats
in parliament. The eventual bowing of the
regime to opposition demonstrations against
attempts to disallow some of the local elec-
tions which had been won by pro-western
opposition parties further reinforces that
point. The socialists remained in power in
Serbia, and the country remains outside of
NATO's orbit, because after nearly a decade
of draconian economic sanctions and NATO-
backed wars on its borders, pro-NATO politi-
cal parties continued to fail to win signifi-
cant popular support. Socialist election slo-
gans included ‘Serbia is not for sale!

Unable to overthrow the regime from
within, NATO therefore continued its drive
to use force and terror to impose its will upon
the peoples of Yugoslavia.

The next stage of the NATO offensive was
into Kosovo. Here, the peaceful opposition
led by Ibrahim Rugova did not meet the needs
of US diplomacy precisely because its largely
non-violent nature provided no pretext for
outside intervention. So the US and Germany
started to promote, and covertly arm, the KLA
which embarked upon a classic terrorist cam-
paign of random shootings of Seibs and Al-

Steps taken towards de-
centralization of the
economy and worker self-
management.

New constitution renames

country the Socialist Fed-

* eral Republic of Yugoslavia,
strengthens independence of the judi-
ciary and introduces limited electoral

Experiment in reform com-

munism and nationalism

by the Croat leadership —

the so-called Croatian -’
Spring. Tito purges Croatian leader-
ship.

Introduction of a system of
collective leadership where
senior federal posts rotate
hetween the republics in order to se-
cure equal representation for the main

ethnic groups.

1974 tution to end fears of Serb
SRR domination, especially after
the suppression of the Croatian Spring.
Each of the six republics can have its
own education system, judiciary, police
force and central bank. The Serbian
provinces of Voijvodina and Kosovo have
the same rights and receive seats on
the federal prestidency which has eight
seats. Thus Serbia has only one seat
on the eight member collective presi-

Tito introduces new consti-

dency.

Tito dies and the chairman-
ship of the collective presi-
dency now rotates each

¢ Ethnic Albanians demand re-
publican status for Kosovo
and a state of emergency is

US targets Yugoslav

economy as part of its at-

© tempt 1o undermine commu-

nist governments and promote the in-

tegration of eastern Europe into a mar-

ket economy. IMF-sponsored pro-

grammes of macro-economic reform ac-

celerate disintegration of economy
throughout the 1980s.

i Pro-western Yugoslav fed-
1989 eral president Ante Mark-
* ovic introduces a policy of
economic shock therapy which exacer-
bates the economic crisis. Serbia
tries to gain greater control within Yu-
goslavia by removing the autonomous
status of Kosovo and Voijvodina, thus
gaining control of their seats on the
presidency, which with their pro-com-
munist allies in Montenegro would
give them half of the eight seats in
their struggle against the pro-west-
ern, pro-economic liberalization fed-
‘eral leadership.
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place resulting in separatist

“ coalitions replacing the com-

munist leaderships in Croatia, Slovenia

and Bosnia. Serbia and Montenegro

elect socialist/communist leaders and

opt to stay in the federal republic and
oppose economic liberalization.

: = Multi-party elections take
990

Slovenia and Croatia, the

wo wealthiest republics,

who through the federal
budget had been subsidizing the poorer
regions of Yugoslavia, decide to leave
Yugoslavia. They are followed by Mac-
edonia. Germany recognises Croatian
and Slovenian independence. The Serb-
occupied areas of Croatia vote to secede
from Croatia and stay in Yugoslavia and
fight to maintain this position, supported
by the Yugoslav army.

The EC recognises Croatia

and Slovenia. Bosnia-
* Hercegovina declares its in-
dependence and is recognised by the
US and the EC. Bosnian Serbs oppose
independence from Yugostavia and de-
clare Serbian Republic of Bosnia-
Hercegovina (Repubtika Srpska). Serbia
and Montenegro constitute the new Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia. Ceasefire
between Croatia and the Yugoslav au-
thorities; the Krajina (Serbian area of
Croatia) becomes a demilitarized zone
patrolied by 10,000 UN peacekeepers.
Republic of Serbian Krajina is estab-
lished.

War between the three com-

ponent populations of

Bosnia. President Milosevic

of Yugoslavia pressurises
Bosnian Serbs to accept peace terms
as Yugoslavia has had sanctions im-
posed upon it, although not formally sup-
porting the Bosnian Serbs.

Croatian forces attack the

Repubiic of Serbian Krajina.

The Krajina Serbs are de-
feated, and some 300,000 Serb refu-
gees flee to Yugoslavia. The Dayton Ac-
cords are signed, resulting in a Bosnia
effectively without sovereignty, divided
under NATO occupation and under west-
ern colonial administration.

NATO breaks international

law and commences third

wave of war against Yugoslav
by launching air attacks on the sover-
eign Federal Republic without the ap-
proval of the UN, supposedly to protect
the interests of the ethnic Albanians of
Kosovo. The war results in a stand-off,
but NATO — recently expanded to in-
clude Hungary, Poland and the Czech Re-
public - redefines its parameters to in-
clude ‘out of area operations' in the
whole of Europe and the former Soviet
Union. The US can now bypass the UN
structures where Russian and Chinese
vetoes can hamper US global aims.

banian ‘collaborators. This intensified from
1998. An international outcry was then or-
chestrated against Yugoslav military opera-
tions against the KLA, and the civilian casu-
alties in their wake, depicted as the latest
round of Serb genocide. The US ensured that
every attempt at a negotiated settlement broke
down by the simple expedient of assuring the
KLA that they would ultimately be aided by
outside military intervention.

The Rambouillet negotiations set the scene
for this. The US authors of the Rambouillet
document obviously understood that its terms
would not be acceptable to any sovereign
state. It called for a NATO occupation of
Kosovo, a Yugoslav military withdrawal and
free NATO access to the whole of Yugoslavia,
including priority use of all ports, airports
and roads. The Yugoslav refusal to accept this
ultimatum, not ethnic cleansing — which the
German courts, for example, acknowledged
was not taking place in Kosovo before the
bombing — was then the pretext for NATO
military intervention. NATO's demand was

government in waiting of Kosovo even
though all pells show that their support
amongst the Albanians continues to lag far
behind that of Rugova. A western survey of
public opinion in Kosovo published by the
International Herald Tribune on 18 October
1999 found that life under Kfor and the KLA
has produced the following: ‘The political
party formed by [KLA leader] Hashim Thaci...
would be crushed in provincial elections at
all levels... An opinion poll commissioned by
a western organisation found Mr Rugova
favored over Mr Thaci by a 4:1 margin... A
recent and less vigorous survey of 2,500 vot-
ers by an independent media organisation
found that Mr Rugova would receive 92 per
cent of the vote in a two way race with Mr
Thaci. And the rebels’ support in former KLA
strongholds, such as the Drenica area in cen-
tral Kosovo, Mr Thaci's home base, has with-
ered to single digits! Nonetheless, it is the KLA
which Kfor has placed in power.

The colonial administration’s recovery plan
for Kosovo includes the privatisation of its

‘all the measures are taken to convert the national diversity of
the Balkans into a regular melee of petty states. None of them
was to develop beyond a certain limit, each separately was
entangled in diplomative and dynastic bonds and counter-posed
to all the rest, and finally, the whole lot were condemned to
helplessness in relation to the Great Powers of Europe.’
Trotsky 1912

simple: full acceptance of the Rambouillet text
by Yugoslavia. This would have given the US-
led military alliance control not only of
Kosovo, but also the ability to intervene di-
rectly within the rest of Yugoslavia.

Despite 78 days of bombing NATO failed
to achieve these objectives. Indeed, this fail-
ure significantly weakened the pro-NATO op-
position within Serbia. Notwithstanding the
massive discontent of the population after
years of war and savage economic sanctions,
and now facing a winter with their infrastruc-
ture devastated by NATO bombs and missiles,
the Serbian people show little sign of giving
in and rallying around the CIA backed poli-
ticians trying to overthrow the regime. The
army remains the most trusted institution in
the country and its popularity has increased.
This is hardly surprising, as following the ex-
perience of Croatia, Bosnia and Kosovo, 52
per cent of Serbias population fear being
driven from their homes — ethnically cleansed
as the Guardian would put it if they were
anything but Serbs,

These sentiments are reinforced by the
events which have followed NATO'’s entry inte
Kosovo. The ethnic cleansing of the Serbs and
Roma amid daily murders, lootings and ar-
son attacks by the KLA, the transformation
of the KLA into the Kosovo Protection corps
by the UN, and bolstering of the KLA as the

economy and slashing employment in the pub-
lic services from 120,000 to 52,000 (Finan-
cial Times, 28 September).

Its entry into Kosovo does not mean NATO
will back off. The Serbian people are being
told that their privations will increase until
they bow to NATO's will. This is the signifi-
cance of the various statements at the time
of the international conference on aid for the
Balkans in Sarajevo in the summer of 1399.
Carl Bildt, former imperial High Representa-
tive in Bosnia, explained that no reconstruc-
tion plan will work until Serbia can be in-
cluded. By this he did not mean that Serbia
should be aided in reconstructing its economy.
He meant that NATO will not have finished
its work until the Serbian government is over-
thrown and replaced by NATO puppets. If the
economic sanctions do not achieve this, then
future military action remains on the agenda.

That is why the international left and anti-
imperialist movements must campaign for the
sanctions against Yugoslavia to be lifted, for
economic aid to reconstruct the country and
prepare for the likelihood of a new phase of
NATO military intervention — quite possibly
around a western engineered attempt to break
Montenegro (and access to the sea} away from
Yugoslavia.

By Joe Clarke
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B International alliances
.. against NATO

When, on 24 March 1999, NATO launched its biggest attack any sovereign state it saw fit. The im-
. . . . . plications of this doctrine, previously only
bombing campaign in Europe since the second world, it applied to Washington's so-called backyard
. : HP - in Central America and the Caribbean -

expected'a rapid and complet.e .vactory over Yugoslavia — a tareatened any country in the world which
state of little more than 10 million people. Instead the might find its interests in conflict with the

: Us. _
people of Yugoslavia held out for 11 weeks of 24 hour No Russian government could have got

bombing and the majority of the world’s population opposed away with voting for the bombing of Yugo-

; . . stavia in the UN Security Council in the way
NATO’s aggression. As a result, the United States had to that Gorbachev had provided this legal pre-

retreat from some of its original objectives and hundreds of  text for the Gulf war. Nor was there any
chance of anything other than a Chinese veto
millions of people throughout the world were alerted to the ¢ 1 bombing — in contrast to their ab-

threat they face from an imperiali stention on the Gulf war.

In China, the population responded to the
offensive military actlo'n: Wi fstmctlon of its embassy in Belgrade with
of the globe. Paul Gral :

nti-war demonstrations in the
war struggle .

a, although President Yeltsin

thousands of soldiers who appeared anything™
but demoralised. 'Ihese scenes were totally
ed the US-led

vided ideal
demonstrati
might. Ind
tures, of

I tlooked at the_ olt

goslavia, 98 pﬂ' cent of voters opposed the
bombmg They expressed ﬂ‘llS not simply by

Germany, opposition to thz
h that the social democrati:
hile totally backmg the bomb-
een to be constantly.seeking

aytoa negonate 'selutlon in-

cessity. The same spirit
was shown by the Yu="
goslav army in
Kosovo. The post-war
television pictures
showed hundreds of
tanks and heavy
weapons retreating in-
tact, together with

NATO troops meet anti-war s ogars on Lithoharo beach, Thessaloniki, Greece
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volving Russia.

Throughout the third world, the new wotld
order of unilateral war-making by NATO was
universally threatening and opposition to the
bombing was the norm rather than the ex-
ception.

This international alignment of forces pro-
foundly affected the course of the war and
demonstrated the international strategy nec-
essary to oppose the future conflicts which
the precedent of Yugoslavia has put on the
agenda.

towns like Belgrade and Novi Sad started to
puncture the tissue of lies circulated by the
NATO influenced press. The pictures of in-
credibly brave people standing on bridges
holding target symbols while the most so-
phisticated weapons in the world hung over
their heads, just did not tally with the spin
doctors’ image of a nation of cowardly psy-
chopaths.

These impressions were countered by the
western media focus upon Albanian refugees
streaming out of Kosovo. But as NATO ex-

Yugoslav people protested as ‘human shields’ on Brankov bridge, Belgrade

he most fundamental lesson of the

anti-war struggle, and the biggest

problem for NATO, was the way in
which a de facto international anti-NATO al-
liance emerged during the course of the con-
lict.

The first element of this was the people of
Yugoslavia. They had been demonised and
vilificd by the western media for a decade.
This campaign had a tremendous impact on
the west European and America left, as well
as on the so-called intelligentsia. The left in
the semi-colonial countries and Russia were
mote sceptical. They have seen anyone who
stands up to the West, whether it be Colonel
Nasser, Fidel Castro, Saddam Hussain, the par-
liamentary opposition to Boris Yeltsin or So-
malia's General Aideed, for example, routinely
labelled modem-day Hitlers. The common
view was that NATO would say that about
anyone they intended to bomb.

But from the very beginning of the bomb-
ing, the courage of the ordinary people in
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tended its range of targets, and civilian casu-
alties consequently increased, international
disquiet deepened. NATO had claimed from
the outset that it had no quarrel with the ci-
vilian population of Serbia and that its bombs
and missiles were focused on military tar-
gets. But whatever propaganda line was spun
by Jamie Shea, NATO commanders were in a
position to have a more accurate appraisal.
They knew they were having minimal im-
pact on the Yugoslav forces or their equip-
ment deployed in Kosovo. Instead, they fo-
cused on trying to demoralise the population
of Serbia by destroying the country’s infra-
structure.

Yet, after weeks of bombing, there was no
sign that this was going to work. This faced
NATO commanders, that is the Pentagon, with
some difficult choices. To have started the
war and then be seen to back off would have
been a catastrophe for NATO, undermining
US hegemony in Europe. They had to win
and be seen to win.

NATO’s military options

his meant they had three options. The

first was to step up the bombing. But

this would massively increase the num-
bers of civilian casualties outside Kosovo, in
circumstances where, amid Russian attempts
at mediation, public support for the bomb-
ing within the NATO states was starting to
wane. An Associated Press poll in the United
States, published on 17 May found that sup-
port for the air war had fallen from 68 per
cent to 59 per cent,
and 60 per cent
wanted immediate
negotiations to end
the war with the
Yugoslav govern-
ment. Moreover,
there was no sign
that it would pro-
duce the desired re-
sult of a capitula-
tion by the Serbs.
On the contrary,
mounting civilian
casualties were un-
dermining all the
work of vilification
of the Serbs, giving
them the moral
high ground over
NATO. The longer
that went on the
greater risk that at
some point western
public opinion
would turn against
it.

Second, they
could launch a
ground invasion
intoc Kosovo. For
NATO's political
leadership this was
preferable to any-
thing that might be
seen as a defeat. But it posed a further range
of problems. To invade Kosovo through the
mountains from Albania would have involved
a qualitatively higher order of risk compared
to bombing defenceless cities from 15,000
feet. It might have meant large-scale NATO
casualties from the intact Yugoslav army.
Whatever the rhetoric, the Pentagon did not
want to risk serious American casualties -
not out of concern for the lives of rank and
file soldiers, but because of the political back-
lash losses might provoke. A Washington Post
poll published on 18 May found that only 15
per cent of Americans supported sending in
ground troops after nearly two months of
bombing,.

The alternative routes for a land war, given
Macedonian unwillingness to allow an inva-
sion from its territory, would have meant cut-
ting a path through Serbia itself, from Hun-
gary, Croatia andfor Bosnia. Although that
meant crossing easier terrain, it also risked
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significant casualties and,
equally important, would have
enormously escalated the
international stakes -
quite possibly creating a
terminal crisis for Yeltsin
in the Kremlin.

A land invasion could
also have deepened the
splits within NATO. Ma-
jority opposition to bomb-
ing in Greece and Italy would
have intensified. In Germany, 78
per cent of voters opposed partici-
pation in a land war.

The third option was to isolate the Serbs
by drawing Russia into NATO’s camp and in
that context step up the threat of a land in-
vasion. This involved a retreat from NATQ's
original objectives of unilateral action to
crush the Serbs — because it meant accepting
a Russian role in the conflict, for which a
price would have to be paid. The Yeltsin re-

ership clearly felt that they had
little alternative but to agree.
They had not won -—
hardly surprising faced
with a military alliance
of the most powerful
states on earth — but
they had extracted sig-
nificant concessions: the
military force in Kosovo
would be formally under
the auspices of the UN not
NATO, it would include a Rus-
sian contingent, it would not have
access to the whole of Yugoslavia and Kosovo
would, on paper at least, remain part of Yu-
goslavia.

