
Conclusions  
  

The NATO bombing of Yugoslavia reflected a time of political 

uncertainty and represented a chapter in the struggle for the 

maintenance of Western hegemony in international relations. 

The discourse of fear and genocide, along with the construction 

of an identity, laid grounds for the humanitarian discourse which 

has marked the legitimization of violence applied by the Western 

powers throughout the 21st Century.  

  

 The main goal of the research is to analyse the way the conflict 

of Kosovo was reported by Spanish mass media from March 1999 

to June 1999. The first hypothesis outlined is that it is possible to 

know and explore power relations through discourses. The 

decision to analyse an armed conflict and its impact on the world 

order through discourse is based on the understanding of 

narratives as manifestations and constructions of power and, 

therefore, as both a reflection of and an instrument for 

domination that is as inherent to any political phenomenon as 

the material dimension.  By analysing the narratives, one can 

comprehend not only the world view and political positions of 

the actors, but also their fears and weaknesses.  

  

Based on the foregoing premises, in analysing a concrete and 

brief fact like the one presented in this research, the study of 

communicative strategies needs to not be restricted to texts 

produced during a given span of time. They are not isolated, 

objective or universal. Being practices of power, they exist in 

connection with their historical context and with preceding and 

current relations of power. Hence, the true methodological 

challenge has been to design an analysis model to interpret the 



bombing of Yugoslavia which, in turn, may be of use in the study 

of similar phenomena.  

  

In this connection, a summary of the hypothesis and questions 

with the corresponding results of the case subject of analysis is 

presented:   

  

1. Political discourse is intrinsic to political action and, therefore, 

it is possible to recognise power relations by recognising their 

manifestations in discourse.  

 

1.1.  Every story is arranged around discursive axes, which give 

them shape and sense. Which were the main hegemonic 

discursive axes of the Kosovo conflict in Spanish mass media?  

  

1.2. Which analytical categories can be identified? How were 

these categories represented and which values were assigned to 

them?  

  

The research is based on the premise that political discourse 

makes no sense outside political action. It poses the hypothesis 

that knowledge about power relations can be gained through 

their own discursive representation. Consequently, the challenge 

during the theoretical stage of the research lies in the design of a 

method allowing to establish the connection between action and 

discourse.   

  

The identification of the political rationality is achieved by 

analysing the application of its narrative and identifying the 

narrative categories is the mechanism used to come to know the 

discursive structure. Three observable categories responding to 



the question 1.2 above were defined: actors, places and date of 

events, according to frequency of occurrence and relevance. 

They have worked as connection tools between the 

methodological framework and the discourses.   

  

The theoretical-methodological framework is arranged on four 

levels. The first level identifies the spaces of confrontation. In my 

case study, the main setting is the post-Cold War period in the 

West, and Yugoslavia, where the most important actors were the 

United States, the European Union and NATO. During the years 

preceding the Kosovo conflict, Russia was also a significant player 

maintaining the world power balance.  

  

The second level of analysis, using framing techniques, identifies 

the political rationality of that period and the dominant 

ideological structures, concomitantly with the most extended 

discourses that marked the narrative of the bombing, thus 

responding to the question 1.1. The repetition of commonplaces, 

undisputed assumptions, universal truths and unquestioned 

principles with regard to actors, places and dates shape the 

discursive structure. These elements influence the ideological 

construction.   

  

The four major discursive axes identified are: the discourse of 

fear, the discourse of genocide, the narrative of identity and the 

humanitarian discourse. The structure of the dissertation was 

arranged according these axes. The number of actors, places and 

dates studied progressively increased, based on the information 

found in the analysed documents – Slobodan Milošević, Javier 

Solana, Bill Clinton, United Nations, NATO, UÇK, Kosovo, Balkans 

and Russia are included.  



  

At the third level, by adopting the concept of intertextuality, the 

political meaning of discourses put into circulation during the 

bombing of Yugoslavia was examined. Their legitimization 

through history and their current interpretation were explored. 

