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150 Florian Bieber

While there is a discernible regional trend of overall democratic
decline, the authors also do not detect a singular trend or causal link, In
the cases of Kosovo and Bosnia, democratic stagnation has been a long-
term structural feature, not narrowly linked to a particular party. In Mon-
tenegro, the link to a single party is pronounced, yet also very stable dye
to the enduring rule of the DPS. Serbia and Macedonia, on the other hand,
have been more volatile as the rule of a particular party or even politician
characterizes the de-democratization tendencies.

Overall, the empirical case studies highlight that the indices of democ-
racy, at least when it comes to the Western Balkans, are better at capturing
the structural decline of democracy, whereas informal erosion of checks
and balances are often underestimated.

Although the role of ideology, and in particular nationalism, is weak
overall, there is considerable variation. The authors of all the case studies,
however, note the central role of clientalism as an important feature of
maintaining power. Most regimes rely on populist strategies and majori-
tarianism but the use of state resources to bribe, coerce, and entice voters
remains the central pillar of democratic decline in the Western Balkans,

Irena Risti¢ -

7. Serbia — A Regime that Only Seemed Gone

Since 2012, when the Serbian Progressive Party (SNS) came to power by winning both the
parliamentary and presidential elections, Serbia has been increasingly moving towards a
competitive authoritarian regime. The ruling party, led by current President Aleksandar
Vueié, established a system of control over public goods and access to resources, which
provides an indirect influence on the vast majority of citizens, who consequently remain
politically passive. In a similar manner the SNS is controlling the media, depriving the
opposition of access to a wider audience other than through social networks and a lim-
ited number of media. As a result Serbia is drifting into an undemocratic system in which
institutions are being eroded, while the EU ~ through its support for Aleksandar Vudic - is
about to jeopardize its credibility and support among those citizens and parties in Serbia,
which are in favour of the European Union.

Keywords: Aleksandar Vuti¢, competitive authoritarian regime, erosion of institutions,
EU-integration, Serbia

Introduction

There is no consensus about how to exactly define the different types of
regimes that have been in place in Serbia since 1989. There are no doubts
about the authoritarian character of the system during the rule of Slo-
bodan Milogevi¢,' the period after 2000 remains in a terminologically
grey zone in which Serbia has been positioned somewhere between a
hybrid system and a democracy. During the first period of Serbia’s polit-
ical and economic transition it seemed that - like the transitions in the
Central European countries during the nineties — the implementation
of political procedures and the strengthening of democratic institutions
combined with the perspective of a European integration would gradually

1 Milogevié¢ served from 1989 to 1997 as President of Serbia and from 1997 to 2000 as
President of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.
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lead to a consolidation of democracy, and consequently to Serbig
membership. However, by 2003, when Prime Minister Zoran Dindic's ou
assassinated, it became apparent that this process would be less smOWas
While it can be said that Serbia faced the same “relatively unfavourolzh'
conditions for democracy” (Levitsky and Way, 2010: 87)2 as other Eas;l ¢
and Southeastern European countries, it has been additionally challen, o
by the transition to a consolidated nation state (Offe, 1991), a pro ged
that has been pending since the breakup of Yugoslavia.® The particce .
lar reasons why the process of democratization had strongly oscillatu(i
and why democratic consolidation did not materialize in Serbia uni'l
now are numerous and discussing them would certainly go beyond thl
scope of this chapter. The focus here is rather on the fact that in the ﬁrs:
decade of its transition Serbia was gradually increasing its democratj
capacities and hence moving towards a consolidated democracy, onl tc
start declining during the second decade, with aspects of a hyb,rid Z s(-)
tem re-emerging (Damjanovi¢, 2017: 1-3; Economist Intelligence Ur);it
2018: 14). Although this backlash has a number of external and internaf
causes, it coincides with the coming to power of the Serbian Progressive
PartY.(SNS) and its leader Aleksandar Vuéi¢ in 2012. Being for several
years in power, first as Vice-President of a government with a SNS major-
ity (2012-2014), then as Prime Minister (2014-2017), and finally as the
Pre'sident of Serbia (2017-) Aleksandar Vuci¢ has dominated the political
regime in Serbia since, and therefore the main responsibility for the dete-
rioration of democracy can be attributed to him.

