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1.

"War is an act of force which aims at making the enemy comply with our will"
, writes Carl von Clausewitz at the beginning of last century. We could distinguish two elements in this famous definition: the political goal and the means to attain it. "War is a continuation of politics with other means"
, i.e. applying means for the achieving of goals. To reduce your enemy into a state of helplessness makes sense only if this is a way of making him chose the lesser evil and make him submit. Among the civilized nations, quote Clausewtz, the people's blind hatred and the and satisfaction of aggressive impulses through the total destruction of the enemy gradually give way to political considerations, expressed by the governments. Though, even for those civilized peoples the military operations tend to follow a logic of their own once they have been launched - means replace goals, the war becomes an adventure, a way of experiencing male identity. 

Violence is the basis of war; its horizon is reducing of the other to submission. The only limit it sets to itself are "the international treaties that are not even worth mentioning"
. Military strategy, we could say, is an act of interpretation: one juxtaposes means and goals. At the beginning of the campaign we have to compare the military means we are planning to apply and the will of the enemy to resist; if the stakes are very high we should expect a ferocious resistance and vice versa. Stakes could be also raised during the war itself. This was the case of the turn towards the "final solution" of the Jewish question in 1943 or of the launching of the A-bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, a similar effect was aimed at by the sudden decision of Belgrade to empty Kosovo of its Albanian population in response to the NATO bombardments in 1999. In assuming the role of absolute evil, one of the belligerents stakes its own existence and thus makes war total and armistice impossible.

We can measure and objectively consider our own means, as they are accessible to us; the will to resist of the enemy remains forever beyond our reason
. We interpret a situation with one known and one unknown quantity - exactly as he does in front of us. How to understand this inaccessible, hostile other? In the clean outline of Hegel's dialectics of the master and the slave
, each of the adversaries tends to asserts his will to the end, because its inner limit is the will of the other and because his own "I" is based on the recognition, he expects from this other. In fact, the will of the other, which we have to interpret and in proportion to which we have to adjust the violent means we are going to apply, is the mirror of our own will. 

Absolute war establishes such a dynamic relationship between our own will and the will of the other: our will incites the other's, and vice versa. We could compare this to paranoia that Lacan called "interpretative disorder"
, as the person attained by such disorder sees the different elements of realty correctly, but misinterprets the connection between them, seeing everywhere the stratagems of a wicked will that has arranged things so that he/she suffers (including - of paranoia). The almighty persecutor is nothing but one's own repressed self, projected onto the other; Ego considers his/her own thoughts almighty and tries to overcome the feeling of guilt they provoke, by exteriorizing them.

Something similar happens in the case of the total war of the maximal straining of forces, that "know no other limit than the one inside them"
. Clausewitz writes that it enhances "certain modifications in the perception of reality". War loses all relation to the real world and tends to put all possible means at the disposition of the will, which, as we said, is but a mirror image of the will of the imagined other. The political stakes rise infinitely and become impossible to realize for the very reason that the other has been defined as a mirror image of the "I". We could thus explain the ambiguous character of any total war, as it is situated on the axe of attacking/attacked. An expression, which appeared during the Bosnian war, seems to illustrate this paradox: "preventive vengeance". The formula is "I will destroy you, because you will be willing to destroy me, when I start destroying you".

Absolute war cannot be concluded by armistice: one of the adversaries has to be eliminated. What makes peace treaties possible? Fortunately, no war is totally disconnected from reality. The unity of the paranoid subject, on whom we project our will for infinite resistance, is gradually dissipated in the course of military actions. We cannot attack at the same time with all forces, we cannot concentrate our entire potential into one single act of will. Most often success depends on third parties and this also tends to dilute the unity of will. Let us add the consideration of fatigue, "human soul dislikes too great efforts" says Clausewitz. The longer the war, the more numerous the unforeseen events, which tend to break the logic of polarization. However, a structural element makes the dialectics of duel inadequate for the understanding of real military 
action. Attack and defense are not symmetrical poles: the assailant can start the operation whenever he feels himself stronger, the defendant cannot chose the moment to be attacked at according to the best response he can give to the enemy
. Duration splits the unity of military interaction and makes infinite mutual exciting of wills for victory impossible (as it might have been in the case of pure spirits opposing each other regardless of material circumstances). At length, wills weaken, the initial goals and eagerness remain behind, military resources are used up and a compromise becomes conceivable, where one of the adversaries could declare himself victorious, and yet the other is not annihilated - something remains, enabling him to live on, to legitimate the power over his people.

2. 

But as the general has it, "every epoch has its own style of making war". Today war seems to be carried out by media, in the perspective of seducing voters. Kosovo, on which bombs were beng poured, has no importance whatsoever neither for NATO, nor for the Serbs themselves who could have lived much better, would they have got rid of the poor backward, troublesome province. Nevertheless, neither of the two sides was able to stop because the real goals (economic, strategic, geopolitical) had disappeared in the mirror world of media. In case of failure, NATO risked to fall apart; in case of defeat, Milosevic risked to lose his power. All of a sudden, war had left reality and become absolute.