For example, the reason to use the term ‘genocide’ or the image 

of the Balkans as a violent and an undeveloped region were 

explained. At this point Adolf Hitler, the Jewish community 

during World War II, the battle of Kosovo in the Field of 

Blackbirds, in 1389, World War I and World War II were added to 

the categories of actors, dates and places.  

  

Finally, the fourth level of analysis involved the analysis of the 

specific narrative of each category. The use of rhetoric 

instruments helped understand the way how they were 

presented – the adjectives used for the actors, analogies, the 

missing information and the verb tenses were discussed.   

  

The following set of hypothesis and questions was addressed 

throughout the analysis of the four major discourses, which 

designate each of the four chapters devoted to analysis:  

  

2. In the narrative of the Kosovo conflict, the image of the West 

and the Western actors was prioritized over the explanation of 

the conflict and the representation of the local actors.  

  

2.1. In the Spanish media, the dominant discourse on the Kosovo 

conflict simplified the event.  

 



2.1.1. What information was omitted? Who were the major 

sources of information? What reporting procedures, including 

corroboration of data, did journalists follow?  

  

2.1.2. The actors of the conflict were reduced to two groups: 

victims and executioners. What was the representation of local 

actors? How were Western actors presented?  

  

2.2. What was the representation of the actions performed by 

local actors? How was the resort to violence by local actors 

narrated?  

  

2.3. What was the representation of the actions performed by 

Western actors? How was the resort to violence by the Western 

actors narrated?  

  

In the four dominant discourses that were identified, it was 

noted that the priority in the Western narrative, conveyed by the 

Spanish media, was to serve the Western needs and interests 

with temporary measures that were political and military in 

nature, and with long term strategies, such as identity 

reinforcement.   

  

Following analyses of documents dating back to a time prior to 

the bombing of Yugoslavia, it became evident that the security of 

the West was the main driving factor behind the discourse of 

fear, used to mobilise support to the bombing. The risk that the 

conflict may spread just like the ones that resulted from the 

disintegration of Yugoslavia, and the threat that a new Holocaust 

in Europe may happen again, were the pillars upon which the 

defensive preventive measures rested. The perception of the 



West as a messianic actor in the world order also responded to 

criteria transcending altruism. The demands for protection in the 

face of newly found threats or the moral imperative to intervene 

militarily in the Kosovo conflict provided NATO with the raison 

d’être, so much needed by the organisation since the first 

decade of the post-Cold War, when its existence was being 

challenged.  

  

A reconstruction of the historical events is presented in chapter 

II. Data, documents, testimonies and statements by local actors, 

which were available along the armed conflict, are presented. 

They reveal that the Kosovo conflict took place in a more 

intricate setting and within the framework of power relations 

that was much more complex than the one conveyed in the 

Western hegemonic mainstream narratives.   

  

The concern publicized by Western powers about the safety of 

one of the communities that were part of the conflict was 

contradictory to the narrative of the war, which was 

characterized by indifference and sometimes even contempt for 

local population. The stances of the two mainly affected 

communities – the Kosovar Albanians and the Kosovo Serbs – 

were expunged from the Western narratives. Opinions, speeches 

and statements made by their leaders were seldom quoted 

directly.  Instead, Western third parties disclosed them often as 

declarations abounding in opinions and prejudices. Statements 

by European and American leaders, like Bill Clinton, Madeleine 

Albright and Javier Solana, their interpretations of the conflict, 

their ideological positions and even their state of mind prevailed 

over local actors’ representations. Furthermore, opinions of 

citizens from the NATO member states about the conflict were 



far more prominent than the opinions of the citizens directly and 

adversely impacted by the conflict.  