According to the EIU Index, Serbia is a flawed democracy (Economist
Int.elllgence Unit, 2018: 29), while the democracy score according to the
rating of Freedom House is 3.82, making it the lowest since 2005 (Dam-
janovi¢, 2017: 2). However, when taking into account the work of Levit-
sky and Way the political regime in Serbia under Aleksandar Vugi¢ can
be defined as a competitive authoritarian regime (Levitsky and Way, 2002
2'010). In such a regime, those in power praise formal democratic institu-’
tions while they are not only depriving these institutions of their relevance
but are also misusing and manipulating them in order to strengthen their

2 Levitsky an.d Way refer to the communist legacy of repression and lack of free politi-
cal expression resulting in a weak civil society, the legacy of central planning and the
unequal access to assets, ethnic tension, and ethnic conflicts.

3 For the relationship between democratization and the development of a nation state
see, among others, Rustow (1970) and Offe (1991).
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osition, gain more formal and informal power and hence cement their
osition. And while political competition does exist in such regimes, the
«neven playing field” is unfairly tailored in favour of the incumbents to
such a degree that it makes the victory of opposition parties rather excep-
tional (Levitsky and Way, 2010: 5).* This chapter aims to illustrate the
extent to which the features of a competitive authoritarian regime can be

observed in Serbia.

Voters' Support and Discrediting of the Opposition

There are two main sources of legitimacy for the political regime in Serbia,
encompassing the executive power (government) and the institution of the
President. These are a strong voter support, which provides for a majori-
tarian rule, and a clear delineation from the former regime.

The distinct support of citizens, which the SNS has enjoyed at least
since the parliamentary elections in 2014, builds upon existing and strong
voter support for the Serbian Radical Party (SRS), from which Tomislav
Nikoli¢ and Aleksandar Vugié with their supporters have split in 2008,
in order to found the SNS. Apart from the first democratic elections in
2000, when the SRS received only 8.6% of the votes, in all the following
elections it won close to 30% of the vote, making it the strongest (in 2003
and 2007) and second strongest (2008) party, respectively. However, on
these three occasions it was “winning without winning” (Hamid, 2017)
as it failed every time to find a coalition partner to form the governing
majority. After the split from the SRS, the newly formed SNS managed
to attract the vast majority of the former SRS voters, reaching 24% at the
parliamentary elections in 2012 - once again the best results of all par-
ticipating parties. Given that presidential elections were held at the same
time and that in the second round the SNS candidate Tomislav Nikoli¢

4 'The playing field is considered to be uneven if: (i) state institutions are disproportion-
ally deployed by the incumbents at the cost of the opposition; (ii) the media broad-
casting is disproportionately in favour of the incumbent, be it by the control over the
public media, or by ownership and various way of manipulation of private media or
(iiif) public resources, employees and infrastructure are disproportionally used by the

incumbents (Levitsky and Way, 2010: 368).
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defeated the incumbent Boris Tadi¢ of the Democratic Party (DS), the
Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), the kingmaker, decided to switch sides, Led
by its leader, Ivica Daci, the SPS quit its coalition with DS, and instead
formed a government coalition with SN, enabling the SNS to come to
power for the first time after the regime change in 2000. Despite having
had a majority within the parliament and government, the SN'S was forced
to give the position of the Prime Minister to SPS leader Ivica Daci¢, while
Vuli¢ became first deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Defence. Ney.-
ertheless, from this point on, the dominant position of the SNS was not
questioned anymore and in snap elections held in 2014 and 2016 it dou.
bled its vote to 48%.° This clear majority was confirmed at the presidential
elections in 2017, when Vuéi¢ won in the first round with 55%.
Considering all the election results since 2000, it is clear that the SN§
did not come to power by winning significantly more votes at one election,
but instead it (or its predecessor) always had sound support, big enough
to form a government with a minor coalition partner, but always failed to
attract one. This chance eventually came in 2012. Once in power, the party
further profited from being in the position of the incumbent on one hand,
and the opportunity to gain more informal power on the other. The latter
has been used (i) to bring to perfection an efficient system to control the
media (Mati¢, 2018), (ii) to use public functions and public goods for the
promotion of the party, especially during election campaigns, and (iii) to
flagrantly misuse institutions, for example when calling twice for early
snap elections despite the fact that the constitutional conditions for them
were not present and that, in 2016, prior to the elections, the SN'S even had
an absolute majority in the parliament. Consequently, the institution of
elections carried out this way primarily aims to divert attention from cur-
rent problems, to prolong the term of office, to promote office holders and,
last but not least, to attack and discredit the opposition.