The ideological era of nationalism and blocks also transposes war into the plane of representation. Belligerents build their own value system, by controlling media, which incidentally depend, technically speaking, on the national territory (newspapers, telegraph, radio, newsreels, etc.). This is Lenin's world of the "two cultures", or in other words, the world of juxtaposed media. Ideology is but the continuation of war with other means - is simulates war, it transforms into war otherwise innocent activities like timely collecting the harvest or the folklore festival. Our truth is produced in the clash with yours; we look for truth at the opposite end of what you are affirming. As for the opponents of the regimes in question, things changed places once more - what could be considered as true was necessarily the opposite of what the regimes were maintaining.

This mirror legitimation no longer works in the post-ideological world, despite of possible similarities. All is happening as if the adversaries live in the same world, and are just having a temporary problem of communication. Milosevic could not be the author of "Mein Kamf" or of the "Concise Course of Marxism-Leninism": he uses all the standard key-words any normal politician in the world would do, including "human rights", "tolerance" and "equality before the law". War takes place inside one single language-game, that is, one single media. Such media has been put together not only by the globalization of communications, TV networks and the Internet, having grown independent from national territory, but also by the establishment of inner links and possibilities for translation between them, permitting the instant exchange of information. Let us mention that such a change presupposes the transformation of knowledge from a resource of power into a commodity, which power could only secondarily use. Transnational channels like CNN, NBS or Euronews do not indulge in direct propaganda even if the enemies of "imperialism" try hard to make us believe they are doing so. They are only selling their goods and as it is the case on any marketplace, some producers are more competitive than others. Let us also mention the autonomization of several non-governmental organizations with respect to the place they are located in. For instance,
"Reporters without frontiers" denounced both Milosevices' propaganda and NATO's action.

It is true that Serbia applies totalitarian methods of manipulating media. Captured American soldiers with bruised faces keep appearing on television
, six Albanians from the University of Belgrade are represented as criminals before any judgement has been delivered, whereas the members of the international NGO "Care" are declared to be NATO's spies: we see their Australian leader making confessions from the screen according to Vishinsky's immortal rule of confession as "the queen of evidences". The country tries to isolate itself from global informational circulation, and apply the principle of the "two truths". The best example of this was the way in which the citizen were informed about the decision of the Skupstina to capitulate to the demands of NATO: this wise political move was said to aim at finding guarantees against terrorism and at the maintain of the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. But is isolation possible even technically? How long could we imagine this situation to last, even if a way was found to silence all radio stations, to confiscate all satellite antennas, to close down all Internet-providers? Won't this small country have to be rebuilt tomorrow by this same West that was destroying the plants, constructed by their own financial support for non-aligned Yugoslavia?

On the other side of the media frontline, NATO also dug out the tomahawk. Specialists in social psychology prepared emissions for the Serb nation; the Serb version of the Voice of America castigated Milosevices' dictatorship; a specially equipped Boeng emitted over Yugoslavia praising NATO's operation; other jets launched more old fashioned leaflets over the territory, inciting the soldiers to desert the Yugo-army
. After a short period of confusion due to NATO's mistakes at the beginning of the war, "the bravest soldier", as they called the spokesman of the alliance Jamie Shea, soon obtained a tenfold reinforcement of his team.

The tendency to use brutal arguments was sometimes realized quite literally. The bombardments over the television installations were justified by the fact that they spread hatred, racism and intolerance and are thus an instrument of war. Nevertheless, besides the ideological war, we could notice the appearance of new forms of pressure, linked to the new world order, where everyone depends on everyone else. Such an act of pressure was the turning off the international satellite of the Serbian RTS during the second month of the operation. After each new bomb attack, Serbian TV had raised from its ashes on the cable after a couple of hours; it disappeared completely from the life of the Serbian-speaking Europeans the day when the operator simply turned it off. According to some sources, around the middle of May the American government had been planning to disconnect Ygoslavia from the Internet - an attack "that should be waged not by pilots by lawyers"
 The opposite side fought back ferociously. The renowned captain Dragan was said to have engaged 200 intelligent youths and ranged them behind the terminals of the Internet, so that they participate delicately in chat groups, supporting the Serb cause. The captain trained them carefully which key words they should use and how to enter conversations in the most nonchalant way. This is certainly the first usage of the Internet in a real war. It is obvious the world of total inter-dependence changes the strategies of propaganda; we could hardly imagine Hitler's or Staline's propaganda depending on installations or institutions linked to America or Great Britain.

3.

No one - neither Solana, nor Molosevic - can any longer control the media the way in which their predecessors did.
 Censorship in the world of globalization does not hide events, but creates them, as paradoxical as this could seem. Jamie Shea's silence about a given incident makes it even more interesting. Even Milosevic, who made use of classical totalitarian methods like total control of media (like the closing down of the radio B 92, the persecution and murder of journalists
, the treating as a traitor of everyone who dared doubt in the official standpoint), invested much more efforts in the media front than in the battlefield itself, as he knew all too well that it would not be his own forces, but a foreign that could save him. The transfer of the media war from two fronts onto a single one produces all the paradoxes we are witnessing. A potlatch of suffering is being established where weakness takes the place of strength and the victims become the strongest weapons of belligerents. Of course, the strategy that aims at producing victims in one's own camp and arousing indignation abroad is not new. We have it in the case the revolutionary activity of Benkovski, sacrificing women and children to awaken sympathy of the "European concert" for the Bulgarian cause in a time that somewhat resembles ours. The strength of the weak consists in the fact that they can suffer as much and even more than the strong. In this sense Yugoslavia, being destroyed by the bombs, accumulates a considerable "victimary capital" (Brossat) that could become a precious asset in case of skillful changes at the top. In the meantime, the targets worn by anti-NATO demonstrations come to show that victimization is obviously taken conscience of as resource. To come back to Clausewtz, the transfer of war onto the level of the mediatic potlatch of victims cancels the asymmetry of attacking and attacked and makes the ending of the conflict impossible. It has now become thinkable that Milosevic, siting among the ruins of his country to claim some sort of victory
.