  

The narrative about the local communities and actors was 

imbued with stereotypes about the Balkans. Narratives in 

Spanish media failed to address the singularity of Yugoslavia and 

spread the view of a single area of the Balkan Peninsula to the 

whole region. The prevailing explanations were based on ethnic 

approaches and development-centred theories. Discourses of 

earlier centuries were reproduced, with nuances. Elements from 

the romantic, and especially from civilizational discourse, were 

put into circulation. Both discourses were promoted during the 

19th and 20th centuries, when the image of the Balkans was 

shaped into a discursive, and therefore, a political tool at the 

service of the interest of European empires in the context of the 

Ottoman Empire’s decadence, the colonial period and the 

dispute among European empires which lead to World War I. In 

such narratives, the Balkans were presented as a mysterious, 

pure, savage, violent and uncivilized place.  

  

During the nineties such discourses were reintroduced in order 

to justify political and military interventions driven by essentialist 

and Manichean arguments. The context of the Kosovo conflict 

was omitted and replaced by metaphors and references to past 

events, which were very often fed with local propaganda. The 

continuous representation of the region with regard to Europe 

and Unites States reveals the instrumental role of the Balkans in 

building and strengthen Western identity. Paradoxically, very 

little can be learned about the region from the narratives of the 

bombing. Instead, they teach more about the Western powers, 

the colonialist practices, the disputes between the great 



European empires or World War II overshadowed the local 

historical narrative.  

  

The Balkans was described as a mirror of what the West no 

longer was. The Kosovo conflict, despite its political similarities 

with violent conflicts in European Union during the nineties, was 

understood out of the current European identity and as an 

expression of anachronistic practices. Modern history of 

Yugoslavia, its political organization or the dynamics of its society 

were omitted and replaced by Western fears and past Western 

behaviours, placing a special emphasis on one of them: the 

genocide occurred during World War II. The event that the West 

perceives as its biggest sin was happening again, thus giving the 

chance for redemption and clean its guilty conscience.  

  

Narrative of the three categories of analysis – actors, places and 

events – were linked to this familiar past. The number of Kosovar 

Albanian victims was purposely inflated in order to make them 

comparable to what happen during the World War II in Europe. 

Slobodan Milošević was portrayed with the features of Adolf 

Hitler and Kosovar Albanians were dressed by mass media in 

stripped pyjamas. Some groups of victims were never reported, 

very few information was given about the UÇK, and the war in 

Macedonia seemed not to exist according to media. When facts 

did not match the dominant rhetoric, Romantic and civilizational 

discourses were employed in order to conceal the contradictions 

of the dominant narratives. Information that did not fit Western 

image about the conflict was explained as a consequence of the 

magical, tribal or bloodthirsty character of the region. In fact, this 

approach added nothing fresh to the history of propaganda. 



Facts that cannot be explained or are unpleasant to recognise 

belong to a metaphysical realm.  

  

The image of Milošević served, using the words of Marc Angenot, 

like a life as an account, that is, a life that goes beyond its 

particular experiences. The image of the individual identity of the 

Yugoslav president – abounding in exaggerations, emphasizing 

facts and behaviours, and hiding relationships – became a 

symbolic identity. Milošević represented the evil in History, the 

vile spirit that overwhelms the conscience of weak peoples 

unable of self-governing. Destructing Milošević did not mean the 

destruction of a man, but the symbolic annihilation of evil.  

  

Using the mechanism of alterity, whereby an individual perceives 

himself mirroring ‘other’ people (otherness), Slobodan Milošević 

was useful as well to shape the identity of his antagonists whose 

main incarnation was Javier Solana. The NATO Secretary General 

was described as a hero who stood against injustice and 

accepted the inconveniences and sacrifices inherent to a life 

dedicated to helping others. The humanitarian discourse often 

extended the projection of self-sacrifice to the whole West. 

Europe and the United States even dared to present themselves 

as victims of the bombings, whilst Western violence against 

Yugoslavia was presented to local people as enlightening, curing 

and liberating.  