The sticking point was NATO's demand
that the Yugoslav army should start its with-
drawal from Kosovo before the bombing
stopped. This posed the kind of massacre
which the US had perpetrated during the Gulf
War against the Iragi army and civilians as

(see figure 1) published on 1 June showed
that more people opposed the NATO military
action than supported it in Austria (43 per
cent against 41 per cent), Italy (46 per cent to
37 per cent), and Spain (48 per cent to 34 per
cent). Opinion was fairly evenly divided in
Finland (44 per cent for bombing, 43 per cent
against), Ireland (45 per cent for bombing,
41 per cent against) and, slightly less so, in
Germany (52 per cent for bombing, 40 per
cent against). The weakest, though still sub-
stantial opposition was in Denmark (20 per
cent), France (27 per cent) and the UK (33 per
cent). Majorities of voters supporting the use
of ground troops were found in only three
EU states — the UK, France and Denmark.
These international forces — the coura-
geous stand of the Yugoslavian people against
colossal odds, the solidarity of the Russian
people, the opposition of the Chinese gov-
ernment, the Greek anti-war movement, the
scale of opposition to bombing within the
NATO states and far greater scale in the semi-
colonial countries — combined

gime had to contend with near
unanimous support for the Serbs
on the part of the army, the popu-
lation, the parliament - which
called for sending arms to the
Serbs - and maost political par-

‘The international forces that came together to
oppose NATO bombing materially affected the

outcome’

in the course of the war to ma-
terially affect its outcome. They
imposed limits on NATO and
American power — a land in-
vasion was too risky, the bomb-

ties.

Underlying this was the fact that the Rus-
sia people felt deeply threatened. Typical TV
coverage included discussions of whether the
latest Russian anti-aircraft systems could deal
with NATO jets. If the Russian and Chinese
vetoes in the UN Security Council were to be
irrelevant then Russia itself, or parts of the
former Soviet Union, coutd be next in the
line of fire.

From the point of view of the Russian
military, the bombing confirmed the disinte-
gration of its strategic position in Europe. Too
blatant assistance to NATO in this context
could have resulted in Yeltsin's removal from
power. Moreover, with China very publicly
demanding that the bombing stop before any
settiement would be possible, an overt stab
in the back by Yeltsin would have been diffi-
cuit to conceal.

This, the Russian pecple’s solidarity with
the Serbs against NATO, was the second key
link in the chain of international solidarity.
It meant that Yeltsin required a gesture to-
wards international legality before he could
deliver NATO's ultimatum to the Serbs. That
required giving the UN a role in any post-
war Kosovo settlement.

As the alternatives were even worse, NATO
opted for dealing with Russia. Yeltsin's en-
voy Victor Chernomyrdin duly delivered his
message to Milosevic: to the effect that if a
military occupation of Kosovo under the aus-
pices of the UN were not accepted, then Rus-
sia would wash its hands of the situation
opening the way for a land invasion by NATO.

Faced with Yeltsin's ultimatum, the de-
struction of much of their country, and some
significant retreats from the original
Rambouillet ultimatum, the Yugoslav lead-

they had retreated from Kuwait along the
Basra road.

Here, a third element of the international
solidarity with Yugoslavia came into play -
manifested in China’s refusal to contemplate
any UN Security Council resolution ending
the conflict until the bombing stopped. That
robbed NATO of the opportunity of a grue-
some attack on the withdrawing Yugoslav
army.

Even in the final farce of NATO having to
stand by in disbelief while Russian troops
raced to occupy Pristina airport ahead of
them, the international anti-war movement
played a material role. The Greek government
faced such violent opposition from its peo-
ple to NATO’s war that it delayed US troops’
passage across Greece, for fear that it would
otherwise have been decimated in the Euro-
pean elections. Even so the left wing anti-
war parties won more than 20 per cent of the
vote, 200 British trucks had been misdirected
in April to a market where they were pelted
with fruit, protesters had blocked rail lines
carrying British troops, railway workers had
threatened to strike if Greek trains continued
to carry NATO personnel, and other workers
had taken strike action including a two hour
closure of the country’s schools.

The delay in the deployment of US troops
led Clinton to demand postponement of the
entry of the other NATO forces into Kosovo -
he wanted an American triumph. However,
the spin doctors were speechless as it all went
wrong and the Russian flag was the first to
fly at Pristina airport.

While anti-bombing feeling ran highest
in Greece, it was significant throughout the
European Union. A European Barometer poll

ing was limited by the way pub-
lic opinion had been mobilised behind the lie
of a humanitarian war and the significant op-
position even to this, China imposed limits
on what could be given a fig leaf at the UN.
The Russian people and army restricted
Yeltsin's ability to betray and even new East
European NATO entrants, particularly in the
Czech Republic, feared public hostility to war
in eastern Europe.

International
recomposition

his international anti-war struggle was

not amorphous. It was led by definite

political forces and to some degree
even internationally coordinated. The bomb-
ing of Yugoslavia provoked the biggest
recomposition of the left wing of the inter-
national workers’ movement since the period
between 1985 and dissolution of the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union in 1991.
Virtually all of the forces which had supported
the movements which resulted in the re-in-
troduction of capitalism into eastern Europe
- social democracy, the right wing of the
Greens, the right wing of the former Com-
munist Parties, and various components of
the so-called far left in particular the Fourth
International, and in Britain groups like Wark-
ers’ Liberty, moved further to the right (one
exception was the British Socialist Workers’
Party which had welcoemed the victory of
Yeltsin in Russia, but opposed the bombing
of Yugoslavia).

Most of the forces which had recognised
that whatever the crimes of Stalinism in the
Saviet Union and eastern Europe, the resto-
ration of capitalism would be worse, stood
out against the bombing and began to f(orge
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new links with each other internationally.

As in the period after the collapse of the
Second Intemnational on eve of the First World
War, or the Comintern following the victory
of Hitler in 1933, only the living experience
of vast class struggles and wars could clarify
and start to unite the politically disparate cur-
rents which had emerged out of the left wings
of the former Communist Parties in Western
Europe after 1989.

After 1914, the political struggle within
the Zimmerwald anti-war left, clarified by the
rise of anti-war struggies culminating in the
October 1917 revolution in Russia and up-
heavals throughout central Eu-

Chinese workers' state remains committed to
the strategy of socialism in one country which
previously led it into its alliance with the
United States against the Soviet Union. But
in the face of rapidly escalating US threats
against China, the axis of its foreign policy
was changed to combat first and foremost
the US military threat. This provides no guar-
antee for the future, but enormously increased
the weight of the international anti-war
movement, for which the need to construct a
united front with China against US imperial-
ism is now a crucial political task, and test.
On the other hand, every social democratic

from the socialist left wing of the labour
movement.

Within the social democratic parties, mi-
norities opposed the war - with very large
opposition in Germany from both the social
democratic left, led by Oscar Lafontaine, and
significant opposition in a number of other
states including, France and Britain, where
the part of the Labour Left which opposed
bombing provided the parliamentary platform
of the anti-war movement.

The New European Left — the German
Party of Democratic Socialism (PDS), Com-
munist Refoundation in Italy, the United Left
in Spain, the Greek Communist

rope, had been the basis on
which the Third International
was finally brought together in
1919.

After the collapse of the
Communist International
marked by Hitler's rise te power
in 1933, it was only experiences

goslavia...has been

Party and Synaspismos, as well
as left wing social democrats in
Greece, the United Left in Spain,
and so on — many of which origi-
nated in the left wing of the
former Communist Parties,
played a key role in the European
anti-war movement. These par-

on the scale of the Spanish civil
war and then Second World War which pro-
duced Communist leaderships in countries like
China, Yugoslavia and Vietnam which broke
with the political line of the Soviet bureauc-
racy to lead socialist revolutions in Yugosla-
via, China and Vietnam. In Cuba, Fidel Castro
led the overthrow of capitalism as part of a
movement which, at the time, did not include
the Moscow-influenced Communist Party.

Following 1989, the first such test was the
Gulf war - which clarified where Gorbachev’s
concessions to the United States were lead-
ing the international workers’ movement. The
second was the offensive against the welfare
state in western Europe, which brought to-
gether the parties which had emerged from
the left wings of the former Communist Par-
ties mainly in southern Europe with the left
social democratic parties outside the Social-
ist International in northem Europe and Scan-
dinavia to form the New European Left Fo-
rum. The consolidation of these parties
electorally then posed the problem of how to
relate to the larger social democratic parties
to their right, particularly where their parlia-
mentary votes could make or break social
democratic governments. This issue split, for
example, Communist Refoundation in ltaly,
whose majority quite rightly refused to back
the Halian social democratic government's
austerity program.

The bombing of Yugoslavia posed a co-
lossal new test. It started to bring together
the anti-imperialist socialists in western and
castern Europe for the first time since 1989,
in parallel with the international
recomposition to the world wide anti-impe-
rialist left wing of the workers’ movement —
including the Cuban, South African and In-
dian Communist Parties and the Communist
Party of the Russian Federation.

The war also consalidated a shift in the
foreign policy of the Chinese Communist
Party, reflecting the growing threat to China
from US imperialism. The bureaucracy of the
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party in the European Union supported the
bombing. This was doubly significant as most
of them were in government. The Blair gov-
ernment in Britain was, as is known, the most
belligerent supporter of the bombing in any
imperialist state, seeking to utilise the war
and the opportunity it gave to show its use-
fulness to the United States, to pose itself as
the bridge between Washington and the Eu-
ropean Union.

The Red/Green coalition in Germany pre-
sided over the first deployment of German
forces in war since the fali of Hitler. The Jospin
coalition in France played a key role in the
bombing. The Italian coalition government
led by the Party of the Democratic Left — for-
merly the standard-bearers of Eurocommun-
jsm — defied public opinion to allow Italy to
be used as the main take-off point for NATO
bombers. The PASOK government in Greece
put NATO before the views of its population.

The war marked the final demise of the
majority leadership of the German Greens as
a force to the left of social demaocracy. Ger-
many's Green foreign minister played a key
role in blocking Green opposition to the
bombing at its special conference in May.
French Greens also supported bombing. In
Britain, the much smaller Green Party opposed
the bombing.

The bombing also confirmed the transi-
tion of the right wing of the former Commu-
nist Parties in eastern and west-
ern Europe to right wing so-
cial democracy — the former
communist president of
Poland backed NATO, as
did the Italian Party of
the Democratic Left
government, as did the
Hungarian Socialist
Party leadership.

The leading forces of
the anti-war movement in
every imperialist state came

ties are linked in the New Euro-.
pean Left Forum which took an important
initiative at the end of the war in inviting
parties from eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union to its first meeting after the war,
in Madrid, to discuss the common anti-NATO
struggle in Europe. The Greek left played a lead-
ing role internationally with numerous initia-
tives to draw together the anti-war struggle
on a European level.

In Ireland, there were numerous anti-war
protests, and on behalf of Sinn Fein, Gerry
Adams totally opposed NATO bombing, high-
lighting the hypocrisy of a British govern-
ment which lectured the Irish about peace,
while bombing defenceless civilians in Yu-
goslavia.

While opposing the bombing, the Italian
Party of Communists (which had split with
Commuinst Refoundation to support a gov-
emment carrying out welfare cuts) and the
French Communist Party refused to make this
an issue of confidence in the coalition gov-
ernments in those states. Had they done so a
tremendous blow would have been struck
against NATO - with the possible fall of two
governments which were absolutely decisive
for the bombing campaign. Nothing could
justify participation in governments which
were bombing Yugoslavia. The French Com-
munist Party also made denunciation of
Milosevic a condition for anti-bombing
mobilisations, as did the French Fourth In-

ternationalists, the Revolutionary Com-
munist League.

In eastern Europe, the anti-
war struggle was mainly led
by the left wing forces and
parties which emerged from
the crisis of the Communist
Partes after 1989. In the
Czech Republic this was led
by the Communist Party of
Bohemia and Moravia which
went on to overtake the ruling
social democrats at the polls af-



— - -

world politics after the bombing of Yugoslavia

ter the war. In Hungary, left wing mem-
bers of the social democratic pro-NATO
Hungarian Socialist Party, like Tamas
Krausz, launched a committee for peace in
the Balkans. In Poland, the Polish Social-
ist Party, which originated in the left wing
of Solidarity, played the leading role in the
anti-war struggle and its parliamentary
motion opposing the bombing was backed
by the majority of the former Communist,
pro-NATO, Democratic Left Alliance MPs.

Immediately after the bombing some of
these forces came to-
gether at an interna-
tional anti-war confer-
ence in London organ-
ised by the Committee
for Peace in the Balkans,
Participants included
Lothar Bisky, the Chair
of the German PDS, MPs
and MEPs from the
Greek anti-war parties,
the Vice Chair of the
Communist Party of Bo-
hemia and Moravia, the
President of the Polish
Socialist Party, the
French Communist
Party and the Swedish
anti-war movement, Al-
though they could not
attend, the Chinese Em-
bassy, Communist
Refoundation and the
Spanish United Left sent
their best wishes to the
conference. This was the
most broad-based con-
ference of the European
anti-imperialist left or-
ganised in Britain for
many years, and marked
a decisive breakthrough
in links between the left
in Britain and Europe.

Internationally, Fi-
del Castro expressed total solidarity with
the Serbs against NATO. The South Afri-
can Communist Party opposed the bomb-
ing, stating: ‘Behind the bombing lies a
US strategy to push the military presence
of NATO ever eastwards. The tragedy of
the former Yugoslavia, that has been un-
folding over the last decade, has been in-
duced at all stages by foreign interference,
beginning with German encouragement of
the break-up of this multi-ethnic country’
The Indian Communists also came out in
support of Yugoslavia against NATO.

In the United States, a leading roie in the
anti-war struggle was played by the Interna-
tional Action Centre and Noam Chomsky's
ZNet. Former US attormey general Ramsay
Clarke played a high profile role in this both
during the war and in faunching an interna-
tional tribunal to investigate NATO war crimes
following the bombing.

In addition various bourgeois forces also

opposed the bombing for their own reasons.
Most importantly, bourgeois nationalist par-
ties in some semi-colonial countries saw no
reason to endorse a new international order
which could be turned upon their own coun-
tries in future. In Britain some Tory politi-
cians and commentators saw no reason to
assist the establishment of a US/German he-
gemony in the Balkans - historically within
British imperialism’s sphere of influence. In
the United States, some right wing Republi-
cans saw the war as a chance to undermine

German Greens protesting Joschka Fischer's support for NATO bombing

Clinton. Exploiting these divisions in the im-
perialist camp was another critical task in
maximising the strength of the anti-war
movement. The British movement, for exam-
ple, was quite right to invite Conservative and
Scottish Nationalist MPs onto its platform,
while making no political concessions to their
other views.

An important role in the international war
movement was also played by all but the most
abjectly pro-NATO currents in the ex-patriot
Serb communities. Although the most promi-
nent organised forces in most of these com-
munities are anti-Communist, and though
subject to the intense demonisation by the
media, they nonetheless mobilised in de jure
or de facto patriotic alliances against the
bombing of their country. Their high level of
mobilisation was critical to the momentum
of many of the anti-war movements. A fur-
ther test of the anti-war struggles in each
country was to link up with these Serbian

alliances against the bombing of Yugoslavia
irrespective of their views on the history or
current politics of the country. This in turn
often provided first hand information which
helped refute the western media's lies.

Clarifications

he part of the far left which had wel-

comed the transition from planned

economies to capitalism in eastern Eu-
rope continued its degeneration in the course
of the war. The largest intemationally organ-
ised such current was the Fourth In-
ternational. While formally oppos-
ing the bombing, the Fourth Inter-
national played little role in the in-
ternational anti-war movement he-
cause its primary axis before, dur-
ing and after the bombing was op-
position to the Milosevic regime and
‘self-determination’ for Kosovo —
when the real issue was the plan by
US imperialism to establish a new
NATO colony in the province. The
French language journal of the
Fourth International, Inprecor, codi-
fied this orientation with the head-
line on its editorial: ‘Neither NATO,
nor Milosevic, self-determination for
Kosovars. This ‘third camp’, of op-
position to the Yugoslav army and
NATO, no more existed in the war
than it had at the time of the Bay of
Pigs US invasion of Cuba or the war
in Vietnam. The Fourth International
confirmed its trajectory towards the
camp of liberal imperialism in the
course of the war by calling for sup-
port for the Intermational War Crimes
Tribunal and its indictment of
Milosevic (‘Not that we reject the [n-
ternational War Crimes Tribunal nor
its indictment of Milasevic’ - From
the Balkans War to the world order:
balance sheet of the war, September
1999). Even bourgeois observers
were capable of recognising that the
Tribunal is a pure instrument of NATO inter-
vention in Yugoslavia. As NATO spokesper-
son, Jamie Shea, put it on 17 May: ‘Without
NATO countries there would be no Interna-
tional Court of Justice, nor would there be
any International Criminal Tribunat for the
former Yugoslavia because NATOQ countries
are in the forefront of those who have estab-
lished these two tribunals, who fund these
tribunals and who support on a daily basis
their activities’ (John Luaghland, The Times,
17 June 1999)

One of the most grotesque such currents
was the British Workers’ Liberty, whose main
activity during the bombing was to partici-
pate in the KLA's small pro-NATO counter-
demonstrations against the anti-war move-
ment - on which the main flags were always
that of NATO, alongside the union jack and
the stars and stripes.

The left wing intelligentsia was also decply
polarised by the war. In the United States fig-
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ures like Noam Chomsky played a crucial role
in debunking the lies of the US government
on the war and organised an international
call by Jewish intellectuals to the German
Green Party calling for opposition to the
bombing. In Britain, New Left Review vigor-
ously opposed the bombing, with Tarig Ali
and Peter Gowan, among others, speaking
on anti-war platforms.