The first great victory of victims was the Vietnam War. Being launched according to the Cold war logic of ideological confrontation to support democracy against communism, the intervention went through the belief that victory is possible from the air, the horrors of the ground operation and the shameful flight and the humanitarian disaster in South Vietnam, to be finally dropped because of the enormous pressure on the government of the USA. The source of this pressure: the independent media having escaped form all control that represented the war not in the ideological perspective of goals, but as an immediate realty. All this was quite different during World War II, as we can see from the American newsreels of the time. They do not differ very much from those of the Soviets or of the Nazis in the optimistic, warlike tone; they practice the same choice of facts according to the teleology of victory, evading carefully all mention to sufferings and hardships.
 Vietnam was the first "live" war, experienced not from the point of view of the generals contemplating the immortal goals, but from the one of the common man, full of doubts and anguishes; instead of belligerent slogans it suggested destruction and horror, instead of faith in victory - a feeling of confusion and absurdity.

At that moment, two things became clear. Firstly, political power in the industrialized world has no longer enough legitimacy to sacrifice human lives
 for casual political objectives, e.g. the defense of vital American interests. It has not been by chance that professional armies have been introduced in the USA, the UK, France and elsewhere (for a professional risk is, so to say, makes part of his/her job contract and does no longer raise moral issues). One can no longer sacrifice the life of another. Like sex, sacrifice is acceptable only as a consenting practice, or, in other words under exceptional circumstances. Secondly, it became clear that the media, transformed into a marketplace, can no longer be controlled: they depend only on the fluxes and refluxes of interest, on the phantasms and fears of the consumer. In order to suggest to the latter that exceptional circumstances (permitting to risk human lives) are there, you have to act as in the djiu djitsu: you use the force of your adversary and try to be careful not to strike too hard in order not to loose balance. This is how we came to the operation "Determined force", when as early as October 1998 NATO put at the disposal of Belgrade a list of the possible targets and before each attack finds a way to signal, which building they were planning to hit, so that it could be evacuated in time. A witness told me that a journalist of the Belgrade TV received a telephone call, where someone told him in perfect Serbian "You are speaking to NATO's headquarters. In 15 minutes, the building is going to be bombarded. Please leave." And if some technicians remained and got killed (or: were left and sacrificed), this cost NATO much more than the two smoking stories cost Milosevic. This is how we arrived at the unique term of "reversible damage" - carbon bombs that stop power stations for a couple of hours without making it necessary for the West to launch a new Marshal plan for the reconstruction of Yugoslavia. 

Nevertheless, there is a peculiar aspect of this mediatic economy of victims. If the death of more Albanians is an argument for stepping up of the military pressure, the loss of every single NATO soldier puts the operation under question. Why is this so? The "peace keepers" are, so to say, beings of a superior sort; they are tacitly considered as not having anything to do with the Balkan scenery, and in consequence their death is felt as much more unjust that the one of the Kosovars or the Serbs. We also see here the vicious circle of public opinion in the developed countries: at first, there is a growing sense of indignation at the view of suffering in the far away countries, there, behind the screen; people insist that their governments take measures to stop the horror. But later, when the first coffins start to come home, the majority changes and they start to insist for the military action to stop. As a result conflicts tend to remain unsolved and international action does not go beyond the range of half-measures. (Public opinion is anonymous, nothing prevents you from saying one thing at one opinion poll and another - at the next one.) How to get out of this impasse? The solution is simply not to let your men die, to stage a fairy tale war, where the others disappear painlessly in the distance, whereas our own soldiers are protected by the magic of technology. Incidentally, the concept of a "zero victim" war, designed by the general Colin Powel during the Gulf War, implies that NATO's planes should fly at 5 kilometers, which makes errors of targeting, i.e. the death of civilians in Kosovo highly probable, nevertheless this seems to have been tacitly accepted: those are simply the exchange rate of human lives. The remarkable thing is that such a hypermoralised military action can no longer be backed by the readiness for sacrifice, which makes one feel uneasy in speaking about moral issues. People were asking themselves: why should these, rather than some other powers volunteer to defend the moral order? One possible answer: they have a mandate from the UN that they are on the side of law. Another might have been that they are ready to sacrifice themselves for their creed
. Neither could be applied in the given case. The war was seen as budgetary spending, as a kind of help for the Balkans with a negative sign, that would relieve the western TV spectator from the sense of guilt and helplessness induced by images.

4.