  

This approach forced to silence the political dimension of the 

Kosovo conflict. Western discourses disregarded political views 

of local communities, including the stances of those whose 

protection was the reason to intervene. In Western discourses 

the Kosovo conflict was simplified to a radical setting, where 



Serbs and Kosovo Serbs were aggressive and irrational, and 

Kosovar Albanians were unarmed and politically detached. 

Despite of the apparent concern of West for the Kosovar 

Albanians, they were represented as passive agents, submissive 

and resigned victims in a conflict in which they were not taking 

part.  

  

The UÇK’s non-negotiable demand for independence and its 

armed defence were especially problematic in Spain. Analogies 

between the Spanish independence movements, which are 

mostly located on the left of the political spectrum, and the 

Kosovar Albanian movement, an ally of the Spanish 

administration of José María Aznar and of the NATO, rendered 

difficult, in both positions, the development of a domestically 

profitable discourse for the Spanish political actors. In the early 

weeks of the bombings attempts were made to obtain a political 

edge, but the specific correlation of political forces led to 

avoiding its use in domestic politics. Only in Catalonia, where 

pro-independence movements are mostly dominated by 

conservative parties, Catalan conservative pro-independence 

politicians managed to publicly show their support, without any 

limitation whatsoever, to the UÇK’s political objectives and the 

NATO’s decision to bomb Yugoslavia.   

  

Even though as from March 24th, 1999, the Western powers 

became belligerent actors in an armed international conflict, 

they also became authoritative voices for the mass media. The 

data furnished by the NATO were not checked and media 

transcribed the political speeches of Western politicians and the 

briefings issued on daily basis by the organization. Rumours and 

misleading figures spread easily, encouraged by the media 



dynamics, and characterised by the failure to check the 

information, the acceptance of data, and statements from 

anonymous sources.   

  

The lack of knowledge about the terrain, the local languages and 

of the contemporary social and political dynamics in Yugoslavia 

was decisive in the omission of information which used to be 

available before March 24th. Also, it is worth considering that, 

on the one hand, the media working pace prioritized the 

publication and broadcasting of shocking stories over their 

veracity. On the other hand, just like nowadays, most 

correspondents, particularly the special envoys, were forced to 

become experts on different regions and topics in a matter of 

weeks. Both factors made easier the circulation of a simplified 

discourse with misleading data which imposed the Western 

perception.   

  

The images projected through the discourse of fear, the 

discourse of genocide and the narrative of identity played a key 

role to structure the humanitarian discourse. The analysis of such 

structure responds to the questions and hypothesis posed in the 

third block:   

  

3. NATO military intervention in the Kosovo conflict was a 

response to Western anxiety in the post-Cold War context  

  

3.1. The NATO armed intervention outside of the United Nations 

implied the break of the international relations system agreed 

after World War II. Did the media publish or broadcast narratives 

opposing such intervention?  

 



3.2. Bombing Yugoslavia set the legitimizing basis for future 

Western armed interventions  

  

3.2.1. NATO’s intervention in Yugoslavia was justified as a 

preventive action, putting into practice post-Cold War security 

policies  

  

3.2.2. NATO’s intervention in Yugoslavia was narrated as the first 

humanitarian war   

  

The bombing of Yugoslavia helped to reaffirm the Western 

hegemonic position in the international order. But in doing so, 

the Western actors showed their need to exhibit their power 

violently, thus recognizing its weakening. The disorientation and 

uncertainty of the ‘90s and the questioning of the own existence 

of the NATO required a symbolic display of violence. This brutal 

representation of the exercise of power was likewise reflected 

on the discourse of war.   

  

Through the narrative of the Kosovo conflict, the West was 

confessing its fear to emptiness that emerged after the Cold 

War. It was aimed at persuading its citizens to imagine new 

threats and risks as a strategy to survive. The war narrative 

manifested the urgency to prompt concerns and fears in order to 

mobilise a controlled yet exhausted society. The fears that held 

the West together during the Cold War had to be renewed. And 

the NATO, whose raîson d’etre was enduring a decade-long 

crisis, volunteered to defend Western citizens from a dreadful 

yet imagined future.   