No organised international movement
existed or coordinated these forces. But,
nonetheless, some international coordina-
tion did exist: between China, Russia and
Yugoslavia; between the New European
Left Parties which opposed the bombing
in western and eastern Europe; between the
different anti-war committees all over the
world, notably via the internet; through del-
egations to Yugoslavia at the height of the
bombing. The anti-war struggle in each coun-
try was built upon and reinforced by this in-
ternational alignment of forces against NATO.

The most important lesson of the struggle
against the bombing of Yugoslavia is that,
while no individual country can withstand
the full might of US imperialism and its al-
lies, no single country should be allowed to
stand alone. The war revealed, like Vietnam
before it, that the United States is powerful
but not omnipotent. Its achilles heel is that,
because it aspires to hegemony over the en-
tire planet, every progressive struggle in the
world is a problem for the United States, with
the result that it can rarely focus its full re-
sources upon a single oppongent.

The core of the strategy necessary to fight
the new US-led colonialism is the necessity of
bringing together the broadest possible inter-
national solidarity with those in the front line
of the imperialist attack. Che Guevara encap-
sulated this when the Vietnamese people were
in the front line of the struggle for human civi-
lisation and progress against the US war ma-
chine — with his call for international solidar-
ity ‘Create two, three, many Viemams. Lenin
made the same point in the last article he ever
wrote, where he noted: ‘In the last analysis the
outcome of the struggle will be determined by
the fact that Russia, India, China, etc, account
for the overwhelming majority of the popu-
lation of the globe. {Better fewer, but better,
Collected Works, Vol 33)

ue to the endurance of the people
Dof Yugoslavia, the left wing of the
intermational workers’ movement
took a giant step forward in its political clari-
fication and its intemational alliances during
the bombing of Yugoslavia. The most impor-
tant single task at the end of the war is to
build upon that international realignment,
forge closer links and deepen discussions in
order to create the most powerful possible start-
ing point for the struggle against the next im-
perialist descent into barbarism.

Given that imperialism has not yet finished
its project of Balkanising and pacifying Yugo-
slavia — solidarity with that country's people
will be the first issue around which this
recomposition moves further forward.
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A new kind of
anti-war movement

The bombing of Yugoslavia polarised every section of British
society. In the face of blanket media support for bombing,
and with Tony Blair blocking any vote on the issue in
parliament, tens of thousands of people took part in
demonstrations, meetings, petitioning and other protests
against NATO bombing. They were the most visible
expression of the views of the near one third of the
population which consistently opposed bombing. This
movement, organised by the Committee for Peace in the
Balkans, united MPs, trade unionists, the Serb community in
Britain, CND activists, the section of the left which opposed
bombing and a network of local groups all over the country.

The bombing of Yugoslavia was accom-
panied by the vigoreus promotion of
an ideology of ‘liberal imperialism’ by
Tony Blair and Bill Clinton. Bombing Yugo-
slavia was posed as an exercise in humani-
tarianism. US imperialism’s crimes in Korea,
Vietnam, Central America and the Middle East
were put aside, as it was rehabilitated and
re-invented, as the supposed leader of the
‘international community' disinterestedly
upholding human rights and reluctantly
driven to the use of force against foreign dic-
tators. This ideological construction, of a new
messianic world role for US-led imperialism
at the end of the twentieth century, has as
much reality as the notion that British impe-
rialism in the nineteenth century carved up
Africa, and slaughtered millions of its inhab-
itants, in order to promote Christian values.
But it deeply influenced the liberal intelli-
gentsia and divided the Labour Left, the trade
union bureaucracy and the leadership of CND.

Its exponents, particularly the Guardian
newspaper, were the most belligerent support-
ers not only of bombing, but of a land inva-
sion. Indeed calling for ground troops - which
would have meant a vastly greater blood-let-
ting by NATO - was posed by ‘left’ support-
ers of NATO intervention as a humanitarian
alternative to bombing,

This resurgence of liberal imperialism had
been reinforced by the decade-long campaign
of demonisation of the Serbs which had been
used to cover-up the imperialist intervention
and break up Yugoslavia. The resulting pub-
lic ignorance allowed the myth of disinter-
ested intervention to be maintained.

The daily diet of lies in the media about
Serb genocide were used to relativise NATO's
atrocities in the mainstream media, Each
glimmer of truth which got through was
countered by a still greater Serb atrocity
claim.

This approach was effective in weaken-
ing opposition to the bombing and
obscuring the
simple reality
— that a tiny
and impover-
ished

million
people was
* being unilat-
erally attacked
by an alliance of
the richest and
most powerful
imperialist
states in the
world, utilising
weapons de-

signed to destroy a country’s infrastructure
without sustaining a single casualty of its
own. If NATQ's propaganda were to be he-
lieved, opposition to bombing would have
been equivalent to appeasement of Adolf Hit-
ler — a slander articulated by Clare Short in
the House of Commons.

An internationally coordinated operation
was organised through the European TUC, and
backed by the TUC in Britain, to block oppo-
sition to NATO bombing within the unions.
The TUC general council endorsed the state-
ment of the European TUC which both sup-
ported NATO bombing and demanded the
withdrawal of Yugoslav forces from Kasovo
as the precondition for any ‘suspension’ of
bombing by NATO.

The Labour left was so divided that its
parliamentary leadership — the Socialist Cam-
paign Group — took no position on the bomb-
ing. Tribune newspaper editorialised in sup-
port of a land invasion. CND's national lead-
ership responded slowly and weakly to NATO
bombing.

In these circumstances, the principal tasks
of those opposed ta the war was to unmask
the lies upon which it was based, to draw out
the consequences of the precedent of unilat-
eral NATO action set by the war, to get out
the truth about the conduct of the war and
thereby to mobilise the maximum possible
opposition to it. On these bases, an effective
and highly active anti-war movement was
created by the Committee for Peace in the
Balkans. It had two basic political compo-
nents. First, the anti-imperialist current which
opposed NATO intervention into the Balkans
on principle as an exercise in US-led coloni-
alism, and supported Yugoslavia against
NATO. This current was a minority even
within the organised anti-war movement. But
it played a leading role and succeeded in
uniting with the second, and far larger, com-
ponent of the anti-war movement — those
who accepted much of the NATO propaganda
about the crimes of the Yugoslav regime, but
nevertheless, considered that NATO bombing,
particularly carried out without the sanction
of the UN Security Council, would make a
bad situation worse.

On these bases the Committee for Peace
in the Balkans helped mobilise tens of thou-
sands of people during the course of the war.
Three national demonstrations were hetd -
with 10,000 on 11 April, 25,000 on 8 May,
and 20,000 on 5 June. Regional demonstra-
tions took place in Glasgow, Cardiff, Birming-
ham, Manchester, Sheffield, Leeds, Oxlurd,
Cambridge and elsewhere. Dozens of well al-
tended public meetings were arganised.

In addition, the Serb community in Brii~
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ain maintained a 24-hour, round-
the-clock protest outside Downing
Street from the first day of bomb-
ing till the end of July, with week-
end rallies attracting up to 3000
people.

The blanket media bias, vilifica-
tion of journalists who showed the
slightest independence and NATO's
tactic of targeting Yugoslav broad-
casters, were vigorously contested,
by the Campaign for Media Accu-
racy and Free Speech on War. This
was officially backed by the National
Union of Journalists. Its launch rally
drew 800 people, mainly media
workers. It responded to the bomb-
ing of Serbian television with pro-
tests at BBC studios throughout the
country — with more than 1,000
turning out in London on 24 April.
John Pilger and other anti-war jour-
nalists, together with the MPs in the
forefront of the anti-war movement,
kept constant pressure on the me-
dia to acknowledge the existence of
opposition to the bombing on the
part of a third of the population.
Media study units at a number of
universities also assisted the anti-
war movement by taking the war as
a case study of how the media is abused to
mislead public opinion. The Morning Star
was the only daily newspaper to oppose the
bombing and publicise the activities of the
anti-war movement.

In parliament, although the government
refused to allow a vote on the war, 20 or 50
MPs, led by Alice Mahon, Tony Benn and
Tam Dalyell, provided a national platform for
the anti-war movement.

As the weeks of bombing went on, cracks
also started to appear in the pro-NATO front
of the trade union bureaucracy. The national
executive of Britain's biggest union, UNISON,
rejecting pressure from national officials to
toe the TUC line, adopted by a majority of 24
to 21 a call for ‘a halt to all offensive mili-
tary action, including air strikes which serve
only to compound human suffering and
deepen ethnic divisions: At the national con-
ferences of the Fire Brigades Union and Na-
tional Association of Teachers in Further and
Higher Education, opposition to NATO bomb-
ing was carried in motions backed by the
unions' national leaderships. NATFHE affili-
ated to the Committee for Peace in the Bal-
kans and its general secretary spoke at one
of the anti-war demonstrations. A message
of support was read to the final ant-war dem-
onstration from Rodney Bickerstaffe, general
secretary of UNISON,

Figures, like the playwright Harold Pinter
and Maggie Steed helped to mobilise opposi-
tion to the bombing from within the arts
world. Pinter's starting point was simple and
correct - far from being a champion of hu-
manitarianism, US imperialism is the main
violator of human rights in the world today.
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By and large the student movement did
not mobilise against the war. The Labour Stu-
dents' leadership of NUS voted to support
bombing and to call for a land invasion of
Kosovo by NATO. Workers” Liberty, which for
historical reasons has some, albeit declining,
influence in the student movement, opposed
all of the actions against NATO bombing stat-
ing *Socialists cannot one-sidedly denounce
NATO and the US! Anti-war students, nota-
bly the Socialist Workers' Party and the Stu-
dent Broad Left, organised a series of debates
between supporters and opponents of bomb-
ing. The pro-bombing lobby became more and
more reluctant to take up these invitations.

This was also the first major war in which
the internet demonstrated its efficacy in rap-
idly circulating information among anti-war
activists internationally. This played a ctiti-
cal role in breaking stories like the real con-
tent of the Rambouillet ultimatum and pool-
ing information about issues ranging from
Serb civilian casualties to the activity of the
anti-war movement — including the daily
news releases of the Committee for Peace in
the Balkans. It also assisted the building of
international alliances against the war includ-
ing contact with people in Serbia.

United against bombing

The approach taken by the Committee
was to try to mobilise all opponents of
NATO bombing irrespective of their
views on the internal politics of Yugoslavia.

The first mobilisations against bombing
were organised by the British Serbian Alli-
ance for Peace {BSA) outside Downing Street.
Britain has a large Serb community of at Jeast

70,000 people. Irrespective of their
views on the regime in Belgrade,
they totally opposed their relatives,
friends and compatriots being
bombed by NATO. As a result, thou-
sands of Serbs, many second gen-
eration, decided that they had to
stand up and be counted among
those protesting against NATO
bombing. The BSA united these in
a patriotic alliance. In addition to
their own round-the-clock protest,
they also successfully linked up
with the broader anti-bombing
movement. This was profoundly
educational for other anti-war ac-
tivists. Most of the Serbs in the lo-
cal and national movement were
not supporters of Milosevic which
made their detailed refutations of
NATO's lies, including those about
the current regime, all the more
convincing.

The Serbian community un-
doubtedly constituted the largest
single part of the anti-war move-
ment. They were very disciplined
in not allowing differences over
Yugoslav politics to divide either
themselves or the wider movement.
The Committee for Peace in the
Balkans overcame any potential splits on such
issues by agreeing that the sole basis for par-
ticipation in its activities was the slogan: ‘Stop
NATO bombing Yugoslavia.! At the same time,
participants were asked to respect the diver-
sity of the movement by allowing the Com-
mittee’s slogans, literature and banners to lead
all of its activities so as to convey that united
message to the wider public. This approach
was broadly respected. The ultra-left groups
who opposed this approach largely boycotted
the an anti-war movement. In local commit-
tees, where groups Socialist Qutlook, Work-
ers’ Liberty and Workers' Power tried to di-
vide the movement around slogans like ‘self-
determination for Kosovo' or ‘arm the KLA’
~ the mainstream core of the campaign, un-
derstanding the need for unity against the
bombing, rejected these proposals.

In parliament, although the main opposi-
tion to the bombing came from the Labour
left — together with Tam Dalyell — the So-
cialist Campaign Group of Labour MPs was
divided. One wing of the Group, a little less
than a third, argued that Milosevic regime
was fascist and military action by NATO was
justified.

On the anti-bombing side which was
larger, none of the MPs supparted the politi-
cal regime in Yugoslavia, but all rejected
NATO intervention, both because its goals had
nothing to do with those it professed and
because, by usurping the role of the United
Nations, it tore up the entire post-World War
Two framework of international law. Tony
Benn argued correctly that the dissolution of
the Soviet Union had inaugurated a revival
of imperialist aggression with all of the lies
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and hypocrisy traditionally used to justify
-his. Alice Mahon, a member of the NATO
parliamentary assembly, related her experi-
ence in witnessing NATO's systematic colo-
nisation of eastern Europe and the Balkans.

A third group, the ‘middle ground’, used
examples like the Spanish civil war in the
1930s to argue that socialists could not op-
pose foreign intervention into a sovereign
state on principle, but doubted whether
NATO's motives had anything to do with
humanitarianism. Both the left and the cen-
tre agreed that bombing made the situation
worse,

The inability of the parliamentary Labour
left to take common stand against the bomb-
ing, unlike its unity against the Gulf war
nearly ten years earlier, demonstrated just
how deeply the ideology of liberal imperial-
ism had influenced the left and the effective-
ness of the demonisation of the Serbs. It weak-
ened the anti-war movement so that there
were virtually no Labour Party, and only a
handful of trade union, banners on the na-
tional demonstrations.

Even so, those MPs who did oppose the
bombing had an impact out of all proportion
to their numbers - speaking to meetings all
over the country and providing a national
platform in parliament for the anti-war move-
ment. They also provided a link with the in-
ternational anti-war movement, with Alice
Mahon visiting Yugoslavia at the height of
the bombing, and the Committee convening
an international conference in London at the
end of the war.

The largest number of MPs to sign anti-
bombing motions in parliament was 16, in con-
trast to the 55 who voted against the Gulf war,
indicating the greater gap between the scale
of public opposition to the conflict, shown by
opinion polls and organised opposition.

Opinion polls had shown 19 per cent of
voters opposed the Gulf war
prior to its onset, while 28 é
per cent opposed bombing
Yugoslavia. But these ra-
tios were reversed when it
came to demonstrations.
Hundreds of thousands
marched against the Gulf
war, compared to the tens
of thousands who opposed
NATO bombing Yugosla-
via. This contrast reflected
two differences between:s,
the conflicts. First, the
public widely believed
that the Gulf war, pro-
jected as a land war from
the start, would involve sig-
nificant NATO casualties —
this galvanised a larger pro-
portion of those who did op-
pose the action to do something
about it. Second, bombing Yu-
goslavia was preceded by an un-
remitting propaganda barrage over
many years against the Serbs. The

exodus of Albanian refugees during the
bombing appeared to lend credence to this.

The relative weakness of the mobilisation
of the peace movement against the bombing
reflected these realities. During the Gulf war,
CND participated in the anti-war campaign,
produced its own publicity, and called a dem-
onstration of 40,000 people as well as spon-
soring the 100,000-plus demonstration on the
eve of the war. Its membership overwhelm-
ingly opposed the NATO action against Yu-
goslavia and CND activists played prominent
roles in local anti-war groups. Nationally,
CND sponsored and spoke at the Committee
for Peace in the Balkans demonstrations, but
devoted virtually no resources and produced
no literature to oppose NATO bombing. It took
15 days to issue its first statement which
merely noted: ‘We have already seen that
bombing does not stop a dictator such as
Miltosevic! As we will see below, CND activ-
ists made their views clear on this at the con-
ference which followed the war.

The most significant trade union activity
during the war was on the part of the NUJ.
Without taking a position on the bombing as
such, its general secretary and a number of
leading officials participated actively in the
campaign against media bias. Together with
the International Federation of Journalists, it
strongly and publicly condemned the mur-
der of Serb media workers by NATO and its
targeting of media as ‘military targets!

In spite of the theoretical confusions of
its theory of state capitalism - which made it
unable to grasp fully why Yugoslavia was be-
ing attacked, the SWP played an active and
constructive role in the Committee for Peace
in the Balkans, helped to establish many of
the local groups and opposed attempts to nar-
row the basis of the movement.

In terms of the intelligentsia, the New

Statesman opposed bombing from the ‘anti-
Milosevic-but-bombing-will-make-it-worse’
perspective, but unlike during the Gulf war
under editor Steve Platt, never agreed to speak
on anti-bombing or even free speech plat-
forms. New Left Review and Labour Focus on
Eastern Europe opposed the war vigorously.