Discrediting the opposition, especially of the previously dominant DS,
is the second source of legitimacy of the SNS. In 2012, when coming to
power, harsh attacks on the incumbent parties could have been consid-
ered as part of the strategy of a radical opposition party, but the heavy

5 Due to the election system in Serbia these results provided an absolute majority of
parliamentary seats both times.

6 On the other hand, when the SNS came to power in 2012 it won less votes than the
SRS had won at the previous elections.

v
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earing of the DS and all the parties from the former 'governmen.t he.ls,
o r the years, turned into a daily routine. Hence there is rarely a signif-
f)‘;ent press conference with government officials or the Presi.dent, ora
;Cress release, without a reference, mostly in a pejorative V\'rordllr'lg, t(l)l .th?
former government in which it is being accused of corruption, lies, 1e;rlt
ery, immorality, or fraud, and generally for every problem the goverlnm:rs
is facing, despite the fact that the SNS has be.er.l in power f'or selve:r?1 tyethe.
For example, while commenting on the pOSl’El'(?n of Ser,l,)la relate (; (he
negotiation process in regard to Kosovo, Vuc1c. stated: ”After we go t
independence of Kosovo we had a silence coming from our govc;lr.nrfilen- ,
which wanted to ingratiate itself to everyone, we had a catastrophic deci-
sion, which is today costing us the most, and which we hac.l br_ought on';))lllr
own to the International Court of Justice 2008, by»e; stu.pld, irresponsi 1((31,
criminal policy of our regime, but this is our .state. This state.mergocsou )
hardly be more wrong: not only was the Serbian g(?vernmc?nt in 2008 no
silent, but it called for an end to the process'of EU integration. Even r?olie
striking is the fact, that while overemphasizing the flegatlve' 1r'npact o the
initiative of the former government to obtain an adylsory opinion frf)m the
ICJ, Vudi¢ is completely ignoring not only the role of the' SRS durlng1 the
1990s and their responsibility for the situation in quovo in the'ﬁrst place,
but also the Brussels Agreement, which was negot1a'fed and signed by a
majoritarian SNS government in 2013, in which.Serbla accepted the con-
ditions leading to a gradual recognition of the independence of KOSO'V(});
which the former DS government did not want to accept fmd for whic
it eventually lost support from the European Un%on, primarily G?rmany.
This brings us to the use of populist techniques by the ruling %)artyl
Whether populism has been an integral element of alr-nost- all po lt:E
regimes in Serbia since 1870, and whether th.eref01:e’, hlstorlca}ly speh -
ing, Serbia is at the vanguard of populism (Stojanovi¢, _2017: ’7.) is adrat Er
contested question. Certainly, some elements of "what is considered to he
populism, such as an antipluralist worldview (Miiller, 2017: 15-17), or. tt.e
perception of society being divided into two homf)genous and alllltag(;)nli Iic
groups, the pure people represented by the populists, and the others by the

7 Vaié Zapad ne Zeli da razgovara o tome kome pripada Kosovo, N1, 21.3.2018: http://
rs.nlinfo.com/a373526/ Vesti/Vucic-Zapad—ne-zeli-da—razgovora-o-t'ome-kO{ntlz-pn};
ada-Kosovo.html (accessed 31 July 2018). He is referring .to the adv1sorY. op1n19ndo
the International Court of Justice, which stated that the unilateral declaration of inde-
pendence of Kosovo was in accordance with international law.
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corrupt elite (Mudde, 2004: 543; Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2012: 8; Stanley,
2008: 102) can doubtless be attributed to the regime in Serbia. However,
there are a few differences, one being that “the other” in Serbia is not nec-
essarily depicted as the corrupt elite, but as the corrupt former governmeny,
given that the SN perceives itself as the honest elite. Another difference jg
that the SNS does not perceive itself, nor can it be defined as, an antiestap.
lishment party because it did not stand in opposition to what were cop,.-
sidered to be the conventional social, political, and economic principles
of Serbian society, which were prevalent prior to their coming to power.
On the contrary, when establishing the party in 2008, and especially once
in power, the distinct feature of the SNS was exactly that it gave up the
antiestablishment rhetoric and policies of the SRS, As a consequence it
had started to propagate and support Serbia’s EU integration, continued
to make arrangements with the IME and most importantly, went signifi-
cantly further then the previous government in regard to the EU-led dia-
logue with Kosovo. By doing so, within a year of being in power the SN§
had made substantial concessions and signed the Brussels Agreement with
Kosovo, and had opened access negotiations with the EU - two policies for
which they were, before coming to power, heavily attacking the previous
government.