  



The perception of new risks and threats in the international 

arena, materialized temporarily in the wars of Bosnia and 

Kosovo, were not activated in an isolated manner. The narratives 

of the Kosovo conflict also reacted to cracks that had reached 

the inside of the Western domination system. During the three-

month-long bombings greater communication effort was 

addressed to domestic audiences.  

  

In media war campaigns, defining the community and calling to 

its unity constitutes an unavoidable step. This, in turn, is 

reinforced with the identification of an enemy, normally 

represented as an alien, aggressive and unhuman adversary. 

Nevertheless, the specific situation endured by the West also 

forced to a reconstruction of its own image. Serbia was not 

perceived only as an adversary, but as a state that was repeating 

the crimes that had been committing in Europe during the World 

War II. The decision to punish Yugoslavia was not simply a 

response to the Serbian Government’s cruelty against the 

Kosovar Albanian community. The Yugoslavs, including the 

Kosovar Albanians, became the Western antithesis. The objective 

of the NATO aimed to reassure the Western superiority.  

  

The modern European civilization was placed as a core universal 

aspiration in opposition to barbaric Balkans, closer to the Middle 

Ages. In the discourse of the Kosovo conflict, the European 

Union, thanks to United States, was able to overcome World War 

II and the Holocaust, the most despicable episode in the history 

of humankind. The European Union played an essential role in 

the acceptance of the Western moral authority that marked the 

aspirations of the rest of the world. Human rights were reported 

like a Western possession as they were formulated and fully 



achieved in the West but universal in nature. Therefore, the 

unquestionable desire of any State to embrace human rights and 

the lofty Western civilization involved embracing the 

responsibility of propagating the model. The generosity of the 

Western intentions justified the prerogative of using violence, 

should it become necessary. New type of armed conflicts began 

based on humanitarian grounds.  

  

NATO succeeded in persuading the citizens of its member 

countries to accept the bombing of a State that had not caused 

any material damage to any member of the Alliance. To attain 

this goal NATO resorted to the fundamentals of the Western 

perception of the world. Yugoslavia did not cause any material 

damage to the West. It did something worse: it attacked the 

roots of Western identity, and therefore, its own existence. The 

narratives defined the Yugoslavia bombings as a battle for values 

and principles, as the first humanitarian war.   

  

One of the hypothesis formulated at the onset of this research 

states that the unilateral bombing of Yugoslavia, openly 

challenging the United Nations, breached the agreement 

reached after World War II. Nevertheless, nuances have 

emerged as a result of this research not allowing to fully 

confirming such statement. It is evident that the Atlantic Alliance 

breached the legality in force as it commenced a war without the 

authorization of the United Nations. But NATO endeavoured to 

keep the principles upholding and legitimizing the international 

system. It was not a challenge to legality but to authority. With 

the Yugoslavia bombing, NATO shook the system to expose its 

weakness and the eventual collapse of Western hegemony. It 



took the deepest Western beliefs and convictions to an extreme 

so as to alert about the likelihood of its disappearance.   

  

Hence, the media campaign during the Kosovo conflict was 

aimed at proving that NATO was complying with the 

philosophical principles, upholding in the current international 

system the intervention in an armed conflict, namely, the use of 

violence as a last resort, the intention to halt an injustice, avoid 

causing damages greater than the one intended to stop, 

prospects of success, and especially relevant in the Kosovo 

conflict was the absence of a competent authority. If the United 

Nations was no longer able to stop the destruction of Western 

hegemony, then it was no longer a valid representative of the 

system. The United States took over as the new international 

authority as well as over all the principles of international law. In 

this context, the Kosovo conflict was the setting where NATO 

could prove that it had the power to keep its international 

hegemony.  