The anti-war movement was assisted by
some significant divisions in the bourgeois
camp over the NATO action. Reflecting his-
torical opposition to the creation of a Ger-
man sphere of influence in the Balkans, some
Tory MPs and newspaper columnists promi-
nently opposed the war and at least one Con-
servative MP spoke on the anti-war demon-
strations. The Scottish Nationalist Party and
Plaid Cymru also opposed the bombing - from
the perspective that it would strengthen not
weaken Milosevic, The Committee’s approach
to these forces was to welcome their partici-
pation, without making any concessions to
their other views.

A vital lesson

Q 11 those who participated in the anti-
war struggle were educated by the
experience. It broke through the wall
of isolation erected around Yugoslavia over
the last decade. Contact with the Serb com-
munity allowed activists to grasp just how lu-
dicrous most of NATO’s claims about Serbia
are. Delegations to Yugoslavia did not find the
dictatorship portrayed by NATO propaganda.
Other lies have started to unravel. The real
targets of the bombs and missiles have be-
come clear. NATQ's attitude to ethnic cleans-
ing has been clarified — driving Serbs, Roma
and others out of Kosovo, Croatia or Bosnia
is perfectly acceptable and has been accepted,
so that Serbia now has the biggest refugee
population in Europe. The International War
Crimes Tribunal has been exposed as a pure
instrument of NATO policy, with Jamie
Shea responding to questions
about possible indictments
of NATO leaders for war
crimes, to the effect
that NATO pays the
piper and therefore
calls the tune.
NATO's decla-
rations that eco-
nomic sanctions
- will be main-
tained against
Serbia until it
replaces its
- elected govern-
ment with poli-
ticians who toc
the NATO line
and the evident
threat of renewed
military intervention
have convinced the
anti-war movement
that it should con-
tinue its activity de-
spite the end of
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= Committee for Peace in the Balkans
22 -unched a campaign to lift the sanctions
.- : -r economic aid to reconstruct the
-z «f Yugoslavia. The Committee is seek-
-z -~ promate a debate which alerts public
-on:on to the likely future conflicts for
.7:7h Yugoslavia provided a precedent. It
- :s made clear that it sees itself as simply
_r¢ component of an international anti-war
~vement galvanised into existence by the
= 2mbing of Yugoslavia.

The debates which the war provoked in
-ne jabour and peace movements are also con-
“ruing to work through. Anti-war MPs also
~ade clear, from the beginning of the au-
-imn parliamentary sessions, that they will
e continuing 1o seek answers to the ques-
-:nns raised by the war — including lifting
:znctions and the threat of new NATO ag-
cression in the Balkans. The Fire Brigades Un-
“sr. moved a motion to the Trade Union Con-
zress in September which pointed out: ‘Mili-
-ary action which does not receive the neces-
sary support, as defined by the UN and as
~itnessed in Irag and Kosovo, serves to un-
‘ermine and weaken international laws and
‘nstitutions thus making military might the
arniter of international conflict! This was de-
“zated by a ‘foreign office amendment’ from
: ¢ivil service union, the IPMS which substi-
-3ted a call for UN Security Council members
~ot 1o use their veto in a way that stops the
<ftective implementation and enforcement of
N resolutions. But it indicated that the de-
-~are is going to develop in the unions.

Discussion of the war also erupted at
“ND's annual conference in September. The
-ereral sentiment was that there should have
~zen more vigorous CND opposition to NATO
~»mbing. An attempt to keep a motion on
- ugoslavia off the agenda was defeated. Del-
-zates went on to vote: ‘NATO states should
zzv for the damage bombing has inflicted

v the civilian infrastructure and environ-
~enl of Yugoslavia' and called on the Brit-
:<h government to support lifting economic
sanclions against the whole of Yugoslavia,
--avide financial assistance for the recon-
«-uction of the civilian infrastructure, clean
_c the environment and provide humani-
-z+ian aid on a non-discriminatory basis. This
. s carried with just two delegates against.
e conference also cailed for ‘Britain’s im-
~adiate withdrawal from the NATO nuclear
= :znce and the Jatter’s dissolution!

The campaign against NATO bomb-

ing Yuguslavia was an inspiring
and moving experience — marching

. -~ people whose families and friends faced
', T2 bombers every night. It was an elemen-
2=~ zct of solidarity with a tiny country re-
 the might of imperialism. And it was a
< rehearsal for the movement which must
-- :anstructed to oppose the next imperialist
=ssion — and for which the bombing of
-slavia established the precedent.

By Hilda Thomas

Shock waves
INn Asla

Nato’s war on Yugoslavia sent shock waves

~ through Asia. It is widely understood that the
" US has set a precedent for unilateral military
action which could well be repeated in Asia. It was
accompanied by fighting in Kashmir and followed by the
military coup in Pakistan and UN deployment of troops in
East Timor.

slavia, the US moved to promote an  and Washington's growing alarm at the suc-
arms race against China in Asiaand  cess of the Chinese economic reform which
deepen its military alliances in the region,  is inevitably increasing the country’s weight
particularly with Japan. This summer the  in world politics, is the context in which

S imultaneously with its war on Yugo-  lowing the dissolution of the Soviet Union,

Japanese parliament dropped previous re-  weakening China has now become a central
strictions on military cooperation with the  goal of US foreign policy.
US which limited it to direct defence of The Chinese leadership clearly under-

Japan and agreed to joint development of  stands that, given the difficulty of absorb-
an anti-ballistic missile system. This to-  ing a country of 1.2 billion people, renewed
gether with increased US arms sales to Tai-  imperialist penetration of the country would
wan and a new military pact with the Phil-  obviously include trying to break it up into
ippines is seen in China as moving towards  digestible pieces.
the construction of a NATO-like alliance India is the largest capitalist semi-colo-
in Asia. nial state in the world with a population
As Yu Hua, a researcher at the China  which has just reached one billion. A com-
Institute of Contemporary International  parison of social conditions in India and
Relations, in Liberation Army Daily,  China provides a stark demonstration of the
summed up the Chinese view of these difference which the overthrow of capital-
moves: ‘As everyone knows, the two main  ism in the latter has made in terms of living
components of America's post-Cold war  conditions, health and education. While
global strategy are the new Japan-U.S.  China has seen one of the largest and most
defence co-operation guidelines and east-  broad-based increases in living standards in
ern expansion of NATO. In Europe, the  history since 1978, India, on the other hand,
United States is uniting Europe to hold  has seen the number living on less than a
back Russia, while in Asia it is joining with  dollar a day rise from 300 million in the
Japan to check China. (Far Eastern Eco-  1980s to 340 million in 1997.
nomic Review, 17 June 1999) Nonetheless, despite the capitalist squalor
The three biggest states in Asia — China, ~ which the majority of India’s population en-
India and Russia — all have good reason  dures, the country’s sheer size allowed its
to fear the tactic of Balkanisation currently  capitalist class to create a greater degree of
being applied by the west to Yugoslavia. independence of imperialism than most other
The Soviet Union has already been bro-  semi-colonial states — in particular by bal-
ken up leaving 25 million Russians  ancing between the Soviet Union and im-
stranded outside Russia, which itself is  perialism.
fighting wars against secessionists in the In the wake of the dissolution of the
Caucasus. As a result, vast forces in Russia USSR, imperialist demands for the opening
oppose any further fragmentation of the  of the Indian economy have inevitably in-
country. creased and its rulers are aware that future
China’s Communists came to power in  attempts to increase imperialist dominance
a socialist revolution in 1949 precisely be-  of the country would take the form of pro-
cause the Chinese capitalist class proved  moting a process of Balkanisation of the sub-
incapable of overcoming the plundering,  continent. Indeed, the first step in this was
national humiliation and effective division  the legacy of British rule with the partition
of the country imposed by competing im-  of the country to create Pakistan — now the
perialist powers of the preceding 100 years.  principal US ally in South Asia — a process
The increased aggressiveness of the US fol-  which cost a million lives and was followed
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by three wars before the recent Kargil con-
flict. Pakistan’s goal is precisely to break up
India — and both countries now have the
means to manufacture and deliver nuclear
weapons.

Thus, from different class bases, the gov-
ernments of China, Russia and India all stood
out against the bombing of Yugoslavia.
Former Russian Prime Minister Yegeny
Primakov aimed to build upon this de facto
common ground to try to create a strategic
alliance of the three countries against the US.

Following the end of the Vietnam war
China was, in effect, in an alliance with the
US against the Soviet Union. This was a de-
cisive factor in allowing the US to concen-
trate its arms race on cracking the Soviet
economy. However, following the dissolution
of the Soviet Union, China itself is now more
threatened than at any time since the Korean
war. Having brought down the Soviet Union
the US is able to focus its attention upon at-
tempting to destroy the next most powerful
non-capitalist state — China.

In these circumstances, Chinese foreign
policy has been shifting — to the point where
today it views the main threat it faces as the
preparations by the United States for a major
confrontation to prevent China emerging as
the most pawerful state in Asia over the next
decade or so. This has led China to a rap-
prochement and diplomatic cooperation with
Russia against both the bombing of Iraq and
the bombing of Yugoslavia. More recently,
in August, the Russian and Chinese govern-
ments agreed on steps to resotve border dis-
putes in central Asia — where the US is try-
ing to build new alliances with former Soviet
states — and denounced what Chinese Presi-
dent Jiang Zemin called: a 'new display of
hegemony relying on force! This situation is
also leading to attempts to change China's
relations with India. Both of these moves are
totally opposed by the US.

A typical perception was that of Ruan
Wun, editor of the Chinese magazine View-
point, who commented on concemns about
proposed Chinese concessions to gain entry
into the World Trade Organisation: ‘As soon
as America has weakened or gained control
over vital parts of our country's economy,
then it may treat us in the same way it treated
its former ally, Yugoslavia. It may use mili-
tary intervention to achieve its strategic aim
of splitting up China or making China col-
lapse!

The bombing of the Chinese Embassy in
Belgrade simply accelerated the reappraisal
and shift in China's foreign policy and alli-
ances to defend itself against the US. As
Susan V. Lawrence wrote in the Far Eastern
Economic Review on 17 June: ‘Chinese who
have been involved in their government’s
policy debates over the last few weeks say
that Beijing’s world view has been profoundly
affected not simply by the 7 May bombing
of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade but by
the entire NATO military campaign in Yugo-
slavia. As a result, China is rethinking the

dangers it faces in the world, its military pri-
orities and key diplomatic relationships!

An article by Frank Ching spelled out the
reasons for this in terms which recalled that
little more than 50 years ago India was a Brit-
ish colony and China was fighting to emerge
from imperialist domination: ‘It seems as
though the West — or “democratic nations”
— can do whatever it wants, as long as it
possesses the power to do so, regardless of
the rest of the world. The West will decide
wha is fit to rule and who isn’t. This is remi-
niscent of earlier years, when Europeans in-
vaded and subjugated numerous countries
under the pretext of bringing Christianity and
civilisation to benighted savages. Colonial-
ism and exploitation were justified in the
name of a high cause. Now, as the world
stands to enter the twenty-first century, the
same argument is being made again. Only
this time, instead of Christianity, the banner
is democracy and human rights! He added:
The 79-day air war in Yugoslavia is over. The
West is triumphant, with its actions vindi-
cated. But those opposed to NATQ'’s interven-

tation to huilding closer relations with the
United States as a counter-weight to the So-
viet Union, Although, the Sino-Soviet con-
flict had originated in Soviet attempts to pur-
sue peaceful coexistence with the US at a time
when the Chinese revolution was deeply
threatened, it ended up with Washington ex-
ploiting the division to maximise its pres-
sure on the USSR and China’s criminal inva-
sion of Vietnam in 1979 — attacking the
country which had taken the main brunt of
imperialist war, with millions of deaths and
near total devastation of the country, for the
previous decade.

Until this year, the Indian bourgeoisie has
treated China as, after Pakistan, its principal
adversary in Asia — with its right wing BJP
government specifically justifying its nuclear
test in the summer of 1998 as directed at de-
fence against China. Defence Minister, George
Fernandez, described China as: ‘India’s en-
emy number one’ At the same time, the BJP
government has tried to build up closer rela-
tions with the US and the European Union
by dismantling some of the obstacles to im-

tion — including Russia,
China and India — remain
unconvinced’ (Far Eastern
Economic Review, 22 July).

There have been a series
of meetings with key foreign
countries that Beijing wants
to establish closer or less
hostile relations with includ-
ing not simply Russia — but
also India — with the first
foreign minister level meet-
ing in June this year. As
Zhang Yunling, Director of
a key think tank — the Insti-
tute of Asia-Pacific Studies
at the Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences — explained:
‘The bombing will likely pro-
duce stronger Chinese rela-
tions with North Korea and India too...China
isn't likely to join the US in taking any stance
on South Asia again. China will think it more
important to improve relations between China
and India’

Whether common Sino-Indian opposition
to the bombing of Yugoslavia develops into
broader cooperation remains to be seen. There
are important obstacles to it — rooted in the
different class characters of the Chinese and
Indian states as well as the different alliances
coustructed by the [ndian bourgeoisie and the
Chinese bureaucracy in the period prior to
the dissolution of the Soviet Union,

In 1962 China and India fought a border
war at a time when the Sino-Soviet split was
deepening as the Soviet Union withdrew aid
from China — at that time in the very front
line of opposition to American efforts to crush
the colonial revolution in Asia,

As the Sino-Soviet conflict deepened, and
with India allied to the Soviet Union, the
Chinese bureaucracy built up strong relations
with the Pakistani regime as part of its orien-

The Chinese embassy in Belgrade
after NATO bombing

perialist capital in India.
However, these relations
started to shift during the
bombing of Yugoslavia. In-
dian ministers explained
that in a world where in-
ternational law could be ig-
nored by the strong, states
would inevitably scek to
acquire nuclear weapons to
deter similar attacks upon
themselves. The media op-
posed the bombing and
welcamed the mecting with
China in June this year. A
typical comment was: ‘The
mandarins of the [Indian]
Foreign Office are also sat-
isfied over the talks Mr
Jaswant Singh had in
Beijing with his Chinese counterparts: (Asian
Age, 17 June 1999). The Opposition Congress
Party welcomed the talks, while the mass Com-
munist Party of [ndia (Marxist) embraced the
idea, not endorsed by the Indian government,
of a bloc of China, Russia and India to oppose
US domination of Asia.
uring the Pakistani intcrvention
D at Kargil in Kashmir earlier this
year, China very prominently did
not back Pakistan. The danger of any rea-
lignment, or simply less hostile relations be-
tween China and India, so alarmed Washing-
ton that President Clinton eventually person-
ally intervened to instruct its ally Pakistan,
which had been its key instrument in the war
against the Soviet forces in Afghanistan, to
withdraw its forces from Indian territory in
Kargil. This retrecat then created serious in-
ternal problems for the Pakistani government
which culminated in the military coup, which
Washington has done all but openly welcome.

By Atma Singh
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In a speech to the Royal United Services Institute in July Tony
Blair's spin doctor, Alistair Campbell, who had been lent to
NATO during the bombing of Yugoslavia, explained why the
manipulation of public opinion had been a central part of
the NATO war: ‘That NATO could win militarily was never
really in doubt. The only battle we might lose was the battle
for hearts and minds’, therefore ‘the media battle mattered'.

ublic opinion and a military victory

were indeed as connected as Campbell

suggested: while NATO's military su-
periority over Yugoslavia was total, public
opinion — both in Yugoslavia and the NATO
states — could nonetheless be a major factor
in the war. That is why, on the one hand the
western media were fed endless lies and un-
substantiated horror stories, and, on the other
hand. the Yugoslav civilian media were
treated as key military targets and
bombed.

This was most obvious over the issue
of a land war. NATO was militarily ca-
pable of ground invasion. But it was
politically too dangerous: public opin-
ion in the United States and most of the
European Union was opposed. German
Chancellor Gerhard Schroder argued a
ground deployment was ‘unthinkable’
and Italian prime minister Massimo
D'Alcma said that ‘There are not the po-
litical premises to discuss deploying
ground troops. US public epinion, still
naunted by the ghost of the 52,000
Americans killed in Vietnam, massively
opposed a ground invasion. The US Sen-
aze persistently refused to back ground
troops. This limited NATO's options.
BBC's Newsnight argued: ‘America’s re-
luctance ta endanger its soldiers was lim-
iting NATO’s freedom of action. and
‘When June’s deal was finally done to
send in the international Kosovo Force
(K-For), the whole operation had to be
postponed for 24 hours because US traops
were not ready to go in. The reason: the
White House had refused to let them go ashore
until it was absolutely clear they wouldn't
have to fight their way into Kosovo!
[Newsnight, 20 August]. Even the much
vaunted high tech Apache helicopter gunships
were not allowed to fly combat missions for
fear of casuallies.