In the world of the new informational order, truth is the most interesting and horrifying, now, live. Allergic towards all teleology, truth gradually approaches immediate sensation. The hunger for such sensations today has acquired monstrous dimensions. Violence attracts media, but the opposite is no less true: media provoke violence as the only sure strategy to attract attention. "I am a victim therefore I am" - this is the new media imperative. Who would have thought of Kosovo, if Rugova had continued to play the Balkan Ghandi? Who would have talked of a Marshall plan for the region without the Yugoslav tragedy?

 In fact, military reaction does not follow reasoning and responsible decision; it is triggered by bare media stimuli. They called it "the CNN effect". At the time of the shelling of the Sarajevo queue for bread in 1992, there is a camera near by - the images of people in blood provoke the imposing of the embargo. After the bomb of Markale in 1994, the Serbs are given an ultimatum. The new shell in 1995, having taken over 60 lives results in the attacks on Serbian positions. At the same time the shell having fallen in Tuzla in the same year and taken even more human lives remains without media coverage, and from there - without military effect. The fall of Srebrenitsa and Zepa, accompanied by the most disgusting horrors in this war do not change the course of events. We have the same situation in Kosovo: every misguided NATO bomb provokes one peace initiative, accompanied by readiness for compromise with Belgrade. In the world of media, the blow of the other gives you advantage, your own forces you to stop. For the belligerents themselves images become the major resource: let us take as an example the videotape that Dr Ilir Lushi smuggled out of the province, showing the burial of more than 170 massacred Albanians on March 31, as well as several interviews with eyewitnesses of the killings. These pictures became even more precious as they were said to correspond to those taken from the air of the supposed mass grave. Lushi was escorted to the boarder by the Army of Libration of Kosovo: he said he implored the guerillas not to fight back Serbian shooting as it was much more important for the world to learn about the atrocities than to win a battle. The film came at the right moment: CNN passed it just after the images of the carbonized civilians hit by a NATO bomb in Korisha. Washington spent a whole press conference to explain how well Lushi's images correspond with theirs.

The failure in Vietnam made the USA reconsider their relationship to the press and centralize information during the operation "Desert storm" in 1991. Information was ritualized at daily briefings, where journalists, kept well away from the real events, were overwhelmed by torrents of useless information that was meant to keep the channel busy and prevent all charge of censorship. This practice was taken up in "Determined force". What seems to have been the result? Both conflicts were similar by the unprecedented fact that the global media audience was exposed to opposite versions of truth next to one another, live, day after day. This puts the common viewer in an absurd state of permanent doubt (and this is doubt is a major part of the show!). The tendency was pushed to the extreme in the Bulgarian State media, where the principle of not being linked to a specific party ideology is realized as pure relativism: let both sides express themselves, "the truth is in-between". Anyway, there is no budget to establish the facts…

Let me underline that the information that poured upon us, was subjected to a double control: the images of Baghdad or Belgrade TV, having gone first through a "hard" censorship according to the classical totalitarian scheme, were then passed onto the international network after a "soft" choice out of what was available. This choice is not ideological in the old sense of the word. It is based on the immediacy of emotion and the soft consensus on suffering, on our common nature rather than the ideas of some few. This is the censorship of what we alone wish to feel and find an occasion to see. I will illustrate this by an example given by Boyko Vasilev. In February 1999, a girl got killed in an outburst of ethnic violence. Deeply moved, the journalists tried to establish her age; Vasilev himself gave the girl 15 years, Reuters reported 12, a Japanese correspondent - 6. Afterwards it turned out that the girl was 18 years old.
 If I may use such cynical expression, it was more interesting for the girl to be younger, in this way she looked more like a victim.   

My other example is taken from the representation of the anti-NATO demonstration that followed the mistaken hit on the embassy.
 The event is the same, the date is identical - May 9, 1999. In the coverage of France-2, we see angry people, destroying everything on their way and shouting unintelligibly, whereas policemen seem helpless, if not indifferent to what is happening; we see one following with his eyes the stone thrown at the US embassy. The obligatory random participant for interview is shot from bellow, which adds ugliness and menace to his shouting: "I am mad of anger - he says, - if the button was before me, I would blow up America and Britain right now!" We see a crowd of Chinese, 30 centimeters shorter of the average, attacking nastily the cameraman of the team, pulling him, kicking him; one has the impression that these "disagreeable expressions of hatred" are due to the different physical appearance. The coverage of the Chinese television of the same day seems to show a completely different event. The young people are demonstrating in a highly organized way, their anger is expressed in chanting slogans with no sign of physical violence whatsoever: instead of bodies, buildings or cars, it is symbols that are attacked - we can see the American flag being dragged on the ground. Perfectly lined up, the police seem to be in control of everything. As to the random participant, he seems to be a natural politician, holding a calm and responsible discourse on the meaning of the demonstration. Obviously every TV - and through them each audience - sees in the demonstration what they want to see. This is not a classical manipulation: politically speaking, it would have been in the interest of a country like France, participating to the operation, to calm down the anguish provoked by the incident (because, as I said, the main frontline of this war is the one of public opinion at home). Simply the TV follows the preconscious bias of French audience and thus acquires some other, pre-political consensus on the recent developments. The Chinese students are represented as irrational savages, an elemental calamity than you could never come to terms with. The embassy incident is no longer a political miscalculation opposing one political will to another (as it is the case in the Chinese version), but a technical error that provokes a natural disaster. Such error obviously does not presuppose a change of strategy or negotiations, but just better control of military technology.