  

So far, after the termination of the armed conflict, politicians and 

media have showed a remarkable indifference towards the 

region, thus confirming the instrumental nature of the Yugoslavia 

bombing exhibited in the discourses of that time at the service of 

Western needs. The vaguely defined goals of the bombing and 

their continuous alteration further confirm the symbolic function 

of the attack. The main objective was not to halt abuses against 

civil population, because human rights abuses kept happening 

against the Serbian Kosovar community after the bombings. The 

violence perpetrated by the current Kosovo government seems 

not to be a problem for the West either. The institutional ousting 

of Slobodan Milošević and the dissolution of his administration 



could not be used as parameters to measure the success of the 

bombing, because the ousting occurred one year later and was 

based on other mechanisms. Today, his former Minister of 

Information is the President of Serbia and counts with the solid 

endorsement of the United States and the European Union.   

 

  

  

 

Had the war against Yugoslavia been limited to destroying the 

Yugoslav Army or containing its activities in Kosovo, NATO’s 

victory would have been guaranteed. The Atlantic Alliance had 

the technical and human capacity to attain such objectives in a 

fast and efficient manner. Indeed, what the Western powers 

needed was a symbolic demonstration of power by means of the 

application of violence. The attack was meant to be a wake-up 

call to whomever dare destabilise the power relations in the 

international arena. NATO did not only intend to occupy UN’s 

place, but to ensure Western ruling. According to hegemonic 

narratives, the United Nations was no longer capable to preserve 

the Western hegemony. Therefore, the West needed to 

demonstrate its capacity to keep imposing its views. Following 

this objective, specific goals during the bombing were not 

relevant in measuring NATO’s success. The victory was achieved 

on 24th March, the very moment the first bomb was dropped 

over Belgrade.  

  

The portrayal of humanitarianism as a universal value justified 

the implementation of specific political agendas. The use of 

violence was legitimised as a defensive reaction to the attack on 

the foundations of Western civilization and, therefore, an attack 



on Western power. Behaviour of Yugoslavia expressed a 

provocation. Repeated aggression against the Western values 

forced it to defend itself. Bombing was established as the only 

possible response and as an inevitable reaction by the West. 

Western superiority and its historical commitment to spreading 

human rights around the world, implied the necessity of an 

action. The Western countries had to react. In accordance with 

this reasoning, Western representatives appeared to be more of 

the victims, rather that the people who were wounded or killed 

during the bombings.  Javier Solana, Bill Clinton and Tony Blair 

suffered while bombings were taking place, but they were 

certain about pursuing the right course of action. Yugoslavia 

offended the West, and if Milošević remained unpunished it 

would have implied NATO’s defeat.  

  

The predominance of these narratives can also be detected 

among those who criticized these policies. Pacifism or the 

rejection of false data were not the main arguments used to 

oppose the NATO bombing. Disputes among the NATO members 

was the main cause of the weakness of the Western discourse. 

The Atlantic Alliance was criticized because it intended to 

substitute the United Nations, although it did not fulfil the 

requirements to do so. The absence of full support for the 

bombardment, an incomplete plan of action, disagreement 

among Allied countries, and caution measures applied when 

bombing Yugoslavia broke Western unity, and raised doubts on 

NATO’s functionality and the West’s ability to prevail in 

international relations.  

  

NATO focused its communication strategy on overcoming the 

internal criticism among member states. Considering the fragile 



support among Western countries, ideological unity was 

exhibited on hegemonic discourses. The support by wide 

segments of European left-wing parties for the bombing 

provided NATO with one of the key arguments to legitimise its 

decision. It was not by accident that left-wing politicians who 

approved the bombing were called ‘the 68’ generation’. The 

former opponents presently shared the same values and world 

views. Facing the prospect of its collapse, former political 

enemies joined forces. Attack against Yugoslavia was reported as 

a decision that stood above ideology. The West recognised its 

vulnerability in order to recover itself.  