This problem was present on two levels.
Clinton wished to avoid a ground war, or even
pilots flying below 15,000 feet, because the
impact on public opinion of US casualties
would have been dangerously unprediciable
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given the legacy of the ‘Vietnam syndrome’
Indeed, the entire US war-fighting strategy
is premised on the need to minimise US casu-
alties — not because Washington is particu-
larly concerned about the lives of US sol-
diers but because it fears the political back-
lash whicn can be provoked at home by
bodybags arriving in the US. The corellary
of this approach, of course, is the historically
unparatleled savagery of US war fighting

techniques towards ‘enemy’ civilian
populations. The US pionecred the use of car-
pet bombing of Germany in World War Two,
used atomic bombs on Japanese cities and
slaughtered millions in Korea and Vietnam
as part of a strategic approach to war which
tries to minimise US deaths by maximising
the destructive power unleashed on the civil-
ian infrastructure of its antagonists.
Yugoslavia continued the pattern. While
Jamic Shea lied about ever mounting num-
hers of Serb tanks and artiliery destroyed, the

The propaganda

real war was directed from 15,000 feet against
civilian TV, radio, roads, railways and bridges.
That's why at least 1500 civilians were killed
by NATO bombing but only '169 soldiers
[were] killed in Kosovo under NATO assault
and 299 wounded' [Robert Fisk, Independent
21 June],

This posed a second problem - of western
public opinion on the war. The public had to
be deceived as to how the war was being
fought — by NATO lies, by vilifying journal-
ists who reported even a little of the truth as
‘pro-Serb’ and by physically destroying the
ability of the Serbs to broadcast their side of
the story. At the end of the bombing, the mass
expulsion of the Serbs and Roma gypsies from
Kosovo was then covered up by the barrage
of stories about ‘mass graves' — most of which
turned out to be empty. By the time the dust
settled 200,000 people had been driven from
their homes while NATO led forces, which
claimed that the entire war had been
to prevent ethnic cleansing, looked on.

Nonetheless, even the tiny minor-
ity of stories which cast light on
NATO's real motives and methods in
Yugoslavia seriously rattled Blair,
Clinton and their generals. After all if
the rationale of the war was ‘humani-
tarianism’, pictures of massacred train
passengers, refugee columns and me-
dia workers did not play well.

So for Campbell the main lesson
of the war is that even those few iso-
lated voices in the British media which
sounded a note of dissent should have
been stifled — just as NATO bombs
tried to silence the Serbs means of
communicating with the outside
world. This provoked a debate — with
some sections of the media arguing
that if they blinded themselves to
every NATO atrocity the material they
were pumping out about the Serbs
would end up losing credibility. Their
argument was that an appearance of
balance — a Robert Fisk on the Inde-
pendent, a John Simpson on the BBC,
the occasional Pilger piece in the Guardian
— was necessary in order to persuade their
audiences that the other 95 per cent of their
stories regurgitating NATO claims had at least
a semblance of objectivity.

Campbell rejects this and argues that the
95 per cent subservience to NATO's propa-
ganda operation during the bombing of Yu-
goslavia was insufficient. Even to have cvery
mass circulation daily newspaper and the en-
tire broadcast media pro-bembing, when a
third of the population was against, was not
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enough.

Too much of the truth and too many ques-
-ions slipped into the media coverage. This is
what Campbell meant, in his July speech,
when he said that ‘next time’ NATO 'must
have the media set up better prepared. Any
dissent weakened NATQO's case and its ability
10 bomb at will. After all, by the end of the
war 82 per cent of Americans thought there
should be a pause to allow negotiations.

For Campbell, in war the media are sim-
ply an instrument of state policy — media
must ‘voluntarily’ pump out

Tightening NATO's grip

ince the end of the bombing the im-

portance of the media as a weapon in

NATQ’s armoury has been underlined
by attempts to normalise and legitimate new
standards of acceptability of propaganda, bias
and government control of the mass media
during wars and conflicts. Campbell knows
it is sheer nonsense to claim that the media
was taken in by the ‘Serb Lie Machine’ — a
‘machine’ eclipsed by NATQ's own propa-

ment argued it was. With a straight face,
NATO's chief spin doctor went on to claim
that spin doctors had damaged the war ef-
fort: ‘the Media Operations Centre has to be
seen as the creation of NATO hcadquarters
and not something imposed on us. During
Allied Force the perception that spin doctors
more interested in message than accuracy
were running our public information activi-
ties was damaging’ {Observer 25 July).

The whole point of this shadowboxing is
to reassert the idea that NATO disseminated
facts rather than propaganda and to

NATO propaganda. For Campbell,
it is intolerable that a few jour-
nalists have been allowed into
print to suggest that NATO ‘ex-
aggerated military effectiveness
for propaganda purposes’, even
though this is absolutely true. As
NATQO troops entered Kosovo and
Yugoslavia's withdrew it became
clear that ‘NATO'’s 79 day bomb-
ing campaign against Yugoslavia,
which involved thousands of sor-
ties and some of the most sophis-
ticated precision weapons, suc-
ceeded in damaging only 13 of the
Serbs’ main battle tanks in
Kosovo, despite alliance claims of
large-scale destruction of Bel-
grade's heavy armour...It was claimed that up
to 60 per cent of Serb artillery and mortar
pieces had been hit and about 40 per cent of
the Yugoslav army's main battle tanks had
been damaged or destroyed. When the Serbs
finally withdrew from the province at least
250 tanks were counted out, as well as 450
armoured personnel carriers and 600 artil-
lery and mortar pieces. [Michael Evans, The
Times 24 June].

Given that every report of civilian casu-
alties was accompanied by assurances from
Jamie Shea and George Robertson that the
main result of bombing was that the Serb
military machine in Kosovo was being sys-
tematically ‘degraded’ it is not surprising that
this information was suppressed for the du-
ration of the air campaign. After all, it dem-
onstrated that NATO's real strategy was not
the destruction of Serb tanks in Kosovo —
impossible from 15,000 feet — but pulveris-
ing the civilian population of Serbia into sub-
mission. As Campbell explained, the media
in NATO states could not be allowed to re-
port this truth for fear that: ‘If public opinion
had crumbled, as parts of the media and some
military-men-turned-commentators would
have had it, there is a risk that it would have
had a direct impact upon the determination
with which we pursued our goals!

That is perfectly true. At the end of the
bombing NATO settled for less than its full
demands because the Serb population endured
78 days of bombing and NATO preferred to
settle for what the Russians could impose
rather than risk the domestic political reper-
cussions of possible casualties in a land in-
vasion.

Was she a huma
or another Nato mistake?

The Observer’s spin on NATO bombing of the village of Korisa,
which killed 87 civilians and injured a hundred more

ganda factory. In reality, he has a clear ap-
preciation of the fact that the vast majority
of media in Britain regurgitated NATQ's press
briefings and of the pressure brought on them
to do so — from NATO's high-tech daily press
briefings through to the NATO-run pool sys-
tem which controlled journalists' access to
Kosovo as NATO troops entered. I[TN's edito-
rial guidelines for reporting ‘conflict in the
Balkans’ stipulated that casualty figures had
to be ‘checked with the MoD! Campbell's in-
nuendo that there was ‘an unhealthy rela-
tionship between some Western journalists
and Serb spokesmen’ was a thinly veiled
warning to all journalists and media workers
not to deviate from the NATO script.

Indeed, Campbell’s attack on something
which did not exist — media independence —
had the desired result. Journalists fell over
themselves with indignation to defend the
media's role in assisting NATC. As John
Simpson put it: ‘Why did British, American,
German and French public opinion stay rock-
solid for the bombing, in spite of NATO's mis-
takes? Because they knew the war was right.
Who gave.them the information? The media’
fJohn Simpson, The Times 10 July].

Like any good double act, Campbell’s as-
sertion that the media was too independent
and that greater censorship should be con-
sidered a legitimate goal, was followed by a
speech from NATO chief spokesman, Jamie
Shea, criticising spin doctors. Shea’s claim
was that NATQ’s media operation was en-
gaged solely in the presentation of facts, and
was not the sophisticated and, more impor-
tantly, powerful, propaganda and news man-
agement machine that the anti-war move-

shield

intimidate journalists into compli-
ance. As Jamie Shea claimed repeat-
edly during tke bombing: ‘T only, as
NATO spokesman, give out informa-
tion when it is totally accurate and
confirmed’ This was the same Jamie
Shea who wrote to Aiden White,
general secretary of the International
Federation of Journalists, on 12 April
1999, in response to concern about
targeting of media outlets, that
NATO had no policy to ‘strike tel-
evisicn and radio transmitters” and
that ‘Allied air missions are planned
to avoid civilian casualties, includ-
ing of course journalists, and have
been frequently abandoned when it
has proven impossible to distinguish
between military and civilian targets. Less
than a fortnight later Jamie Shea was defend-
ing NATO’s bombing of a working television
station, killing 15 media workers, in Belgrade
on 23 pril as an operation against a ‘legiti-
mate’ target. No wonder Alistair Campbell,
describes Shea as ‘a genuinely nice man.
The fantasy of an almast amateurish NATO
media ¢ peration fighting for the truth against
the vast resources of Belgrade TV was en-
hanced further by Campbell when, in his July
speech, he summoned up an image of a NATO
‘communications outfit’” which was hard-
pressed, under-resourced and battling-
against-the-odds: ‘I was amazed that Jamie
was still alive. He was doing his own scripts,
fixing his own interviews, attending key
meetings, handling everything that came his
way, large and small. He was the front man
for the whole campaign, yet he was expected
to do the job without adequate support. No
general would go into battle without all the
necessary back up. Nor should Jamie Shea
have been expected to. If there is a next time,
we must have the media set up better pre-
pared. This absurd claim, of a virtual ‘one-
man' NATO media outfil, was repcated in
BB(C2's Correspondent programme an the me-
dia and the war, broadcast on 16 October.

NATO will define the truth

ampbell argues that there should now

be discussion ‘about whether our me-

dia should treat as equals, in terms of
how they are quizzed and covered, the lead-
ers of an Alliance of democratic governments
and spokesmen of a disgusting murder ma-
chine:
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What he means is that when the US is
bombing Korea or Vietnam, Iraq or Yugosla-
via all media contact with the victims should
be suppressed. This is why John Simpson was
denounced by 10 Downing St for reporting
such ‘amazing’ facts as that residents of Bel-
grade blamed NATO not Milosevic for bamb-
ing their bridges, homes and schools. Even
talking to ordinary Serb civilians being
bombed was viewed as subversion of NATO
morale and the public might be led to believe
that Yugoslav civilians did not welcome NATO
bombs, that Serbs bleed like anyone else.

The number of times Tony Benn, Alice
Mahon, Tam Dalyell, or

were simply not reported. One television re-
port showed shots of a London demonstra-
tion as reported on Belgrade TV, to get across
the idea that opponents of the bombing were
some kind of ‘fifth column’ Anti-war letters
were not printed. Only when the bombing
was virtually over, was the Guardian prepared
to report some opposition to it. On the initia-
tive of the Committee for Peace in the Bal-
kans and the National Union of Journalists,
the Campaign for Media Accuracy and Free
Speech on War was set up by journalists
whose jobs gave them a personal insight into
how the public was being lied to.

have no place in NATO's wars.

The problem according to Campbell was
that broadcasters chose to see the truth as
‘being somewhere in the middle’ between
NATO and Serb sources, when ‘It was not.
That is, NATO's view was "the truth’, and the
job of the media was simply to disseminate
it.

The ’Big Lies’

he kinds of NATO ‘truths’ that the
media should — and generally did —
disseminate ungquestioningly, were re-

hearsed by Campbell in his address to the
Royal United Services

other representatives of
the anti-war movement
appeared in television
studios to discuss the war
will be remembered be-
cause they were so rare.
Opinion polls near the
start of the bombing
showed about one third
of the public opposed, but
this was never reflected in

Institute.
The first ‘big lie’
1s the idea of the
»rld’s first *humani-
rian war' As
mpbell put it, NATO
was supposedly fight-
ing ‘the worst barba-
rism since World War
Two' Leaving aside the
United States’ calcu-

the balance of coverage.
The premier newspaper of
British left-of-centre

Demonising the
Serbs was a crucial
" “backdrop to NATO's
bombing

lated murder by atomic
bombs of the people of
Nagasaki and Hiro-

opinion, the Guardian, for
example — whose Na-
tional Union of Journalists branch voted to
oppose the bombing — became notarious for
not reporting anti-war activities and points
of view. National demonstrations (as big as
many of the anti-Milosevic demonstrations
in Serbia which the Guardian lavishly reports)

shima when the out-

Nonetheless some editors argued that by
asking NATO at least a few embarrassing
questions they were showing their impartial-
ity and respect for the public’s intelligence.
It is this which Campbell seeks to change.
His point is that impartiality and objectivity
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come of that war was
already a foregone conclusion, this absurd
claim ignores the imperialist murders of mil-
lions in Korea, Vietnam, El Salvador, Nicara-
gua and the Gulf war. And of course count-
less millions have died, and continue daily
to do so, as a result of US economic policies.

Some questioned the overarching myth
that NATO peddled - that this was a new type
of war, a ‘humanitarian’ war. Or 'the world’s
first “anti-genocidal” war’ as the Observer
termed it, in its eight page, post-war supple-
ment ‘How the war was won' by Peter
Beaumont and Blair-enthusiast Patrick
Wintour (Observer 18 July).

The bombing started as a means to force
Yugoslavia to accept the occupation of
Kosovo under the terms of the Rambouillet
ultimatum, The claim that the war was to
protect Albanian refugees only arose after the
bombing had started. There was no signifi-
cant refugee crisis before NATO's interven-
tion. The United Nations High Commission
for Refugees (UNHCR) reported its first regis-
tered refugees outside Kosovo on 27 March,
three days after bombing began. Nonethe-
less, the exodus of refugees from Kosovo was
then translated into the reason the bombing.

As the bombing progressed it leaked out
via the internet, not the mass media, that of-
ficials of the US state department had admit-
ted that at Rambouillet the US had “deliber-
ately set the bar higher than the Serbs could
accept’ [George Kenney, the Nation 14 June]
because the US wanted to bomb Serbia. When
John Pilger said as much in the Guardian,
the paper's diplomatic editor claimed Pilger
had invented the sections of the Rambouillet
accord which would give NATO access to and
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legal immunity in the whole of Yugosiavia,
not just Kosovo. Pilger was, however, per-
fectly correct.

Nonetheless, Campbell repeats the NATO
mantra of a ‘humanitarian’ war to help the
Kosovo refugees, and is busy in the creation
of a new myth: ‘the worst barbarism’ since
1945, This claim of defending ‘civilisation
against barbarism’, advanced

forces in Kosovo to dig mass graves and clear
up the evidence of atrocities’ — waving the
twin ghouls of fascism and belshevism in
front of readers [18 April]. George Robertson
consistently referred to ‘Milosevic's murder
machine.

Without any evidence, Robin Cock insisted
on the existence of ‘rape camps’: “Young

your country is going to look like if this con-
tinues, [International Herald Tribune, 25
May].

No evidence whatsoever has been found
to substantiate the genocide charge and the
puzzle of a ‘fascist’ dictatorship in which
western-funded opposition parties organise
regular legal demonstrations and own their

own media is lost on the ‘free’

by Tony Blair during the
bombing, was answered by
playwright Harold Pinter:
‘The truth is that neither
Clinton nor Blair gives a
damn about the Kosovar Al-
banians. This action has been
yet another blatant and bru-
tal assertion of US power us-
ing NATO as its missile’
[Anti-war demonstration,
London 5 June]. The refusal
to allow any but a handful
of refugees into the NATO
states confirmed Pilger's
point.

NATO's 'humanitarian-
ism' — which included using

If you wake up in the morning and you have no
power to your house and no gas to your stove and
the bridge you take to work is down and will be lying
in the Danube for the next 20 years, I think you begin
to ask, “Hey Slobo, what's all this about? How much
more of this do we have to withstand? And at some
point, you make the transition from applauding Serb
machismo against the world to thinking what your
country is going to look like if this continues.’

General Michael Short,

Commander, NATO air force in Yugoslavia
[International Herald Tribune, 25 May].

mass media of NATO-land.
However, having asserted
the existence of Nazi-style sys-
tematic killing, concentration
camps and mass graves — There
is now mounting cvidence of
detentions, summary execu-
tions and mass graves' declared
Jamie Shea [Independent on
Sunday, 18 April] — following
the setttement, NATO set about
asserting their discovery. On 19
June, virtually every national
newspaper and television news
carried a drawing, issued by the
Ministry of Defence, claiming
to be locations of mass graves:
‘Where the MoD says bodies are

cluster bombs and depleted
uranium — did not stretch to protecting Serbs
being either murdered by the KLA or driven
out of Kosovo: in the weeks following the
end of bombing UNHCR estimated that
180,000 left Kosovo in terror for their lives.
NATO's General Wesley Clark insisted that
‘KLA leaders are not organising a concerted
campaign to drive out Serbs’ {Chris Bird,
Guardian 18 August}. After all, if it were ad-
mitted that they were then questions might
be asked as to why they too, like Serbia’s lead-
ers, are not being indicted as ‘war criminals’
Neither does humanitarianism include acting
to prevent the 'humanitarian disaster in Ser-
bia this winter' which the Economist Intelli-
gence Unit estimates will follow from a de-
nial of aid in the context of the ‘encrmous
damage on the Yugoslav economy and in-
frastructure’ inflicted by NATO's bombing
campaign [Larry Elliott Guardian 23 August].
The second and related myth is that of the
‘genocidal’ war. This utilised the ‘Nazi' label
invented by the US PR firms hired to devise
the demonisation campaign against the Serbs.
The casual references to the Serbian ‘dic-
tatorship’, the ‘disgusting murder machine’,
the 'Serb Lie Machine’ and so on which pep-
pered Tony Blair and George Robertson’s pro-
nouncements throughout the bombing set the
tone for media reporting from the outset. Ger-
man defence minister Rudolf Scharping
claimed that Yugoslav forces in Kosovo had
set up ‘concentration camps’ [Telegraph 1
Apri} 1999]. A few days into the bombing
George Robertson began referring to "a “hu-
manitarian intervention’ against a “geno-
cidal” power’ [Beaumont and Wintour, 0b-
server 18 July). Under an article entitled *Serbs
use ‘slave labour’ to hide mass slaughter the
Independent on Sunday claimed that ‘A forced
“Red Army” is being deployed by Serbian

women are being separated from the refugee
columns and forced to undergo systematic
rape in an army camp’ [Guardian 17 Aprill.
Cook was said to have a ‘dossier’ with details
of six Serbian commanders who ‘master-
minded’ atrocities, Geoff Hoon, then a For-
eign Office minister, claimed on 17 June that
'around 10,000 people have been killed in
mote than 100 massacres. Geoffrey Robinson
QC wrote equating Belsen and the Nazi mur-
der machine with the Yugoslavs: 'When Ri-
chard Dimbleby told the world about the hor-
rors of Belsen concentration camp, there were
victims still alive to testify against political
criminals rounded up as the allies advanced.
Today the BBC broadcasts from the mass
graves and torture centres of Kosovo, mocked
by the unrepentant perpetrators of these
crimes against humanity as they drive to
safety in Serbia’ [[ndependent on Sunday 20
June].