In the world of the new media order, messages seem to be devoid of subjects
; no one has the moral authority to tell us, what to show and what to skip or who the victims and who the butchers are (watch and find out yourselves). An event is what arouses emotions. This is why victims have the right to enter the temple of prime time any moment with absolute priority, before comment or analysis; they are an absolute reality that screens off the teleology of political goals. As Clausewitz had it, means (i.e. military violence) out-top goals; the first are interesting, the second are not. The interesting is not what will happen tomorrow, but what is happening right now before our eyes, when innocent blood is shed and we can be moved by anger, indignation, or pity. This is the reason why we are able to jump so easily from one interpretation to its opposite. Take as an example the misguided bombardment of Korisha where over 80 ethnic Albanians were killed. After some beating around the bush in the sense that this was a legitimate (?) target, NATO launched the idea that the Kosovars were in fact used there as human shields by the Serbs. A sudden twist, emotions, indignation. At the end, the audience will know exactly as much as about the Gulf war, i.e. that the better have won an absolute victory and that justice has proved to be on the side of the stronger weapon. The more we are told, the less we know.

Each journalist knows that monotonous information becomes boring: when every evening at dinner time you are served the same women targeted by the Sarajevo snipers, the same lines of Albanian deportees at the Macedonian frontier, the same portions of "collateral damage" caused by NATO, you zap to another channel. To keep the interest alive you need not facts by stories and the British tabloid tradition is best at that (let us remind that 90 percent of the persons, working for NATO's press center are Anglo-Saxons). Here are some such stories having proved wrong. Rugova held prisoner, forcefully doped, later sentenced to death by the Army of Liberation of Kosovo. Twenty teachers executed in front of their pupils. Prishina's stadium transformed into a concentration camp (we recall the stadium of Santiago). Milosevic and his family ask for political asylum in South Africa
. The stories launched from the Serbian side are as amusing: 80 NATO planes downed during the first week, a whole German division having deserted to Bulgaria, etc. The soft ideology of the emotional human nature makes the announcement more interesting than the message itself (Virilio), the florid lie - than its dull refutation.

In fact, the end of the undeclared war was the end of stories: bombs imposed, if not the expected solution
, at least a general interpretation scheme: interest was driven away from the site and this makes us feel the problem has been solved.

5.

It is a banality to say that the boarder between fiction and reality has become problematic. This is how the sociologist Andrei Raytchev described the Kosovo conflict: "Everything looks like Kosturtsa's movie "Underground": you see people who have lived 40 years under the ground and who one day get out; outside a film is shot, but they thing this is real, and start fighting, and all of them die."
 The same feeling could be found on the other side. In May, during her meeting with the Kosovo refugees, Hilary Clinton, trying to give shape to her emotion, said that what she was seeing reminded her two Hollywood pictures, nevertheless things here were real. But what does "real" mean in he case of a conflict where no single military target can be seen? Except for the images of laser guided rockets where a cross passes over a rectangle and makes "boom!", the only thing that came to us from that war was humanitarian disaster, suffering, victims.
 More and more unreal wars tend to produce more and more real victims. What the real battle is about, seems to be whom to consider the greater victim. For the European political mainstream, those were the Albanians, terrorized by the much stronger military machine of Belgrade; for the extreme left and right, those were the Serbs themselves
, bombed by the strongest military organization in the world. OK, by what if Albanians were in fact the victimized by NATO's bombardments themselves? If the Serbs were the victims of a paranoid dictator? Etc.

At first glance, you might say that such peaceful victim-centered attitude makes war impossible. In the light of what has been said, things look different. The strategy of each belligerent now is no longer to defeat the enemy, nor even to depict him as a monster; the enemy has to be pushed to committing horrible crimes that could start circulating round the global media. The other must be seduced into occupying the role of the absolute enemy, as this is the only way to legitimize war, having lost all right to exist in this same peace-oriented world (where violence is, nevertheless, still the main source of fascination). The other is constructed as a paranoid subject that has designed everything, up to the last detail in order to fulfil his hellish plan. In such an interpretative key, there could be no unforeseen events that would make the belligerents overcome the polar opposition - evil is always deliberate. Belgrade's paranoid stories are more abundant. During the Sarajevo incidents, the rumor was launched that the Bosnians had organized the killing themselves ("quid prodest?" you ask and everything comes to its place). There is nothing more interesting than pulling up the curtain and finding out that the victims are in fact the butchers. According to another story, told by Minister Goran Matic at a press conference, the Kosovars were paid $ 5,50 in order to pretend to be refugees and travel from the Macedonian to the Albanian boarder, then back to Pristna
.

The anti-NATO camp made use of the traditional leftist paranoia, according to which at the bottom of everything we find the military-industrial complex (they use old bombs, in order to order new ones), as well as the imperialist appetites of the US that create an artificial refugee crisis in order to justify its presence in the region. The mainstream interpretation, even if in a more subtle way, also designed a total subject, called Milosevic for convenience, who was supposed to have planned all this as early as 1989, and who had been pulling every imaginable string since. (Incidentally, this standpoint excludes the possibility that Belgrade might have lost control over their troops and that the latter might have started marauding on their own initiative).