'These policies towards the European Union and regarding Kosovo
enjoy majority support in Serbia and since 2012 no significant protests
have taken place. Consequently, it could be concluded that there is a con-
sensus within society about the reforms that the government and the Presi-
dent are claiming to undertake. However, although there are no substantial
objections to the program of the government and the reforms, the absence
of protests itself cannot be interpreted as popular approval of the current
government. On the contrary, as the results of a public opinion poll from
2017 show, approval for the work of the current government is rather weak:
35% of the citizens believed that Serbia was being led in the wrong direc-
tion, while only 30% believed that the direction was good (Buturovié¢ and
Risti¢, 2017: 71).2 Corresponding with this, more than half of the respond-
ents (53%) described the results of the government as bad, only 40% con-
firmed that they trusted President Aleksandar Vucic, and 50% were not
satisfied with the state of democracy in Serbia (Lutovac, 2017: 25, 30).

8  Another 35% are without an opinion. Public opinion poll conducted in June/July 2017
by the Institute of Social Sciences/Belgrade, with a focus on measuring populist atti-
tudes among the citizens of Serbia.
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r Serbias EU integration by its citizens is also volatile.

Accoiléligg 1';:) iopoll from December 2017, a small r.najority of 52% w;)ulc}
Serbia’s EU membership, which was the highest ac-ceptar}ce eve

9 O;(c)ll 9 While this score was significantly more than it was in 2015,
e it st;)od at only 41%, it remains considerably lower than in 2009
o 1t was 73% (Ministry of European Integration, 2017: 4-5). Generally,
Whel'l l ociety has a pragmatic and sceptical attitude towards the E}lro-
Serblalljl ?on While the majority, when asked about their personal.fec?hngs,
e ivfe1 the.European Union as a smaller or bigger threat for Serbia, it also
bzfi(;eves that somehow the natural place for Serbia is Within the I;Zlur()tzflzrf
Union, despite all its downsides (Lutovac, 2017v:.§1). This reflects ltl : e s; and

int of the ruling party and Aleksandar Vuc1c,'who presents himself

n orter of Serbia’s Furopean Union integration, but at the same time
;isclgtis the European Union from time to time as a threat to Serbian inter-

ests, which he will protect.

Erosion of State Institutions and of the Media System

Before coming to power in 2012, the SNS, moreover T.omlsl'av I\;ﬂ«)hct;r;d
Aleksandar Vugié, questioned the main state institutions insofar a:s es}_f
considered them to be misused by the incumbents. TheY were no cilttilon
tioning the institutions as such, nor did they have an antisystem posed ” .
In this sense, their road to power (at leas.t afte.r .2008) watslno’;1 pa\;ﬁ Cial}sf
attacking the institutions, the state, or their Pohaes, but only the ocammt
of the former government and its parties. Still, for two re.:asonz we o
talk of an old and a new elite, or of an elite rep%acement in Serbia HL .
First, the SNS, SPS, and their other main coalition partners can.no'lc) Z aII;Z
means be considered as new elites, because not oply their partlfelsvI : 111 §2Vié
their top leaders were holding high positions durlng.the rule of Mi ((:rtin
during the 1990s. In addition the SPS was alrc.f:ady since 2004 sfupII:l 2005
the minority government of Vojislav Ko$tunica and beiian;eh 1o 2007
on a coalition partner in all governments to follow. An a (ti gug o
the SNS and the SPS distanced themselves .f.rom that petiod during e
1990s and from Slobodan Milo$evi¢ and Vojislav Seselj, this process w;

9 Only 12% of the respondents would vote against membership.
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not a clear break and remained very vague and not explicit. Therefore it ;g
far from a real questioning of their political activism in those times, Thig
becomes evident in talks or interviews in which the leadership of the spg
and SNS are asked to take a standpoint regarding their personal role dyy.
ing the conflict in the 1990s, when they usually relativize both the conflict
and their role in it. Second, many members of the former government and
politically appointed employees of the public sector and administratiop
changed their party affiliation and became members of the new rulin
party. This phenomenon could already be observed in 2000, when Goati
showed that the number of members of each party had varied significantly,
while the number of party members in total remained the same (Goati,
2006: 134-135)." According to available sources, in 2013 the SNS had
350 000 members, while by mid-2016 it counted more than 600 000, with
a tendency to further increase (Mastlovi¢ Jasni¢, 2016)." This means that
8.3% of the total population of Serbia are SNS members, and that, without
minors and citizens living abroad, roughly every twentieth citizen of Serbia
is a member of the ruling party.”? This data certainly cannot be interpreted
as indicating a high level of political activism or political participation, nor
it can be used to illustrate a high level of party identification with the SNS
based on its ideology, program, or principles. It rather indicates a very high
level of clientelism, upon which the functioning of the party is based. This
means that apart from formally being the linking organization between
citizens and the parliament and/or government, the SN is also an organi-
zation that overlooks all sectors related to public jobs, companies, services
and goods, being the only access channel to them. Consequently a party
membership and open loyalty through voting and acquiring new voters is
to a great extent motivated by the fact that party loyalty is the most secure
way to secure access to public goods or not to lose it.