Tony Blair explained that the bombing was
a ‘struggle for values. It is a battle between
democratic principles and the evil dictator-
ship of the Milosevic regime’ {Independent
on Sunday 30 May]. The character of NATO's
‘democratic principles’ was revealed by Gen-
eral Michael Short, commander of NATO's air
force in Yugosiavia, who said, in words ig-
nored by the British mass media, that his mili-
tary strategy was to pound the civilian popu-
lation until they capitulated: "If you wake up
in the morning and you have no power to
your house and no gas to your stove and the
bridge you take to work is down and will be
lying in the Danube for the next 20 years, 1
think you begin to ask, “Hey Slobo, what's
all this about? How much more of this do we
have to withstand? And at some point, you
make the transition from applauding Serb ma-
chismo against the world to thinking what

buried’ — ‘reported or found.
(Guardian 19 June). The claims, repeated ad
nauseam, did not ask the MoD source for evi-
dence.

Where are the ‘mass
graves’?

ven the factual reports by western

agencies beginning to come out of

Kosovo contradict this mountain of
speculation. These report admit a total fail-
ure to find mass graves. On 11 October, the
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former
Republic of Yugoslavia (ICTY) reported that
the Trepca mines in Kosovo, where it had been
claimed that the bodies of 700 murdered Al-
banians were hidden, in fact contained no
bodies whatsoever (Where are Kesoro's kill-
ing fields, STRATFOR.COM, 18 October).

The ICTY is made up of teams from 15
NATO states. The biggest single number is
from the United States. This team, under the
authority of the FBI, has conducted the most
thorough-going investigations. yet of 30 sites
reported found, the total bodies found is 200.

The Spanish team has also said that it has
found no mass graves. It has reported tind-
ing a total of 187 bodies. all buried in indi-
vidual graves.

One of the sites the investigation has vis-
ited is that in Ljubenic, near Pec, where it
had been claimed that 350 bodics were bur-
ied: a Times report on 10 July was headlined
‘Serbs “killed 350 in orgy of violence™ ™ -
although the article contained noe such evi-
dence. It quoted Captain Attilio Andre of the
{talian army in Pec saying. of the claimed
incid.nt at Ljubenic: ‘The figure we are talk-
ing about is 350 dead but I cannot confirm
that' A US refugec worker was quoted as say-
ing he had ‘seen 11 bodies in the ravine: When
the site was uncovered it reportedly contained
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seven bodies.

The scale of the discrepancy between the
earlier claims of ‘genocide’ and ‘mass graves’
and the reality is so great, however, that as
the months following the end of bombing go
by, that reports are beginning to surface in
the press. Perez Pujol, the pathologist who
led the Spanish investigative team was re-
ported by the Sunday Times and Reuters on
31 October saying he was finishing his in-
vestigation, having ‘found a total of 187 bod-
ies. Four or five had died from natural causes.
He speculated that he thought ‘the final fig-
ure of dead in Kosovo will be 2,500 at
most’. These embarrassing revela-

seco“d
tions forced the International War “

push
"n“ato

Crimes Tribunal prosecutor to admit,
on 10 November, that after months
of unhindered access to Kosovo they
had found only 2,108 bodies. These =
had not yet been broken down by na- 3,
tionality. We know that hundreds of Al-
banian refugees were killed by NATO £&
bombs. Some Yugoslav soldiers and po-
lice were killed by NATO (Yugoslavia says
169, NATO claimed ‘thousands’). Hun-
dreds of KLA fighters and Serb soldiers
were killed in their civil war, plus many
civilians were killed by the KLA. If these
figures are subtracted from the IWCT total of
2,108 — which, as Perez Pujol said ‘includes
a lot of strange deaths that can’t be blamed
on anyone in particular’ — we may be left
with a few hundred Albanian civilian vic-
tims of Serb atrocities. That is far less than
the numbers of civilians siaughtered by NATO
and certainly not genocide.

An article in the Daily Mail on 5 Novem-
ber highlighted the discrepancy: ‘The murder
of Kosovars by the Serbians was put by the
U.S. Defence Secretary William Cohen at ‘up
to 100,000 Qur own Geoffrey Hoon, Minis-
ter of State at the Foreign Office, put the fig-
ure at 10,000, The United Nations suggested,
with the relative precision which always helps
make a claim authoritative, that the figure
was likely to prove to be 44,000. The head of
the Spanish team sent out ready to provide
2,000 post-mortems left last month having
found only 187 corpses, some of which may
have been bombing casualties. He guesses that
perhaps 2,500 civilians were killed. A study
group examining data so far, thinks the total
could turn out to be a few hundred...we can-
not know at this stage how many Kosovars
killed might not have been from the Kosovo
Liberation Army, once listed by the US State
Department as a “terrorist organisation”. Such
deaths would suggest crude justice rather than
a simple atrocity against civilians...Would the
public have supported the war so readily with-
out the death toll being exaggerated? And
how many murders justify a massive mili-
tary campaign, which led us, the Western Al-
liance, to kill innocent civilians in tum? NATO
knew that its actions against such targets as
bridges and broadcasting stations were liable,
even certain, to kill and maim civilians....The
whole war seems to have been a big lie!
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During the bombing, the genocide and
‘Serb Nazis' themes were used to stifle ra-
tional discussion, and vilify anyone who op-

posed NATO. Clare

Short declared that .Nato
those opposed to IS
NATO’s actions b':,ss'sts
were akin to Hit- was
ler apologists: O!h't
“They [those op- bylek .
posing NATO'S  Freegaig, i ...

actions in Yu-
goslavia] 3
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would have said “Oh,
and Mr Hitler said from his bunker to-

day, and he criticised this bombing, and that
the concentration camps weren't there when
the war began, so its our responsibility...Are
we capable, our kind of country now, to take
military action to defeat monstrous evil?’
[Hansard 17 June]. The ‘anti-fascist’ Clare
Short did not, however, flinch from declar-
ing RTS television and its staff in Belgrade a
legitimate target — after they had been
bombed.

A further consequence of demonising the
Serbs in these ways was to justify the treat-
ment of the Serbs under Kfor law in Kosovo.
The Guardian, which distinguished itself for
the savagery of its support for bombing and
a land war to stop ‘ethnic cleansing' of Alba-
nians, referred to the expulsion of Serbs and
Gypsies as ‘ethnic self-cleansing’

The Independent’s Phil Davison explained
that ‘It was an ironic sight to see so many
Serbs — men, women and children — about
to become the region’s new refugees. But it
was difficult to feel sympathy’ [14 June]. BBC
Newsnight's Matt Frei echoed these senti-
ments: ‘Imagine the Serbs’ reversal of for-
tune today: the rulers have themselves be-
come the refugees, shedding tears of depar-
ture and stashing the loot — two phones in
the back of the car. Brutality has given way
to self-pity. Overnight, the villains think
they’ve become the victims in this war’
[Newsnight 16 June]. Yet some of the reality
did filter through. Time magazine reported:
‘Dejan Backovic, director of the Center for
Peace and Tolerance, says: “I tell them to stay,
to trust KFOR, to work with them. But we all
know that when night falls it's terror time
for non-Albanians.” The same night that
Blagojevec was attacked in her flat the list of
violence in the capital included: the gang rape

of a 65-year-old Serb woman a kilometre
from Blagojevec's block; the strangling of
Lubica Vujovic, a 78-year-old Serb woman;
the shooting of an unidentified Serb man;
the murder of Serb Momcilo Milenovic
and the kidnapping of his son,
15' [Rod Usher, Time August
16].
: On 18 June the Guardian
&8 and virtually every other news-
paper reported what it called a
‘Serb torture chamber’ under the
headline ‘Serb savagery exposed.
B The basis of the story was an
¥ empty police station with a club, a
¥ few knuckle dusters and a knife, re-
portedly found by Kfor.
. The next day the Guardian ran a
report of a real and verifiable KLA
torture chamber — verifiable because
the torturers and their victims were
still there. This time the report was on
page two. The headline said ‘KLA at-
tack on informers’ implying a certain
sense of justice to the ‘attack! It con-
tained 15 badly beaten victims and one
man, in his seventies, still chained and who
had been beaten to death. The report, how-
ever, ran to a mere three paragraphs in a
longer article about tensions between Serb
and Albanian populations.

The third 'big lie” alluded to in Campbell’s
speech flows from these grand themes of ‘hu-
manitarian’ war against a new type of ‘Nazi’
regime - the idea that Yugoslavia was dis-
tinguished from the NATO countries by its
lack of a free media. As Campbell pictured it:
‘In each of the NATO countries, governments
have a duty to govem with consent, to ex-
plain to our publics what we are doing and
why. Milosevic was under no such constraints
and this was an advantage to him, not just in
his own media, a personal Lie Machine, but in
the way it influenced our countries’ own me-
dia too’ Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
for defence John Spellar argued, in a defence
of NATO’s bombing the Yugoslav television
station RTS, that: ‘Here [Britain], and in all the
democratic countries of NATO, people are al-
lowed to know the truth of what is happening
in this war and to express their views. The me-
dia is open and free. 1 contrast that openness
with the situation in Serbia! [Observer 25 Aprill.

In reality, prior to the bombing, the oppo-
sition controlled not only newspapers but, un-
like in Britain, radio and television stations in
Serbia. Once the bombing started a state of
emergency imposed controls on the media —
as would be the case in any state under con-
stant aerial bombardment. In the US and Brit-
ain in world war two not only were the media
tightly controlied but all German and Japa-
nese civilians were interned. NATO attacked
Serb TV and radio not to promote press free-
dom but to deny Serbs and NATO audiences
alike access to television pictures and news of
what NATO was doing to the Yugoslav people.
Bombing RTS (a state media like the BBC) and
radio and television transmitters, and success-
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fully pressurising Eutelstat to stop broadcast-
ing Yugoslav television and radio to western
Europe, were decisive parts of the NATO war
effort. The US made huge efforts to cut of
internet communications with Yugoslavia.
Media opponents of the Milosevic government,
such as the B92 radio station, were united in
their opposition to NATO’s air strikes, and par-
ticularly to the targeting of the media. Such
facts had the potential to influence western
public opinion against NATO and therefore had
to be suppressed.

Suppressing the evidence

ampbell admitted this when he ex-
pressed concern that pictures of the
level of destruction of civilian areas
and the deaths resulting from NATG ‘blun-
ders’ and ‘mistakes’ could, and did, influence
opinion in the NATO countries. He explained:
‘If a bomb went astray [sicl, the Serb media
machine could round up a few chosen jour-
nalists at the Hyatt in Belgrade, take them
down to the scene, and get the story run-
ning. Pictures. Therefore news. Therefore dif-
ficult questions to Jamie Shea, Jamie Rubin,
Joe Lockhart, me. The problem, as Campbell
would have it, was that while ‘a Pentagon
map showing the major incidents of barba-
rism inside Kosovo' and showing ‘dozens,
even hundreds {which?] of deaths’ was ‘barely
reported’ because ‘no pictures, no news. In
reality, no evidence. Instead ‘a stray bomb
that created a hole in the road was news
around the world, because the Serbs took the
cameras there’ It was not the ‘hole in the road’
that was news, but the many dead civilians
around the ‘holes’ created by NATO's policy
of indiscriminate bombing of civilian targets.
As when NATO bombers, in two separate
rounds, attacked civilian vehicles on the
Varvarin bridge at lunchtime on 30 May, a
holiday, killing at least 11 people and injuring
many more. Or when NATO bombed buses, ci-
vilian trains and even convoys of Albanian
refugees (if they happened to be heading into
Yugoslavia rather than away from it).
Campbell and NATO wanted to suppress
the pictures which showed NATO commit-
ting war crimes under the 1949 Geneva Con-
ventions, which outlaw the targeting of ci-
vilians. As Walter J Rockler, a former Nu-
remberg War Crimes prosecutor said: ‘The
current conduct of the bombing by the
United States and Nato constitutes a war
crime. Contrary to the beliefs of our war
planners, unrestricted air bombing is barred
under international law’ [Chicago Tribune,
23 May]. Former German Finance minister,
Oscar Lafontaine pointed out: ‘More and
more innacent people are becoming victims
of the bombing. For NATO it was impera-
tive to limit the access of the western public
to visual evidence of its bombing campaign.
In these circumstances the battle for the truth
has become a vital part of the international
struggle against the NATO killing machine.

By Louise Lang

Russia

prepares for
elections

The multiple exposures of Russian money laundering
operations involving billions of dollars passing Western
banks — with the connivance of Western governments —
the appointment of the head of the secret police as Prime
Minister, the new war in Chechnya and intense efforts by
the United States to persuade Russia to revise the Anti-
Ballistic Missiles Treaty are all symptoms of the fact that
Russia’s President Boris Yeltsin’s term of office is due to end

next yeat.

i, Existing pipeline
o-o-% Proposed pipeline
T Areas of trouble

- o o e e o

he growing file of corruption revela-

tions, reflect the infighting between

Russian financial groups as they pre-
pare for elections in which less plunder is
available because significant resources are
required to try to influence the vote. Yeltsin's
appointment of Vladimir Putin, the former
head of the internal security service, as Prime
Minister and designated successor followed
the failure of his predecessor to prevent the
emergence of a powerful new alliance of re-
gional governors around Moscow Mayor Yuri
Lushkov and later former prime minister
Yevgeny Primakov. The intensity of US ef-
forts to pressure the Russian administration
into accepting changes to the 1972 Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty reflects concern in Wash-

Makharhkais

ington about the real possibility that the
present government of national betrayal
may be ejected from the Kremlin within
nine months.

‘Russia is obliged under its constitution
to hold elections to its lower house of par-
liament on 19 December this ycar followed
by presidential elections by the middle of
next year. Given that the president appoints
the government, is commander in chief of
the armed forces, controls the judiciary and
can dissolve parliament, it is the presiden-
tial elections which are decisive.

For the Yeltsin entourage, control of the
succession, or preferably its prevention by
some sort of coup is the primary concern.
Responsibility for the terrorist bombings

33



world politics after the bombing of Yugoslavia

which traumatised Moscow in October should
be judged in this light. The only force which
had anything to gain from such acts was the
Yeltsin administration. In the subsequent se-
curity clampdown and war in Chechnya, Putin
has seen his popularity soat.

The coming to office and maintenance in
power of the Kremlin administration of Presi-
dent Boris Yeltsin has been one of the United
States’ most important foreign policy achieve-
ment since the Second World War. Yeltsin's
regime presided over the dissolution of the
Soviet Union in 1991 — against the wishes of
the majority of its population. He sponsored
the capitalist economic programme which has
destroyed most of the Russian economy and
immensely weakened its military potential,
And. irrespective of what noises are periodi-
cally made for Russian domestic consump-
tion, Yeltsin's administrations have provided
crucial diplomatic cover for US imperialism’s
overseas wars — most recently in the pres-
sure it brought to bear upon Yugoslavia to
accept the NATO-led occupation of Kosovo.

The problem for the United States is that
the domestic consequences of these policies
within Russia — plummeting living standards,
rise of the mafia to the highest levels of state
power and the accurate perception that the
country is weaker and more threat-

sorted other crimes ranging from the impov-
erishment of tens of millions of people,
through the bombardment of the Russian
partiament in 1993, to the conduct of the pre-
vious war in Chechnya — there is a powerful
lobby in the Yeltsin camp which advocates
preserving office by some kind of coup d'etat.
This is a real possibility with the war in
Chechnya and the mysterious terrorist bomb-
ings providing a possible pretext.

Vladimir Putin's appointment as Prime
Minister is consistent with this. As head of
the internal secret police, he has spent recent
years protecting the Yeltsin family from their
opponents.