The sad consequence of all that is that no other war is possible, but total. On one hand, you have police actions, on the other total war against absolute evil. Wasn't it amazing that no one ever declared war during this whole conflict? Ordinary war where the adversaries pursue goals (like the conquering of a territory), apply violent means to achieve it and establish a new peace has simply become impossible.

One comic side effect of conflicts like this is that both parties claim victory. Thus on the 74th day of the bombardments Milosevic calmly declared: "We have shown that our army is the strongest in the world, as it resisted against the aggression of the strongest military alliance in the world. We saved Kosovo, our nation is heroic." At the same time people were celebrating the end of hostilities in the streets of Belgrade, officials were arguing that the new peace was much better than the one, proposed at Rambouillet, as NATO forces were no longer supposed to cross freely Yugoslav territory. Finally, when on the June 12 the Russian contingent allegedly by mistake entered Pristna before NATO
 triumphantly welcomed by ethnic Serbs, things dissolved into total ambiguity. If you do not acknowledge the other as enemy, you cannot defeat him - you can infinitely compare your advantages to his.

Let us come back to the economy of victims. If an enemy fights against an enemy, the victim presupposes another figure: the persecutor, an almighty paranoid subject, like the one of the nightmares of the president Schreber. It is remarkable that both sides in the Kosovo conflict put on each others' faces the mask of Hitler and Nazism
, that is, the incarnation of absolute evil in modern imagination. We should remember that Hitler adopted the "final solution" to the Jewish question precisely as an answer to the imaginary "total war" that the world Jewry from East and West had declared to him. The accusations of genocide and crimes against humanity are no longer metaphors, as they has been pronounced by the Hague court for former Yugoslavia against several Yugoslav; independently Yugoslavia itself tried to bring NATO to trial for genocide over its nation! These difficult terms of "genocide" and "crimes against humanity" obviously convey the idea of absolute offence that can never be pardoned and that does not permit any compromise and armistice. 

Genocide practiced by the other is an instrument of maximal straining of forces, for transforming the real war into an absolute one. Note the chain-accusations of genocide: NATO's genocide was said to be the result of the Serbian one, which was legitimized by the genocide practiced by the Albanians during Tito's Yugoslavia or even earlier, in the Ottoman empire (in the sense that the Albanians settled down in the province and gradually drove out the Serbs). But if you ask the Albanians themselves, they will say they were the first to suffer genocidal treatment  between the 5th and the 8th centuries, when the savage Slav tribes arrived and forced them out into the mountains. It is true that every war re-plays some historical plot - you resist as the Greeks at the Thermopiles, you cross the Alps like Hannibal, etc. But the Yugoslav tragedy has been theatralized only in genocidal terms
 and this seems to be one of the results of the new media world order having made of the victim the central hero of our times. Milosevc started his political career on June 28 1989, at the historical site of "Kosovo Pole" with the celebration of the 600th anniversary of the defeat of the Serbian prince Lazar by the sultan Murad. "Serbs are today facing new battles without arms, even if it is not excluded that real arms might become necessary" he said then in front of one million enthusiastic patriots.
 And all of a sudden, the struggle against the demographic growth of the Albanian population got transposed onto the scenery of the most fatal, the most frightful defeat of the Fatherland.

6.

We could thus understand the sad paradox of our century, expressed best by Foucault: the more power tries to base itself on the preservation and the control of life, the more death it spreads.
 Developing his ideas, Alain Brossat
 showed that in the history of the modern epoch, which is a history of implementing of disciplinary practices, concentration camps are not an incident, but the necessary climax and ending. Because the essence of this process is to exclude the other from the domain of humanity, to reduce him/her to a piece of nature, of raw material. A first step in this development could be seen in the American Declaration of independence (1776), where the difference is made between the British enemy, with whom you can make war and by consequence conclude an armistice and the Indians, "those pitiless savages", whose well known style of fighting is to kill indifferently soldiers, women and children. Obviously, the only thing you can do with the latter is to exterminate them as vermin
. Such a preventive genocide was born during the colonization of the New World; gradually it came back to the Old one, where Kulaks or Jews will start to be eliminated like mice or microbes. The most astonishing thing is that this process runs parallel to the criminalization of war. It was precisely the 19th century - the century of colonialism - that made of peace its central value. The two developments seem to be interrelated. As no one can any longer assume the responsibility for aggressive actions; having become illegitimate and unbearable, violence shifts to another level. It is no longer exercised on the fellowman living in the same world as me, with whom I compare myself and from whom I await recognition; it is performed on a senseless natural material that is to be disciplined.

The Kosovo crisis of 1999 showed that there exist beings living in three different worlds, who do not really recognize each other as humans. The Albanians seem to live in a savage pre-nationstate condition; the first thing they are associated to is some menacing fertility. Then we have the Serbs who are stuck somewhere between the 14th and the 19th century; they are obsessed by territory and follow blindly ther nationalistic leader. Finally, there are NATO's soldiers, called metonymically "the international community", who live in the 21st century where there are no longer any nations or territories, just human rights and networking. Nobody recognises the other as a human being worth making war to and the casualties of such conflicts cannot become heroes, as no one attacks them personally anymore; they look rather as the victims of a natural desaster and this is precisely the style of reporting about earthquakes or taiphoons.