10 In 2000 it was most of all the Democratic Party and the Democratic Party of Serbia
that were overrun by applications from new members, formerly members of the rul-
ing parties.

11 According to official party statements, the number of members went up to 730 000.

12 Asacomparison, in 2002 the Democratic Party had around 100 000 members and at
its peak as a government party in 2009 around 165 000 members, In a wider context,
the German Christian Democratic Party, which had been in power since 2005, had
425 000 members in 2017, which makes 0.52% of the German population. Even the
ruling party in Russia, United Russia, operating in a in a similar type of regime, en-
compasses a membership of roughly 2 073 000, only 1.4% of the population of Russia.
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Given the extent to which the SNS has inﬁltre.lted.Serbian sElc'lety, ar(li(i
ecially given its power to influence the d1str1but10n. of pu ic goc;'
65131 esources, it is not surprising that large parts of society remain polit-
.anaul‘ rather passive. Apart from activist groups, which are mos’fly l.lnked
. by er cities and organize occasional protests, there are no significant
. 1frients or associations challenging the system. The biggest and {nost
o tent among them were those organized by the initiative Ne da(Yl)mo
pefliad (Don’t let Belgrade d(r)own), which was formed as a reaction to
f}fe fonstruction project Belgrade Waterfront, arranged.by the gl?\;ierr%n;::st
of Serbia and co-financed by an investor from the Umted Ara r?lg r_.
The protests were primarily underlining the usurpe}tlon of the.nelgd oude
hood in which this project was planned,. because in the prev;ous 1 ecane
this quarter had developed into a working space for the iu tfu:a sscear—
of Belgrade. Apart from this the protests criticized the lack o hrag Ii)ted
ency of the contract, which was signed w1tl'1 thfz company fron-ri t2 Oe16 n ed
Arab Emirates. These protests intensified s1gn1ﬁ.car.1tly in Ap.rl ) hi)i r
hooded persons illegally demolished sereral buildings in th1sl 1neflg -
hood at night, while the police did not intervene, despite cal sd ror.r; v
izens. As it was very likely that this was done with the know. fesge{) i ?he
approval, of the government of Belgrade and/or government oh- (Lr 1ta, e
protests called for their responsibility. However, although the highest o _
cials, including Aleksandar Vugi¢, said that they expect the state p_roseglle
tion to solve this case, by 2018 it was still not solved. At the same t'1m§, .
protests also ran out of steam. The second b.ig protest wave, o1rgan1ze/c 13:1(—1
marily by students in Belgrade, Novi Sad, Ni$, and few o.ther tov;rlns, i az. zn
after the presidential elections in April 2017, as a reaction to the e ilc i !
results, the unfair campaign that preceded t.h’efn, and to-the overa e(lir}a
disproportional presence of Aleksandar Vué1.c in the mainstream rge t1 -
After some time these protests expanded their suppo?t.baslls 'b.eyf)n s uc1
dents to include many citizens, labour unions, and poh'tlf:a}l initiatives, an
took on a stronger social component, even though tpe ulutrfll requests wlerc;
more political (improvement of democracy, better 1n.st1tut10na1 contbro l(1>
the President, the dismissal of a number of state officials). However, Y dt le
end of May 2017, after two months of daily protests, they ended, V\lr)ll eO};
ignored by the public media and thcle rc.egime, and apparently not capable
ilizi r parts of the population.

mObihzelzrllglleaf)%ethE media, notI:)nIiy during these protests, has been severeﬁr
restricted. The public television often did not mention the protests at all,
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_despite them taking place in front of the main public broadcastin buil
ing, and despite their demands for dismissals within the public telgevisli "
b?oadcasting organization. As mentioned above, the media regul Oln
dls.proportionally favour the incumbent, especially during electiof c: o
paigns, while at the same time they report negatively on opposition part‘m-
Stlfat.egies to do so include press conferences of officials (President Priles‘
Minister and some ministers), during which, mostly without ar; c;n :
tex"c, a negative reference to the opposition is made and TV talk sh);ws Itl-
V\{hlch members of the opposition are not invited. Instead these talk sho .
give the floor to someone from the ruling party, who is able to accuse arvs
label members of the opposition or independent media as traitors, liar
tycoons, without providing a chance to them to defend themselves in ths’
print media, the control works mostly through financial means anc{ ﬁnan?
cial bl.a.ckmail: as soon as a newspaper criticizes or reveals something com-
promising about the government, advertisements from public companie
reduce. This eventually leads to self-censorship, which, according to receni
researcb among print media journalists, is widespread (Matié, 2018: 16)
Being faced with such a media system, the opposition switche(fi to ti’le