But while such moves towards dictator-
ship are being canvassed within Yeltsin's in-
ner circle, they face significant obstacles.

First, the United States, pending the out-
come of the parliamentary elections at least,
is opposed to moving to a dictatorship in
Russia because it fears that it would be highly
unstable and, whatever its starting point,
given the strategic pressures upon the Rus-
sian military, it could easily be transformed
into an anti-western regime. Thus the US is
concerned to halt Russian operations in
Chechnya for fear that they create a dynamic
strengthening anti-western military com-

cies on living standards and their role in the
organised theft of the country’s national as-
sets. Russian liberals, whatever their private
views, were publicly forced to denounce the
bombing on the grounds that it was destroy-
ing what little support existed in Russia for
politicians linked to the West.

Prior to the bombing, with the financial
melt-down in August 1998, political support
for both the free market liberals and the
Yeltsin regime itself had already been shat-
tered.

Yegeny Primakov, the Prime Minister who
came to power following the crash, backed
by the majority in parliament, had embarked
on a radical shift in both domestic and for-
eign policy. While arguing, wrongly, that
renationalisation of companies virtually given
away to the oligarchy in the privatisation
process was impossible because it would re-
sult in civil war, Primakov did, however, shift
economic policy in favour of rebuilding do-
mestic production. He used exchange con-
trols to try to limit the flight of capital and
increase taxation of the energy sector. This
shift was symbolised by re-appointing the
former Soviet central banker, Victor
Gerachenko, as chair of the central bank. The
latter's first act was a wholesale purge of cor-

rupt officials.

ened on the military level than at any
time since 1943 — have destroyed the
political base of the Yeltsin regime.
Opinion polls regularly record public
disapproval of Yeltsin at higher than
90 per cent and more than two thirds

‘The only force which gained from the
Moscow bombings was the Yeltsin

administration’

It was Primakov and
Gerachenko's highly popular drive
against the flight of capital and in-
vestigation of top level corruption
which directly led to the financial
scandals in the western press. Un-

of voters say he should be impeached.

Even Yegor Gaidar, who launched economic
shock therapy with the liberalisation of prices
in January 1992, acknowledges in his recent
book that public support for privatisation of
large-scale industry in Russia peaked at just
20 per cent in 1993 — with 59 per cent against
— and that opposition has been rising ever
since.

According to a nationwide opinion poll
by VTsIOM, held on 20-24 August 1999, the
two parties which the US would regard as
closest to its interests have the support of less
than the five per cent of voters needed 1o
win representation in parliament. These are
the Alliance of the Right-Wing Forces — led
by Anatoly Chubais, wha, as privatisation
minister, organised the transfer of public as-
sets 1o the criminalised oligarchy and Yegor
Gaidar, wha initiated the January 1992 lib-
eralisation of prices which inaugurated the
country’s economic collapse — and Our Home
is Russia, led by ex-premier Viktor
Chernomyrdin,

Under his own constitution Yeltsin can-
not stand for a third term of office and at the
same time there is no political party and no
potential presidential candidate who, on
prescnt showings, would be able to preserve
his regime.

Given the risk of retribution under any
new regime — for the vast scale of corruption
presided over by the Yeltsin “family’, and as-
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manders. In addition, the Chechen leader-
ship, like the Shevadnadze regime in Geor-
gia is pro-NATO, and oriented to drawing
the US into the Caucusus. Second, the situ-
ation in the Russian army is such that a
dictatorship, even if it got off the ground
in the first place, would fairly rapidly col-
lapse — leaving a far worse situation for
those who had ordered it.

In these circumstances, it is possible that
the resolution of this debate will be postponed
until after the parliamentary elections — be-
cause, given the weakness of the parliament,
a parliamentary defeat need not necessarily
be fatal for the regime.

The key political problem for Yeltsin is the
rise of a new ‘centre-left' alliance in Russian
politics around former Prime Minister Yegeny
Primakov and the Mayor of Moscow, Yuri
Lushkov. This has bitten deep into the alli-
ances which have sustained the regime
against the left — the regional governors and
part of the capitalist oligarchy. The space for
this new coalition, Fatherland-All Russia, has
been opened up by the collapse of the pro-
Western right, on the one hand, and the mis-
takes of the Communist Party of the Russian
Federation, on the other.

The bombing of Yugoslavia was another
nail in the coffin of the free market liberals,
already hated by a majority of the popula-
tion due to the effects of their economic poli-

der Primakov investigations were

launched into:
@ the use of a secret offshore company to
secretly use Central Bank reserves to specu-
late on the Russian treasury bond market,
@ corruption in the award of contracts for
an obscene $1.5 billion renovation of the
Kremlin involving the Swiss company
Mabatex in $1m plus bribes directly impli-
cating Yeltsin's immediate family;
® an investigation into the Swiss bank ac-
count and arrest warrant against Russia’s
number one criminaj oligarch, and Yeltsin
family friend, Boris Berezovsky — who fled
the country.
® the misappropriation of funds from
Aeroflot — which is run by Yeltsin's son in
law — into a Swiss bank account controlled
by Berezovsky.

These actions earned Primakov the bitter
enmity of Yeltsin and his entourage.

Primakov's foreign policy broke with the
subordination of Russia to the US. Based on
the military and state apparatus Primakov had
no illusions in the West and proposed a stra-
tegic alliance of Russia, China and India as a
counter-weight to US world dominance.
When the US attempted to humiliate Russia,
by launching the bombing of Yugoslavia
while Primakov was on his way to Washing-
ton to negotiate IMF loans, Primakov turned
his plane around in mid-air and flew home.
This was viewed in Russia as a necessary ex-
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pression of national dignity.

Primakov's palicies reflected the forces he
represented in Russian society — essentially
the remnants of the former Soviet state ma-
chine in the security services, the army and
the military industrial complex — not the cor-
rupt capitalist oligarchy of which Yeltsin,
Chernomyrdin and, in Moscaw, Lushkov, form
part.

The impact of the NATO bombing on the
Russian population was {raumatic. More than
90 per cent opposed NATO's action. Support
for the Serbs was almost unanimous. The feel-
ing that Russia itself was threatencd was pal-
pable. Anti-Americanism swept the

the United States had become the pursuit of
victory over Yugoslavia — and Russian back-
ing would be critical to this.

Yeltsin's calculation was that, even if the
US did not necessarily consider precipitate
action against Primakov wise, they would
back the President whatever he did in order
to secure a change in the Russian line on
Yugoslavia. Yeltsin's first step was to take
control of policy on Yugoslavia out of
Primakov's hands by appointing Victor
Chemomyrdin as his special representative
on the war. The second step was to sack
Primakov as Prime Minister — both Strobe

garchs for far below their real value,
robbed both the Russian people and the
state. While robbing the people just as
thoroughly, Lushkov used part of the
proceeds of privatisations in Moscow to
build popular support by maintaining
public services. On foreign policy
Lushkov regularly engages in strong
anti-western rhetoric. As no capitalist
force in Russia is capable of standing
up to western imperialism, he would ul-
timately capitulate.

Consistent with prieritising an alli-
ance with Lushkov over Primakov — a
strategy opposed by the {eft wing of the
CPRF who supported Primakov —
Zyuganov launched a disastrously ill-
timed and unsuccessful attempt to im-
peach the president. Done at the height
of the bombing of Yugosiavia, by open-
ing hostilities first, this helped provide
Yeltsin with the pretext to move against
Primakov. Having removed Primakov,
the regime then launched an all-out
struggle to recoup lost ground. There were
attempts to discredit and sack the public pros-
ecutor handing the corruption charges, to
drop those against Berezovsky, to try to
tighten its control over the media and key
companies (notably Russia’s largest, Gazprom)
in order to get control of all sources of funds
to influence the elections and to examine
options for either building up a political force
to fight the elections or imposing conditions
for their cancellation.

Yeltsin was assisted by the Clinton admin-
istration which tried to defend its record in
colluding with the theft of Russia’s national
assets and the transfer of much of

country. Top level discussions in the
military on the need for Russia to
countenance the ‘first-use’ of nuclear
weapons to defend its borders given

‘Primakov was, and remains, the most

popular politician in Russia’

the proceeds through US banks — but
this was rendered more difficult by
the attempt by the Republicans to ex-
ploit the issue in the run-up to the

the crisis of its conventional military
capacity were widely reported. On the cul-
tural level, even the Moscow intelligentsia,
previously extreme pro-Western, began to
take up patriotic themes.

With virtually no military means of stop-
ping the attack on Yugoslavia other than
threatening nuclear war with the US — which
public opinion opposed as strongly as it sup-
ported the Serbs — Primakov was seen as,
nonetheless, totally opposing the bombing.
As a result, Primakov was, and remains, the
most popular politician in Russia — even
though living standards fell dramatically, with
more than a third drop in real wages, in the
aftermath of the financial crash which
brought him to power. The popular percep-
tion was that this was the result of the mess
created by the previous regime, which he was
attempting to clear up.

owever, the hombing of Yugosla-
via presented the Ycltsin camp
with the opportunity to recover
from the political paralysis which had fol-
lowed the financial meltdown in August 1998.
This was because the number one issue for

Talbott and Jacques Chirac were in Moscow
on the day he was sacked.

This action was made easier by the mis-
takes of the leadership of the Communist Party
of the Russian Federation (CPRF), CPRF leader,
Gennady Zyuganov, was pursuing a policy
of seeking to find, and ally with, a “patriotic’
wing of the capitalist class in Russia. This
approach was particularly promoted by Alexei
Podberyozkin, formerly a key Zyuganov ad-
Visor.

Primakov did not fit the bill for the sim-
ple reason that he represents, not a suppos-
edly patriotic wing of Russia's new capital-
ists, but parts of the old state apparatus.
Therefore, Zyuganov's strategy centred on
creating an alliance with Yuri Lushkav, the
capitalist Mayor of Moscow.

There is no distinction between Lushkov
and the other components of Russia's new
capitalist oligarchy in terms of corruption —
his Moscow governmeit is legendary in that
respect. But Lushkov refused to carry out the
Chubais ‘voucher privatisation’ which, by
transferring state companies to individual oli-

US presidential elections.

The new Russian government moved o
consolidate the backing of the US for the re-
gime by pressuring Belgrade to accept a NATO
led occupation of Kosovo and even indicat-
ing a willingness to open negotiations on
changes to the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missiles
(ABM) treaty. These moves further disinte-
grated Yeltsin's suppoit in the military. The
shift on the ABM treaty was publicly charac-
terised as ‘tantamount to treason’ by one
Russian general. Anotherissociated himsclf
from Chernomyrdin in front of the TV cam-
eras on their return from Belgrade.

Lushkov, having been built up by
Zyuganov, then abandoned the Communists
and began to construct his own set of alli-
ances in preparation for the forthcoming clec-
tions. He first sought an agreement with the
free market liberal Yavlinsky and later with
Primakov. The net result was a significant set-
back for the Communists in subsequent re-
gional elections and an opening for a new
centre-left to ecmerge — to fill the vacuum
created by the popular revulsion against the
liberals on their right and the mistakes ol
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Zyuganov on their left.

Primakov and Lushkov are
competing to fill this vacuum.
Lushkov's goal is an alliance of
the part of Russian criminalised
national capital represented by
himself, with the remnants of the
old state apparatus in a subordi-
nate role, on a policy of greater
independence from the West in-
ternationally and opposition to
the Communists internally.
Primakov on the other hand
stands for an alliance in which
the remnants of the old state
apparatus have the leading role
with subordinate places for Rus-
sian national capital, on the one
hand, and the Communist left on
the other. Both have support
from some of the most powerful
regional governors.

The conclusion of the electoral
pact between Primakov and
Lushkov in August gave enor-

to the development of the real
economy and state intervention
to promote enterprise.

The United States is opposed
to both Lushkov and Primakov,
particularly the latter, because
unlike Yeltsin, neither are pup-
pets of the West. For the US it is
not enough to have a capitalist
government in Russia — it has to
be a capitalist government which
respect’s Washington's vital in-
terests. In this regard, Primakov's
line is straightforwardly to build
up a strategic counterweight to
American dominance of the
world. Even Lushkov makes
rhetoric in favour of strong Rus-
sia, and possible reunification
with Ukraine and Belarus to cre-
ate a wider field of operations for
specifically Russian capital.

On the other hand, on the do-
mestic front, the Russian national
bourgeoisie, of which Lushkov is

‘The Communist Party has shifted to the left in
response to the Lushkov/Primakov bloc’

mous impetus to their centre-left
block — Fatherland-All Russia.
The press conference launching
the alliance was backed not only
by Primakov and Lushkov, but
aiso the governors of two of the
key regions, Tatarstan and St
Petersburg, and the leader of the
Agrarian Party which had, until
then, been a core part of the Com-
munist Party's alliances. With the
backing of the key capitalist re-
gional governors, and peeling
away part of the CPRF’s alliances,
the Primakov/Lushkov bloc puts
Yeltsin in a desperate situation.
Primakov spelt out the poli-
cies of the new alliance at a press
conference on 17 August. it was
made clear that no decision bhad
been made on who would be its
presidential candidate. Policies
included moving to a form of
government based on the major-
ity in parliament, to amend the
constitution to create the post of
vice president, to guarantee the
safety of the outgoing president
(to try to persuade Yeltsin to go
quietly}, to strengthen the state
of Russia and defend its unity as
a multinational country, to
strengthen the armed forces and
to work ‘actively and resolutely
towards rapprochement between
Russia and other CIS countries.
Primakov said that the bloc's eco-
nomic policy would be oriented
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part, has no solutions to Russia’s
economic collapse. If Lushkov
were to gain the presidency he
would be quite likely to end up
taking harsh measures against the
Communist-led left.

So, notwithstanding their cur-
rent alliance, Lushkov and
Primakov represent different
forces — which are the driving
force of the intense competition
between them for leadership of
their bloc. This rivalry will come
down to the choice of presiden-
tial candidate.

he Communist Party of

I the Russian Federation

has responded to the

launch of the new electoral bloc

and its resulting isolation by

shifting to the left — including

by expeiling the key ideologue of

the party's right wing,
Podberyozkin.

Yeltsin's last card may be to
try to exploit the new war in
Chechnya to postpone elections,
organise a coup, or at least build
up his latest prime minister,
Putin, against both the centre and
the left, But any such moves
would take place in a country
where the great majority of peo-
ple have lost all illusions in the
free market and the west.

By Paul Simpson

Lessons of

Bosnia

In 1995, Bosnia became an international
protectorate — effectively a NATO colony.
David Chandler, in his book Bosnia - faking
democracy after Dayton analyses the results.

he US is applying lessons

Tlearned from the Bosnia
experiment to the

governing of Kosovo today.

NATO intervention was
presented as a crusade to
‘democratise’ Bosnia and end
ethnic strife. in reality, it was
designed to suppress one
national group — the Bosnian
Serbs — who make up nearly a
third of the population. Chandler
details how in reality all
important decisions are taken by
the High Representative who is
appointed by agreement
between the US and the
European Union. The High
Representative directly imposes
legislation, vetoes candidates in
elections and dismisses ‘unco-
operative’ elected members of
Bosnian governing bodies.

The merit of this book lies in
its attention to the Dayton
Agreement and its
implementation. Chandier
quotes Madeleine Atbright: ‘to a
great extent the Dayton Accords
and the peace process they built
were made in America’, and
explains that Clinton, the US
Department of Defence and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff were the key
players. He argues that Bosnia
provides a testing ground for
external intervention: ‘The peace
agreement signed at Dayton was

unlike any other peace treaty
of modern times, not merely
because it was imposed by
powers external to the
conflict, but because of the
far-reaching powers given to
the international community
which extended well beyond
military matters to cover the
most basic aspects of the
state.’ The Bosnian Muslims,
heavily dependent on US
support, supported the
Dayton Agreement. The
Bosnian Serb leaders Radovan
Karadzic and Radko Mladic
had been indicted for war
crimes, ensuring they would
not be able to travel abroad,
leaving Milosevic as their
representative. Facing
international sanctions,
Milosevic signed the
Agreement. Tudjman imposed
a settlement on the Bosnian
Croats in exchange for the
freedom to expel Croatian
Serbs from western Slavonia
and the Krajina.

The annexes to the Dayton
Agreement stipulate the right
of IFOR to ‘complete and
unimpeded movement’
throughout Bosnia with no
liability for damage to
property; granting NATO
personnel legal immunity for
their actions "under
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all circumstances and at all times’;
and allowing powers to the OSCE
to ‘supervise’ elections far
beyond its role in other eastern
European states. Article VI
allowed the IMF to appoint the
Governor of the Central Bank
for six years, and specifically
excluded any citizens of Bosnia
or any neighbouring state.

Dayton was due to expire in
September 1996 after the
elections. But although the
elections were internationally
supervised and ratified,
international administration was
extended for a further 2 years,
and then extended indefinitely in
December 1997. This extension
has been accompanied by a
growing reference to the ‘spirit
of Dayton’ which extends its
powers further. As
the only parties
bound by the Dayton
Agreement are the
Bosnians, the
international
jnstitutions overseeing
and implementing the
Agreement have no fixed
timits. Carlos
Westendorp, UN High
Representative, is quoted
in the book as stating: ‘If
you read Dayton very
carefully...Annex 10 even
gives me the possibility to
interpret my own authorities
and powers'. He explains
‘you do not [have] power
handed to you on a platter.
You just seize it, if you use this
power well, no one will contest
it. | have already achieved this’.
NATO’s mandate, due to end on
20 December 1996, was also
extended unilaterally.