Of course in such conflicts the total victory of 1945 is never reached. The total strainng of forces is more mediatic than real. What usually happens is that from absolute war one jumps into an absolute compromise and the hostilities are retrospectively erased as if it had never taken place.
 What seems more interesting is to analyze the way in which publc opnion is mobilized today in favour of a war, no matter what we think of it. We know how military spirit is aroused by the blood-of-ancestors or legacy-of-gods rhetoric, the unity of the nation or the ideological juxtaposition of the two truths. But how does this happen at the end of the 20th century, when the only categorical imperative is to see immediately all suffering around the globe, live, without the mediation of whatever human subject? Seizing the occasion of the recent conflict, I tried to make a step towards an answer by reflecting upon the changes in the symbolic economy of strength and weakness that has taken place at the end of this century.

The common mediatic space (globalized for complex technical, economic and political reasons) presupposes a consensual language. Force (aggression directed outwards) divides; victims (aggression turned inwards) unites. In other words, the mediatic space has to be "civilized", as it had been the case with the Western society itself a couple of centuries earlier according to Elias
 as a result of the division of labor and the mutual interdependence of the social positions. The new media order necessitates restraining from aggressive passions, demonstration of power, showing off with military victories. But at the same time, the main source of fascination remains violence (as this is how man seems to be made). How to resolve this contradiction? Violence will not disappear, it remains the basic content of what is considered to be an event, but the only point of view from which it can be represented now is the one of the victim. The "process of civilization" of the global media could be interpreted as the imposition of an etiquette of seeing, which charges the strong automatically with guilt and identifies the viewer with the weak. Ths is not a matter of political correctness, which could be instrumentalized, but of a new ethics of imaginary interaction.
 To say it in Hegel's terms, the master has been deprived of the right of expression, he has been transformed into a paranoid persecutor situated by definition beyond all possible representation
. Only the slave, surviving at any price, has now the right to speak; although it is not for his labor that he is interesting, as the identification with the consumer of this labor, the master, is barred. The slave intrigues us with his menaced physical existence, he has been transformed into a victim, struggling for survival. Thus, the heroic duel of masters, ready to go to the end in order to be recognized, is replaced by the race of victimization. The sought for recognition is no longer direct; each of the victims competing for sympathy and hence for resources do no longer see themselves in the mirror of the other as it was the case with duel; it is not the fellow-victim, but the benefactor, who is now the source of recognition.

This turn, linked to the general interchanging of the places of life and death, shown by Foucault
, makes the confrontation of subjects impossible (isn't this process undermining the political as such?). The discourse of subjects is replaced by the one of objects, the discourse of wills, by the one of bodies. War is repressed into some sort of unconscious; if it takes place however (an unfortunately it does) it is not waged against enemies, but against beings excluded from the sphere of humanity.
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� Clausewitz 1957: 17.


� Clausewitz 1957: 34.


� Clausewitz 1957: 19.


� Clausewitz 1957: 20.


� Hegel 1988: 127-136.


� Lacan 1975.


� This was the case of the president Schreber from the famous analysis of Freud, projecting onto the world the fear of punishment for his homosexual desires. Freud 1993: 263-325.


� Clausewitz 1957: 21.


� Clausewitz 1957: 29.


� Having lived in the United States, Milosevic knows very well what effect would have the shots of the captured soldiers on the American public opinion. CNN shows their relatives in tears, addressing letters to the president Clinton, we see support rallies organized in their birthplaces. Once this resource exhausted, Milosevic suddenly frees them to get new emotional support for his cause.


� Here is one of these: "13000 Yugoslav soldiers and officers have already deserted the armed forces because they do not want to obey to the illegal orders of Milosevic to make war against the civil population of Kosovo. Stay on in Kosovo assuming the risk of imminent death or desert your unit and leave Kosovo right now. The forces of NATO will attack you without mercy from all sides."


� Stroehlein 1999.


� The process of globalization that started in the 70s and expanded all over the planet during the 80s, transforms the politicians from subjects into objects of the informational message. In France for instance, De Gaulle still imposes his will on the media, whereas Mitterand already lives in another world - he has to play the game of the media, stage himself as a character instead of simply using them for his propaganda (this coincides with the massive privatization of radio and TV stations throughout the 80s). An even clearer comparison could be driven between the totalitarian style of Jivkov and the politicians after 89. Public opinion becomes gradually a central factor in the post-ideological world: before, political action was separated from the public reaction by a considerable time interval, which made it possible for politicians to plan their actions and assume responsibility for them; in the globalized world of media public opinion accompanies them day after day, transforming politics from a conscientious, rational effort into a theatre that is meant to move and seduce.


�Slavko Curuvia, proprietor of the radio in question as well as of Dnevni Telegraf, was killed, his collaborators were arrested and mistreated. Enormous fines were imposed on all dissenting media; foreign journalists were first kicked out then put under strict supervision by the authorities. Control on the international corespondents was carried out in three times: first they were accredited according to their file record in Belgrade; then they had to apply for a permission to film a given site (the space for free movement is reduced to one square and half a street in Belgrade). For each trip to the countryside the press center would form pools of corespondents interested in the same topics that would be shown what the authorities wanted them to see and even supplied with random eyewitnesses to give more personal touch to the coverage (the technique of pool was invented by the Americans during the Gulf war). The third moment was the check of the videocassette itself: every possible allusion that NATO might also bombard from time to time military targets was carefully erased from them in a very professional way, then they were given back to the journalists (I draw these information from Boyko Vassilev, Bulgarian National TV, one of the corespondents that have been most actively involved in covering the conflict).