use of social media and a limited number of media outlets, such as the
daily Danas, the weekly Vreme and Nin, and the TV channel ,and Internet
portal N1. Although the circulation of these media is very low, they are all
nevertheless regularly exposed to attacks and smearing by tl;e President
and a number of ministers and SNS high officials, being depicted as trai-
tors, financed by foreigners, “American”, and so forth.

Dominance of Informal Power

Both the separation of powers and the checks and balances foreseen b

the consti'tution have been problematic in Serbia since the introductior)lr
of a multiparty system. After 2000 the separation of powers functioned
to some extent fairly only when the President and Prime Minister were
cohabitating, being from opposing parties, which was the case between
.2000 and 2008. Afterwards, the President and Prime Minister were hail-
ing from the same party and clear domination of the President could be
observed during the second presidential term of Boris Tadi¢ (2008-2012),
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when the government was DS led. However, although the separation of

owers between the President, the executive, and legislative branch was
Jimited in this period, there were still independent institutions, such as the
ombudsman, electoral commissions, courts and, to a significant extent, the
media, which had a corrective role. But in 2012 the SNS filled the position
of the (Deputy) Prime Minister and the President, and even these cor-
rective institutions gradually ceased to have any significant influence. As
with some other aspects of rule, this also cannot be defined as a technique
introduced by Aleksandar Vuci¢ and his party. However, Vuci¢ further
climinated controlling mechanisms, tailoring the system more and more
to one person.

The main problem has been the informal power the President amassed,
which extends beyond the powers attributed to his office by the constitu-
tion ,”® and thus takes over functions and decisions that are reserved by the
constitution for the executive (government) and judicial power. In the case
of Aleksandar Vudi¢, who when elected President remained the president
of the SN, this included decisions about the appointment of the Prime
Minister and the members of the Cabinet, and all other high officials,
such as the President of the Parliament. Consequently, he was deciding
about the main state policies and directions, both domestic and foreign.
He also held the main meetings with foreign head of governments, be they
in Serbia or abroad — something he was doing when he was Prime Minis-
ter. Then it was in the realm of his constitutional competences, while the
Prime Minister who followed was carrying out this duty at best only for-
mally, or together with Aleksandar Vu¢ic. Finally, the President is taking
credit for everything that is being accomplished in Serbia and where the
state in some form took part, be it at local or state level. Having in this way
marginalized not only other political parties and politicians but also high
officials of his own party, he became the only source for the success of his
party, and hence for every local election. As a result, the SNS list usually
carries his name for elections on all levels, despite he not running for that
given office, and this way enabling him to campaign during his official
presidential activities and agitate against the respective opposition parties.

13 According to the constitution the President has no executive nor legislative power,
and although he is formally the head of the Armed Forces, his function is considered

to be representative.
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Contestable European Union Commitment
Backed by Brussels

One of the paradoxes when the SNS came to power in 2012 was that j
started to promote the EU integration of Serbia after it and its precursop
had engaged in two decades of radical Opposition to Serbia’s Western orj.
entation. Once in power this radical shift was followed by another, noy
related to Kosovo and the status negotiations mediated by the EU High
Representative for Foreign Affairs. In 2013, the government led by Ivica
Dacic, and supported by Aleksandar Vuéi¢ and the SN S, signed the Bruys-
sels Agreement, which marked a higher level of integration of the munic-
ipalities in North Kosovo into the legal judiciary system of Kosovo, and
consequently a withdrawal of the judiciary and security structures of Se-
bia from Kosovo. As a result, the European Union opened negotiations
on Serbia’s accession in January 2014, which was considered to be a major
success of the SNS-SPS government.

However, while the formal state policy is a full commitment to the
EU integration of Serbia, and while certain steps in the dialogue regarding
Kosovo were taken, this commitment remains disputable considering the
flagrant misuse of power and the media, which caused the erosion of state
institutions and the law. Furthermore, the Serbian government continued
with the practice of exercising control over Kosovo Serb politics.