The effect of 'power sharing’
and ‘multi-ethnic administration’,
argues Chandler, is one which
allows disputes to be settled by
the High Representative, rather
than by majority decision.
Consensus is presented as
obligatory and dissent as
illegitimate obstruction.
Westerndorp is quoted as
describing the Bosnian leaders as
‘like animals who cling to their
turf’. Croatian, Muslim and Serb
jeaders have all accused the UN
High Representative and leading
international institutions of
breaking the Dayton Agreement.

Although tensions between
the Croat-Muslim Federation and
the UN High Representative are
well documented in the book, it
is the intervention into Republika
Srpska which has been most
brutal. As Chandler says: ‘The

central area of dispute with the
Office of the High Representative
was over the powers and
authority that elected
representatives could wield over
the entity. The desire for greater
autonomy was considered as a
'pretence of statehood" by the
High Representative and
therefore contrary to the Dayton
Agreement. Of particular
concern was legislation on the
economy and citizenship.
Republika Srpska’s desire to
extend citizenship to residents of
the former Yugoslavia, for
example, Serb refugees from the
Croatian Krajina, was resisted by
the legal department of the
OHR. Ties between the
federation and

Croatia are

encouraged, but ‘special
relations’ between Republika
Srpska and Serbia are described
as destructive. Former High
Representative Carl Bildt is
quoted as stating that the people
in Republika Srpska were in a
fortunate situation because they
were part of Bosnia-Herzegovina
and only this could save them
from ‘economic catastrophe”.
The IMF programme for the
economy insisted on maintaining
the fixed exchange rate and
preventing credit creation; no
government domestic
borrowing; politically dependent
funding for economic
reconstruction, and structural
and legal reforms to rapidly
facilitate transition to a market
economy.

Chandler explains how NATO

troops were used to engineer the
election of a pro-Dayton Prime
Minister by intercepting a
member of the parliament and
returning them for the vote. The
book also details the intervention
into elections — from
engineering a split in the Serb
Demacratic Party (SDS) to
funding pro-Dayton forces and
closing down television stations
run by the Serb Democratic Party
for commenting on the war
crimes tribunals. it also shows
how the war crimes tribunals
have been used to remove
nationalist leaders: ‘the
indictment of Karadzic was part
of an ongoing US-led campaign
to replace the Serb leadership,
based in Pale, with more
moderate Serbs based in Banja
Luka'. The removal of Karadzic
from election literature ‘was
also intended to weaken the
electoral support given to
{SDS), which had to rely on
the promotion of other
individuals less well
known...the importance
attached to banning
references and photos of
Karadzic also contributed
to the idea that the
Bosnian Serbs had so little
understanding of human
rights that an image
might set them on the
path to violence’.

Research carried out
by Chandler exposed
the ‘evidence’ behind a
paper detailing

accusations against

SDS leaders; ‘words

and phrases such as
‘believed to be’, ‘rumoured’,
‘reported to be’, ‘may involve’,
‘allegedly’, and 'unsubstantiated’
run right through the document.
Evidence against people included
being 'vehemently opposed to
the Dayton Peace Agreement
and known to be apenly defiant
about it’ or being
'uncompromising in his views'.
However, despite the lack of
hard evidence the press-released
summary stated that: ‘the
national and local political
teadership of Republika Srpska as
well as the state organs and
agencies under its control... are
responsible for directing, aiding
and abetting continuing human
rights abuses’.

The economic effects of the
Dayton Agreement are also
highlighted. Republika Srpska,
with nearly one third of the
population, receives only 5 per
cent of the international

reconstruction aid to Bosnia. At
the start of 1998, while the
Federation’s economic output
was only half the 1990 level, that
of Repubtika Srpska was a
quarter of the 1990 level. The
average wage in RS is 25 per
cent that of the Federation’s.

Chandler explains that by
attacking the political capacity of
the Bosnian people, imperialism
can justify extending its control.
Westerndorp is quoted as saying
in his 1998 New Year message:
‘As High Representative, | have
to take decisions now and in the
future with your best interests in
mind, should your leaders fail to
take them.’

The significance of Bosnia in
the new world order after 1989
is not minimised: ‘Bosnia has
been the focus through which
international relations has been
reconstituted after the cold war:
political restrictions on German
military actions were remaoved,
allowing involvement outside
NATO frontiers for the first time
since the defeat of Nazism;
NATO's strike against the Bosnian
Serbs was the first NATO combat
action since its founding...in
1991, there were no foreign
troops in south east Europe; by
May 1997, there were
deployments in southern
Hungary, Croatia, Montenegro,
Macedonia and Albania, apart
from Bosnia.’

The lessons from the Dayton
Agreement are important for the
future of Kosovo. Kosovo is far
easier for the US to control if
‘ethnically cleansed’ of Serbs and
Roma. The Dayton Agreement is
not a blueprint for Kasovo, but
the project used to justify
continuing imperialist
intervention into the region — to
'democratise’ and deal with
‘human rights violations” —
remains the same and the US will
apply lessons learned from
Bosnia to Kosovo. The continuing
demonisation of the Serbs, from
Bosnia to Kosovo, is intended to
help neutralise international
opposition to the continuing
attacks on Yugoslavia.

Chandler’s book is a vital
contribution to exposing
imperialism’s role in the former
Yugoslavia and spells out the
colonialism used to justify this
intervention.

By Rachel Garvey

Bosnia — faking democracy
after Dayton. David Chandler,
Pluto Press £14.99
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Myth of the ‘'new economy’

The international economy has passed the bottom point in
the international business cycle and is proceeding to an
upturn. A number of commentators have argued that this
upturn will be strong and sustained — essentially a return to
the stable boom conditions of the 1950s and 1960s.

S commentators talk about the ‘new
| l economy' The Financial Times, in its

editorial on 17 September, stated:
‘With the global economy settling back to
normal, and signs of recovery apparent in
the euro-zone's largest economy, Germany,
the European Central Bank has found the
confidence to endorse a fairly upbeat growth
forecast...

‘0il apart, price pressures are very sub-
dued... And some of the structural obstacles
to growth are being removed. European
merger and acquisition is picking up. Deregu-
lation is already leading to price falls. And
governments are embarking on a more re-
form minded agenda... After several years of
sub-par growth, the euro-zone has a chance
of a long and sustained period of US-style
non-inflationary growth!

Larry Elliott, the Guardian's economics
editor put the case more systematically: ‘While
it could be argued that the economy is en-
joying a brief, blissful period before the next
downward lurch, we could be moving back
to a more benign era, where eco-

the spread of globalisation means that com-
petition is much more intense than it was 30
years ago, when Russia and China were run
on Stalinist lines, and both south-east Asia
and Latin America were stuck in the early
stages of industrial development. With glo-
bal supply increasing faster than global de-
mand, firms are constrained from putting up
prices and the result is downward pressure
on inflation. {Larry Elliott, Guardian 30 Au-
gust 1999)

Elliott is reporting, rather than necessar-
ily endorsing, this analysis, and stresses the
possibility of ‘nasty shocks’ like a collapse
on Wall Street. Nonetheless, he has summa-
rised the view that a new long wave of capi-
talist economic expansion may be in the off-
ing.

It is true that long waves of capitalist eco-
nomic expansion have been accompanied by
technological revolutions in the productive
process. However, the precondition for the
generalised application of such technologi-
cal revolutions to the productive process has

historically been a qualitative increase in the
rate of capital accumulation. The technolo-
gies of ‘fordist’ mass production in sectors
like the car industry, which accompanied the
post-second world war economic boom, al-
ready existed, and had been applied, in the
United States, prior to the second world war.

What prevented the inter-war generalisa-
tion of fordist production in Europe and Ja-
pan was the inability of the latter economies
to fund a level of investment equivalent to
that of the United States — the most dynamic
capitalist economy in the world at that time.
Funding a qualitatively higher level of in-
vestment, however, required a higher rate of
profit,

That could not be achieved by purely eco-
nomic means, because to increase the share
of the economy at the disposal of the capi-
talist class and available for investment, re-
quired reducing the share of the economy
being used for other purposes - basically the
consumption of the working class and/or con-
sumption by the state, as well as expanded
access to cheap supplies of raw materials.
Furthermore, an increase in the scale of pro-
duction presupposed by a technological revo-
lution in the productive process also required
an expansion of the market into which the
resulting commodities could be sold.

Achieving these objectives, required a vast
explosion of class struggle — mass unemploy-

ment and fascism in western Europe,

nomic cycles are shallow and pro-
longed rather than short and violent.
The economic horror story of 1973-
92..may he prove to be the excep-
tion rather than the rule.

‘There are two reasons why the
world could be on the cusp of a new
boom. First, each new phase of the
development of industrialisation has
been driven by a dominant technol-
ogy — coal and steam at the end of
the eighteenth century, electricity to-
wards the end of the nineteenth, the
car in the years after 1945. Informa-
tion technology is seen as the en-
gine of the next boom.

‘Second, inflation is not only low
but expected ta stay low. One way
of looking at the profile of inflation
since OPEC raised the oil price five-
fold in late 1973 is to see it as one
big shock to the global economy fol-
lowed by a series of aftershocks, each
less powerful than the previous.
Economist Paul Ormerod argues that
a low inflation environment is the
norm for industrial capitalism, be-
cause the essence of capitalism is

24%

23%

2%

21%

18%

20%

competition, which keeps prices 1%

Gross Fixed Capitai

Formation

Total OECD Economies
% of GDP

and the second world war in order
to re-divide the world economy be-
tween the competing imperialist
powers, notably by dismantling the
British empire. Germany sought con-
trol of the raw materials of the Bal-
kans, eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union. Japan seized the oil
industries of the European colonial
empires in Asia, and invaded China.
The United States aimed for domi-
nance over the entire world
economy.

This vast outbreak of war and
class struggle, in which more than
50 million pecple lost their lives,
resulted in the victory of the United
States over its imperialist rivals and
the creation of a new international
capitalist economic framework un-
der US hegemony. At the same time,
the colossal defeats of the working
class in western Europe and Japan,
laid the basis for a qualitative in-
crease in the rate of profit in those
countries.

The increase in the rate of profit
in western Europe and Japan, to-
gether with the recreation of a world

down.
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market under US authority, created
the critical condition for a long




in depth

ascending wave of relatively
friction free growth of the inter-
national capitatist economy —
namely, a sustained high level of
capital accumulation, Indeed, the
level of capital accumulation in
western Europe — other than
Britain — overtook that of the —
United States through the 1950s
and ‘60s, and this in turn was sur-
passed by that of Japan through
the 1970s and ‘80s. This laid the
pasis for the relative economic
decline of the US in the post-war
period and set a new bench-mark
for the level of investment neces-
sary for a competitive capitalist
economy.

The rapid capital accumulation
and economic expansion through
the period of the post-war boom
was brought to an end at the be-

Price level in the United States and the
United Kingdom

{1938=100: logarithmic scale)

The 20th century has seen the greatest inflation
in history

United Kingdon

United States

by relatively stable prices. But it has
not been the case for the last 100
years. Indeed, modern capitalism has
brought by far the highest levels of
inflation in history. Inflation in the
twentieth century has exceeded all
previous inflation by a factor of
thousands of per cent (see figure 2).

This is because, as Marx pointed
out, competition by eliminating the
weakest units of Capital inevitably
leads to monopoly. By the begin-

— 5000

1000 ning of the twentieth century mo-
— 500 nopoly had been generalised to key
sectors of all of the main capitalist
economics. Conditions of monopoly

— 200 or ncar-monopoly give the suppli-
— 100 ers greatly increased influence in
setting prices. As a result, in condi-

—50 tions of monopoly, prices become

inflexible downwards — they can rise,
but they tend not to fall. Hence the

ginning of the 1970s by a sharp

30 45 60 75 90 1905 20 35

era of monopoly capitalism, from the
beginning of the twentieth century,

fall in the rate of profit, exacer-
bated by an explosion in the prices
of commodities and wage rates as the boom
put pressure on the supplies of all inputs into
the production process. In consequence, of
this decline in the resources available for in-
vestment the rate of capital accumulation fell.

From the perspective of capital as a whole,
the mass unemployment, attacks on trade
unions, deregulation of labour, attacks on
welfare provision, capitalist re-colonisation
of eastern Europe and intensified economic
exploitation of the third world, over the last
two decades are designed to attempt to re-
build the rate of profit, and thereby the re-
sources available for investment, in order to
create the conditions for a new period of capi-
talist expansion.

Within this, the competitive struggie be-
tween individual capitals also intensified —
most significantly with the United States uti-
lising the deregulation of capital markets to
seize, for purposes of financing its domestic
cconomic expansion, a growing share of the
surplus value generated elsewhere in the
world. Hence the phenomenon of a shortage
of capital, whercby any economic recovery
in Japan, East Asia and Western Europe tends
ta reduce the flow of capital into the United
Stares, provoking the rising international in-
terest rates which in turn limit the possibility
of any synchronised expansion of the world
economy as a whole.

Have the two and a half decades of capi-
ta.ist reaction unleashed by the end of the
post-war boom succeeded in creating the con-
ditions for a new, higher level of capital ac-
cumulation, sufficient to launch a new, pro-
longed period of capitalist economic expan-
sion?

The answer to this question is clear and
negative, As figure 1 shows, the share of in-
vestment in the OECD advanced industrial-
ised capitalist economies has not risen, but
has declined, since the end of the post-war
hoom. In each business cycle since 1973 the

level of investment in the OECD economies
has failed to reach the highest point of the
previous cycle. Thus while a limited cyclical
upturn in the international economy is cer-
tainly in the offing, capital has not created
the conditions for breaking out of the long
economic down-swing which commenced at
the beginning of the 1970s.

From capital’s perspective, still greater at-
tacks on the working class, greater exploita-
tion of the semi-colonial world, further ex-
pansion into the former Soviet Union and, if
at all possible, China, and a more brutal strug-
gle to eliminate capitalist rivals is necessary.
A supplementary contradiction has alsc
emerged. Even where the rate of exploitation
of the working class has becn increased, in
the conditions of capitalist triumphalism
which followed 1989, a greater share of the
surplus value extracted from the working class
is wasted upon luxury consumption by the
capitalist class. This takes the form of the in-
flated dividend payments, astronomical di-
rector’s salaries, share options, and so on,
legitimised by the policies of Ronald
Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. Reducing
this luxury consumption of the capitalist
class, is a point of agreement betwcen lefl
reformists, who wish to see a more dynamic
and equitable functioning of capitalism,
and Marxists, who wish to see capitalism
eliminated altogether.

Elliott’s second argument for a possible
new period of capitalist prosperity is the sug-
gestion that the constraint of inflationary
pressures upon economic growth may have
been eliminated: ‘a low inflation environment
is the norm for industrial capitalism, because
the essence of capitalism is competition,
which keeps prices down! Factually, there is
no cerrelation between modern industrial
capitalism and low inflation. This was true
in the era of liberal capitalist free competi-
tion in the nineteenth century characterised

is also the era of the greatest infla-
tion in history.

Having said that, it might however, be
argued that the current economic conjunc-
ture is marked by a sharp reducticen in infla-
tionary pressures for the reasons given by
Elliott. In fact, oil and raw material prices
fell rapidly fellowing the financial crash in
east Asia due 1o the collapse in demand from
that region. At the same time the large-scate
devaluations of the region’s currencies re-
duced the prices of their manufacturing goods
on world markets. This did indeed reduce in-
flationary pressures in the United States. How-
ever, there is no cvidence that these phenom-
ena were anything other than the cyclical
conseguences of the economic slump in East
Asia, recession in Japan and stagnation in
western Europe. With the revival of economic
growth in east Asia, and some signs of re-
covery in Japan, inflationary pressures have
been rekindled. Oil prices have doubled over
the last year. In the United States, while re-
tail price inflation has remained low, infla-
tionary pressures have manifested themsclves
in the financial markets with an expanding
price bubble on the US stock market. A simi-
lar bubble has started to inflate on Japanese
stock markets and in housing markets in
southern England.

Thus there is no evidence that inflation-
ary pressurcs have been abolished — either
historically, or conjuncturally. Indeed. the
continuing decline in investment in the ad-
vanced industrial economies will constrain
growth and put capacity constraints in the
way of any sustained upturn.

n sum, while a limited economic up

turn has begun, it will be shorter and

weaker than agencies like the IMF an-
ticipate and the conditions for any prolonged
new period of capitalist expansion are still
far from being assembled.

By James Holmes
39



Sub ( Socialist
ubscription rate (6 issues) A -t

(3 £9 inland subscriptions c I o n
0 £18 multi-reader subscriptions

0 £13 European subscriptions

(7 18 all other international subscriptions
0 £45 airmail muylti-reader subscriptions
Name

Address

Subscription to start from issue number
Cheques to ‘Quality Futures’

Return to Socialist Action, PO Box 7226, London E8 2QS