� This symbolic revenge becomes even more real with the ethnic cleansing done by Albanians over Serbs in Kosovo after the end of the operation. 


� Ths could be seen from the comparative analysis of newsreels during the war done by Marc Fero's emission on Arte "Histoires paralleles (1992-1995).


� The broken identification between rulers and ruled makes the idea to punish a whole people for what its leaders have done unacceptable - and this seems to be something quite new in comparison to World War II, for instance. The Geneva convention prohibits all attack on civilians and the main preoccupation of NATO during the operation Determined Force was to explain why the chosen targets could be considered as military ones. 


� Such a standpoint could be run across not only abroad, but also in the Bulgarian debate on the issue. For instance the politologist Ivan Krastev says: "The moral problem of this war is that NATO, seeing themselves as its the moral agent, is not ready to sacrifice soldiers". Raitchev - Krastev, 1999.


� Vasilev, under print.


� I am using the material shown in the emission "Arret sur image" from May 16 1999, of the TV chain La Cinq.


� This seems to be true even in the literal sense of the word. According to the research done by the Center of Independent Journalism (Sofia) on the coverage of the Kosovo war in Bulgarian media March 3 - April 4, one fourth of the texts do not refer to any source other than the author him or her self and 19 percent no source at all (up to 50 for some media). Vesela Tabakova points out the astonishing silence of the Bulgarian State institutions that turned into a scandal in the case of the NATO bomb having fallen on Bulgarian territory near Tran (Tabakova, 1999).  


� Hammond 1999.


� Instead of becoming a multiethnic province of Yugoslavia as declared, Kosovo has gradually become the purest ethnically zone in Europe and will certainly leave Yugoslavia; the maintain of democratc standards and human rights is also difficult to imagine after the departure of the UN.  


� Raitchev - Krastev, 1999. Let me also mention Raytchev's thesis, illustrating perfectly what has been said above, that "Milosevic cannot be defeated, he can be destroyed" p. XVII. According to the author, the reason for this is that Yugoslavia is one of those countries, where communists have come to power by their own forces and for that reason enjoy real legitimacy.


� Milosevic resisted so long on the media front partly because he managed to oppose to the virtual world taken from 5 kilometers of height, "real" images we are used to by our TV at home.


� The victim should be arbitrarily chosen in order to be considered innocent. The partisans of the Serbian cause produce the effect of arbitrariness in underlining that NATO never engaged in the defense of human rights in Turkey, Russia, Palestine, etc. 


� "24 hours", Sofia, May 12, 1999.


� The White House called this a publicity campaign. 


� The question arises why not go and destroy the villains completely, why leave Saddam or Milosevic reign on? Military or economic might would have permitted to go for them in both cases as our spontaneous moral feeling suggests. What was lacking seem to have been victimary resources (i.e. evil done in front of cameras) for a proportionate retaliation. 


� For instance in the emission of May 9 (the Soviet date of the victory over fascism) the Serbian RTS made a parallel between the Nazis, on one hand, having set out to conquer the world relying on their technological superiority, and finally beaten by the heroic Slav nation, and NATO, on the other. At the end we see the habitual suggestive alternation of the faces of Hitler, Clinton, Blear and Albright. In the other camp, Milosevic is not only presented as a totalitarian dictator, but also as a paranoiac like Hitler ("We thought he was a petty Balkan scoundrel, he turned out to be a madman" one could hear during the war and such opinions were backed by journalistic psychoanalytical investigations into the childhood of  "Slobo".) He was also often compared to more recent incarnations of absolute evil like Saddam or Castro (e.g. he was reported to smoke the cigars of the latter). Cf. Ash, 1999. Let us also mention that the perception of the Kosovo drama in the West is very much colored by the memory of Nazism "which should serve us as a standard" (Bernard-Henri Levi). The images of trains crowded by Albanian deportees automatically evoke the convoys to Auschwitz, etc. 


� The Serbo-Croatian conflict was staged in terms of Nazi (Oustachi) versus communist genocide.


� Hofnung 1999.


� The same way in which late 19th century anti-Semitism, born by the rise of the nation-state, will be re-staged in the key of the evangelical treason of Jesus. 


� Besides the well known texts, cf. the conference of 1976 “Faire vivre et laisser mourir : la naissance du racisme” (Foucault 1991).


� Brossat 1996.


� Brossat 1996: 29.


� Baudrillard 1994.


� Elias 1975: 194 - 195 et passim. Виж съжо: Elias 1991.


� A similar turn seems to have taken place in the process of Christianizing Europe, when the pagan images of power, force and manliness are suddenly replaces by those of suffering and resignation.


� Such process is linked to a certain loss of reality: the paranoid persecutor cannot be seen or his existence verified, he is the result of an interpretative procedure and slips away every time one tries to get hold of him. 


� "Biopolitcs" will replace origins, past, will, blood with the future well-being, sexuality and the body. "The right over death is replaced by a power that governs life". Foucault 1976: 165, 179.