The role of the European Union has also been controversial, because
its officials have been failing to address state capture by the SNS, includ-
ing the discrimination and defamation of the opposition parties and their
leaders and the misuse of the media. Instead the European Union and Jead-
ers from member states have been giving Aleksandar Vudi¢ unanimous
support since 2012. One explanation of this EU policy is that EU officials
consider only Vuci¢ to be able to de facto recognize the independence of
Kosovo. The other is the false promise of stability Vu¢i¢ offers (BiEPAG,
2017). A third is that the EU is indifferent towards the Western Balkan
states and their development and is fine with anyone who keeps the status
quo. Either way, the European Union has shown, not for the first time in
the case of Serbia, a low level of sensibility regarding the fragile state of
Serbian democracy, and has sent an ambiguous message to the citizens and
opposition parties in Serbia, especially those supporting the EU integra-
tion of Serbia. Having built the image of controlling and checking on the
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Concluding Remarks

While the political developments in Serbia since .2012 have bdeelr; égg:tll;%
worse, putting them in the context of the period since thf: mid- o0 s
them ,appear less surprising. The transition process, Whlih staz nes el
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issue of full cooperation with the T s o
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a President and governments that were com uxopean nion.
’ i ictions then at least throug
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ditionality of the European Union Indepencent
ituti i ing democracy. Contrary to that,
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i i i d more formal than sul
12 the EU-orientation of Serbia has seeme 0re fo
fi(e)ll Paradoxically, the level of support and conditionality of the European
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EHIOI(I{. and its r'ole in influencing the work of Serbian government.
t I:zelll 1s.propor‘t1'onal to the commitment towards the European Unis fas
ed eadn?g poht.lc'al leaders and parties: while in the first years, most Olfl o
lllm her Pru'n.e Mlplster Zoran Dindi¢, EU support was linked ’With ao !
t 1g11 clondltlonahty, causing polarization in his government, which e‘\,’er
CL:; d)irt.ed tg a{) tetnlmporary shift of Serbia’s EU policy, this support was setllln
1oned, but less restrictive after his assassinati i
. t tion and in the per;
Evil'en Bl(')rm Tadi¢ and the DS were in power. However, after 2012 thiiecr:)d
V1 10111.a l.tty gecame almost nonexistent and the European Union has ben-
ery limited in using its power to insist on r ol
| eforms or to address criti
issues and the misuse of institution i et by
ol oS, s and formal and informal power by the
) TI?S has be.en weake.ning the already weak opposition in Serbia. The
2(13);31 1otn.p;1rt}ies, es}}l)eaally those that were in power between 2006 and
» certainly have their own responsibilities and thei i
_ their weak position
Eiﬁtly belz e;xplamedhby the fact that, during their time in powclrar they WCeT::
resolute enough to establish a different politi :
nov; ical system of val
to strengthen institutions more. But, i f ide ot
. But, it has to be considered that the f;
government, in particular with regard to the ial i cooporation
s the topy, pasticular wit crucial issues of cooperation
of Kosovo, was confronted wi
from the SRS and later the SN ’ ot 2 happoee o
S to cause destabilizations, as h
example, in March 2003, durin i i e o 200, o
, g the Pride Parade in Belgrade i
after Kosovo declared its inde B thet thoopper
fi pendence. It seems unrealistic that th
sition will be able to defeat the SN i ccinlly scar b
in the near future, especially si
2018, the SNS secured a majori in i el levels in S
> jority at all main institutional levels i i
(parliament/government i  mmicipalite o
> presidency, and a majority of icipalities i
Serbia, including the Ma thou the Butopean Unoe
s yor of Belgrade). But without the Eur i
' i opean Uni
playing a different role, and more particularly without the Eurogean Unigg

withdrawing its support for Alek Ci¢ i i
o mp s;;(;))n. eksandar Vucic¢ and his party, this looks like

References

B1EP;;XG Policy Pa}?er '(2()'17) The Crisis of Democracy in the Western Bal-
ans. Authoritarianism and Stabilitocracy, http://www.biepag.eu/

Serbia — A Regime that Only Seemed Gone 165
wp-content/uploads/2017/03/BIEPAG—The-Crisis—of—Democra-
cy—in-the—Western—Balkans.—Authoritarianism—and—EU—Stabilitocra—
cy—web.pdf (accessed 31 July 2018).

Buturovié, Z. and Risti¢, L. (2017) Percepcija politicke situacije i sklonost
populizmu kod gradana Srbije 2017, in Gradani Srbije i populizam -

Javno mnjenje Srbije 2017 (ed. Z. Lutovac). Institut drustvenih nauka,
Beograd, pp. 67-95.

Damjanovié, M. (2017) Nations in Transit: Report Serbia 2017, https://freed
omhouse.org/sites/ default/files/NiT2017_Serbia.pdf (accessed 31 July
2018).