  

NATO managed to impose its discourse, its denomination and 

perception of the conflict. It cleverly identified undisputed 

truths, social imaginary and roots of Western identity and, based 

on those elements, NATO articulated its core discourse. In 

Spanish mass media, dominant discourses were easily put into 

circulation. Media played a part in distribution and also in 

production of discourses. By using genocide and humanitarian 

discourse, Spanish media advocated for the bombing with 

greater vehemence than the Spanish government did. 

Government kept a discreet profile during the conflict, probably 

because of it possible impact on the domestic political scene.  

  

NATO overcame its ad hoc difficulties and the communication 

campaign contributed decisively to the success. However, 

structural collapse was more complicated to cope with. The 

narrative of Kosovo war revealed Western fears, Western 

identity contradictions as well as West’s weaknesses that would 

intensify in the following years. 

 



 Kosovo conflict and war information fifteen years later  

  

NATO’s attack campaign against Yugoslavia was the first violent 

performance of the West’s battle to maintain its hegemonic 

position in post-Cold War era. At the beginning of the nineties, 

the original goals formulated by NATO did not correspond to the 

new reality on the ground. Uncertainty of the West and the loss 

of control over international stage denoted the undermining of 

dominant international order. However, weakening of Western 

power could not be prolonged without a fight, without putting its 

foot down, in a move that would recall who was in charge. At the 

same time the West acknowledged its decline. The shock of 

September 11 diverted attention from a stage set years before. 

Bombing of Yugoslavia was more than a training exercise. In 

2003, to justify military intervention in Iraq, George Bush 

asserted that United States took over the tasks that the United 

Nations Security Council did not accomplish. He was just 

repeating the words that Bill Clinton, Madeleine Albright and 

Javier Solana pronounced in 1999 regarding Yugoslavia’s 

bombing.  

  

Kosovo war exemplified the type of conflicts that NATO will face 

in the future. In the following decades, the scenes that happened 

during the bombing of Yugoslavia have been repeated in 

different armed conflicts. Punishment to those who questioned 

Western behaviour left 16 people killed in the building of Serbian 

Radio Television in 1999. In 2003, it happened in the Palestine 

Hotel in Baghdad. Nowadays, drones allow to drop bombs in 

Afghanistan from a military base in Nevada. It represents an 

advanced step of air war, a war where Western deaths are not 

tolerated, but errors that provoke foreign civilian deaths do. 



Destruction of villages, bridges, factories, power supply plants or 

bombing of civilians are accepted in the name of human rights.  

  

In the fight for hegemony, both geopolitical and discursive 

dimensions remain. Since the Kosovo war, information channels 

have multiplied, while the speed of circulation has increased. 

These factors oblige the introduction of new considerations into 

analysis: social networking services. In spite of the new 

platforms, the same communication techniques persist. Rumours 

are propagated following the same patterns as twenty years 

earlier. Responsibility for decisions is hidden behind the use of 

the same expressions, commonplaces and clichés function the 

same way as they did in the XIX century. Although the arguments 

presented by the authorities (argumentum ad verecundiam) 

function the same way it did in the past, those who produce 

information nowadays think that their discourses are 

unprejudiced, impartial and objective.  

  

At present, old propaganda strategies are maintained but have 

new names, such as fake news or post-truth. Ironically, the 

production of these kind of expressions constitutes an act of 

propaganda. Oxford dictionary defines post-truth as “relating 

circumstances in which objective facts are less influential in 

shaping public opinion than appeals to emotion and personal 

belief”. Oxford dictionary’s definition suggests that these tactics 

were never used until now. But emotions and personal beliefs 

are two old basic principles of propaganda. Ancient Egyptians 

already resorted to them. In war times, personal beliefs 

encourage to shot the enemy and emotional links forgive 

mistakes. It is an act of propaganda to believe that all rational 

discourses are above ideology, beliefs and emotions.  



  

In Western social imaginary, the nineties represented an end of 

ideologies, the moment when values and principles turned into 

universal codes within a global community where all individuals 

were equal. The most popular illustration of this ambience was 

“The end of history and the last man”, written by Francis 

Fukuyama. Prompting the perception that ideology had ended 

helped smooth the way for the acceptance, with barely any 

resistance, of political resolutions that were described as 

disinterested, unbiased and non-partisan decisions, such as 

starting a war. Yugoslav national ethnic conflict was real. 