Economist Intelligence Unit (2018) EUI Democracy Index 2017 — Free
Speech under Attack, https://www.eiu.com/topic/democracy-index
(accessed 31 July 2018).

Goati, V. (2006) Partijske borbe u Srbiji u postoktobarskom razdoblju, Insti-
tut drudtvenih nauka/Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, Beograd.

Hamid, S. (2017) How to stop a populist. The Atlantic, March 16, https://
www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2017/03/dutch-elections-

geert-wilders/519873/ (accessed 31 July 2018).

Levitsky, S. and Way, L. (2002) Elections without democracy: the rise of
competitive authoritarianism. Journal of Democracy 13(2), 51-65.
Levitsky, S. and Way, L. (2010) Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid

Regimes after the Cold War, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Lutovac, Z. (2017) Odnos gradana prema politickoj eliti, in Gradani Srbije
i populizam - Javno mnjenje Srbije (ed. Z. Lutovac). Institut drust-
venih nauka, Beograd, pp. 13-41.

Mastlovi¢ Jasnié, I. (2016) Preleti u najjacu stranku: Za tri godine se u SNS
sjatilo 250 000 ¢lanova. Blic, 17 July, https://www.blic.rs/vesti/politika/
preleti-u-najjacu—stranku-za—tri—godine—se—u-sns—sjatilo—250000—clan
ova/1y0hmh?7 (accessed 31 July 2018).

Matié, J. (2018) Kontrola i sloboda medija - Svedocenje novinara. Slavko
Curuvija fondacija, Beograd.

Ministry of European Integration of Serbia (2017) European Orientation of
Serbian Citizens, Public Opinion Poll December 2017, Belgrade, http://
www.mei.gov.rs/upload/documents/ nacionalna_dokumenta/istraz
ivanja_javnog_mnjenja/opinion_poll_december_17.pdf (accessed 31
July 2018).

Mudde, C. (2004) The populist Zeitgeist. Government and Opposition

39(4), 541-563.



166
Irena Ristiz

Mudde, C. and Kaltwasser, C. R. (2012) Populism and (liberal) democracy-
a framework for analysis, in Populism in Europe and the AmeriCas:
Threat or Corrective for Democracy? (eds. C. Mudde and C. R. Kalt:

) wasser). Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp. 1-27.

Muller,. ]-W (2017) Sta je populizam? Fabrika knjiga, Beograd. [English
edition: (2016) What is Populism? Penn Press, Philadelphia, PA.

Offe, C. (199'1) Das Dilemma der Gleichzeitigkeit. Demokratisierung und
Marktwirtschaft in Osteuropa. Merkur 4, 279-292

Rustow, D. (1970) Transitions to democracy: toward . i

: s a dyn
Comparative Politics 2, 337-363. ! ynamic model
Stanley, B. (2008) The thin ideology of i iti
3 gy of populism. Journal of P .
s 15(1 95 m1e P al of Political Ideol
Stojanovic, D. (2017) Populism the Serbian Way, Pes¢anik, Beograd.

Jovana Marovié

8. Montenegro between Democracy
and Authoritarianism

Reforms in Montenegro, which have been implemented with increasing intensity since the
beginning of negotiation talks with the European Union in 2012, have limited impact and
Jittle influence on democracy in the country. Causes for the slow democratization process
relate to captured institutions being under the strong influence of the same party for 28
years. The uninterrupted rule of the Democratic Party of Socialists (DPS) has led to the
close entwining of the party and the state at all levels: misuse of state resources for party
purposes, control over the employment process and distribution of social assistance, lack
of liability for frequent violations of the law, positioning of family members and loyal staft
in managerial positions, are some of the mechanisms that the DPS has used. The DPS uses
populist language to support these mechanisms, safeguarding its rule.

Keywords: authoritarianism, clientelism, democracy, leadership, populism

Introduction

Montenegro's efforts towards democratic transformation have been con-
ducted by the same political elite that emerged from the League of Com-
munists of Montenegro (SKCG) after the introduction of a multiparty
system in 1990. The DPS is a clientelistic political network and the sys-
tem governed by the party combines autocratic and democratic elements.
The party has experienced several shifts, such as change of name from the
League of Communists of Montenegro to the Democratic Party of Social-
ists (DPS) in July 1991, or advocating Montenegrin independence after
years of efforts to preserve the state with Serbia. These changes in party
politics were accompanied by a rhetorical turnaround.

The restoration of Montenegrin independence in 2006 and the formal
progress in accession to Euro-Atlantic structures has not reduced the gap