However, both the way Yugoslavia disintegrated and the 

participation of the West in the process, were determined by the 

balance of powers and, therefore, by the ideological 

confrontation on the international stage.  

  

On the one hand, the bombing of Yugoslavia set the pattern for 

future humanitarian interventions and the stage for new 

international power relations. On the other hand, considering 

weakness of the West, Kosovo war played a major role in 

restoring Western identity, by stimulating discursive patterns 

that have been reiterated until the present.  

  

The very same arguments employed in the discourses of the 

West to support the legitimacy of violence in the bombing of 

Yugoslavia are applied nowadays. The same core discourses 

appear, under multiple appearances, in narratives of the 21st 

century armed conflicts in which the West has taken part. 

Violent Western actions are named humanitarian interventions 

and are justified by moral imperatives. Liberation of Muslim 

women, overthrow of tyrants, defence of human rights or 



propagation of democracy are key arguments when justifying the 

West’s resort to violence. Armies do not go to war anymore, they 

do not fight real-life enemies, they do not defend their 

territories, they do not conquer them and they do not die any 

longer. As military forces from NATO member countries did in 

1999, at present, armies are humanitarian, they go abroad to 

teach, to save refugees, to give assistance and to assist in 

achieving a superior civilizational stage. Their actions recall that 

the West still exists.  

  

Political rationality that justified the bombing against Yugoslavia 

remains. In the nineties, disagreements at the heart of NATO, 

opposition to United States’ decisions and the emergence of new 

voices were the symptoms of the dominant system’s collapse. In 

1999, NATO hid his internal problems conducting a war against 

Slobodan Milošević. The Serbian politician encapsulated all 

Western fears. Problems were successfully camouflaged by an 

external enemy who perverted the Allies and who desired the 

emergence of disagreements in the West. This trend is presently 

becoming stronger and the very same conditions are 

reproduced, but in a distorted mirror. The attribution of home 

troubles to external opponents seems unrealistic. It is 

increasingly arduous concealing the deeper and deeper distance 

between United States and Europe, the attrition of European 

Union, the redefinition of alliances in the international scene or 

the spread of new references of political and cultural identity.  

  

Actors that contest Western hegemony are not large enough to 

mask Western fragility. Russia and radical Islamism do not 

explain alone disasters and defeats in Iraq, Afghanistan and Syria, 

the Brexit, North Europe disdain for South Europe, Marine Le Pen 



or the serious institutional crisis in United States. Domestic 

conflicts and disagreements among the Western countries 

deepen and the search for enemies is more vigorous. It is 

essential to identify the adversaries as uncivilized, developing 

countries, so that the West can preserve its own identity. The 

West is not Afghanistan,  

 

Iraq, Libya neither Syria. The West is just the opposite to 

Muammar Gaddafi, to Bashar al-Assad and to Vladimir Putin. All 

of them, the way Balkan stereotypes did in nineties, function as 

discursive elements in the battle for geopolitical hegemony, 

while working as instruments for domestic control.  

  

If my conclusions are correct, the above described international 

relations will dominate the international scene in the coming 

years, and internal disaffection in Western countries will 

increase. Resistance to the existing order will be vigorous and 

provoke extreme, aggressive and chaotic situations. Exhibitions 

of power will be pushed to limits, while new actors are occupying 

progressively more spaces. Despite of the political earthquake, 

there will not be an end of history and the world will not start 

from zero because conquests are never absolute nor pure. In the 

battlefields actors share codes and they learn abilities from the 

enemy that are afterwards integrated into the own identity. They 

are put into practice in times of collapse, of power dispersion 

and confusion, because these are also the factors that constitute 

frames to new hegemonies. Learning represents the window for 

historic opportunities 


