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of the process of bringing national legislation into

million Euro on development of the institutes of humanitarian aig for the feas
ONs Dflhe EU-

the displaced and the indigent. *

The Thessaloniki summit of the EU with five Western Balkan states in Jyp R wapcan, Intcgration Council, which was a central

. . E . X - . . - R
powerful impulse towards the development of regional cooperation espe «deal with the problems associated with EU integration.”.

between Serbia and Montenegro and neighboring countries and toward i o The so-called “Forum 5+2" played a more significant

ers of finance. three ministers of international economic

Enti I bﬂDkS.

It confirmed the necessity to follow all the points of the Stabilizmioa‘:.
Agreement (SAA) by all candidate states and approved the plan of thejp

the Euro Integration process through the “European Integration Partne

the Western Balkans”." Despite the fact that the internal political situation i e body for training personnel, coordinating projects and

integration was the Office for Joining the EU by the

Montenegro was acute and there were conflicts between different fractions of é :
for Joining the EU), established on 8 March 2004.” On 22

resolutions of the Thessaloniki summit of the EU became a long-term g

not only for Zoran Zivkovic's caretaker government but also for Serbian. bia approved the report on European cooperation and the

leaders. European integration became the matter of rivalry of different par ealization of prioritics of the European partnership'’, The
leaders, in which each of them was cager to represent himself as th : ¢ for Joining the EU. On these grounds, the Council of EU
“Europeist”. i punecil Decision 2008/213/EC"'. described as the “Resolution about
laid in the Agreement of European partnership with
Kosovo, in accordance with the United Nations Security
the 10™ July, 19997 One of the most important statements

5 the direct relation of EU financial support to Serbia’s real

By 2005 Serbia and Montenegro fulfilled the requirements provided by the St
Association Agreement (SAA), worked out in the EU summit in Thessalon
As it was noted earlier in the Thessaloniki summit 3, the EU offered th
Balkans a document about the European partnership as a principal stialeg Coj Ben criteria.

towards the potential candidate countries for membership in the EUS

resolutions of the Thessaloniki summit the government of the republie: her with the Serbian Parliament’s Committee for Joining

the Action Plan to bring the laws 1o conformity with acts of the EU inJ ization, the European Movement in Serbia, formed a

determined the list of 52 laws that first had to be brought to conformity
Yl Hudopmansja o akrmenocrva Kamuerapuje 2004

14)

*European Commission. Directorate-General for cconomic and financial uffﬂii_!_-- : for ecanomic and financial affairs. Occasional papers. N° 5,

January 2004. The Western Balkans in transition / by Directorate-General for ECO! 200 /'by Directorate-General for Economic and Financial AfTairs

(hitp://europa.ewintcomm/economy _finance y’EU's relations with South Eastern

”'IC'-\-!h!lllkl agenda for the Western Balkan (www.ew.int)

*EU"s relations with South Eastern Eurepe (Western Balkans)/the Thessaloniki IW*
(www.ewint) 1
“Serbia and Montenegro. Stabilization and Association report 2004 by commission @
Official site of the EL. (hitp:/europa.cwint/comm/economy. htm)
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to restore and reinforce the European security system, The plan w ! # a number of guidelines about the priority of reforms
- vas W G

approval of the “Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe'” i 1999, the fifth meeting of the group a long pause was made in

possible to speak about the beginning of the pause Was caused by the process of constitutional

large-scale Cooperation

Slobodan Milosevic’s authoritarian regime in October 2000 and the tate Union of Serbia and Montenegro.

elections, the winner of which was the candidate from the demncmﬁ;}’-
= | Union of Serbia and Montenegro in February, 2003, the
.-.jn the process of joining the EU were coordinated in the

Straight after the recognition of Kostunica's triumph in the presiden , two members of the State Union. On the ground of

lifted most of the sanctions which had been imposed on the Federal Re Commission (EC) published the annual report about

(FRY) before and at the time of the conflict in Kosovo and decided mﬂ : -

for liberalization of trade with states of the Western Balkans (zero {

headed for the integration of former Yugoslav states into its oreanis pess of modemization in the FRY in 2001-2002 and in

considered to be especially important as the possibility of stabilizing twas noted that the state government held the exchange
in Serbia and Montenegro and its neighbouring countries depends to a ing provided stabilization of dinar (official currency of
vth of the foreign debt. Structural reforms, particularly the

oy, establishment of Value Added Tax (VAT) and

fulfillment of international long-term development programs,

e of privatization were regarded as positive. It was

D2 and thebeginning of 2003 , the government in Serbia

The evidence of the legitimization of new “democratic” Yugoslavia
representatives of Belgrade in the summit of leaders of all states of
time in the last 10 years. At the end of October 2000, in Skopje, IR e shew: of privatization; & 6ew. law.of
Balkan states was opened, at which bilateral meetings of the president of ' Erprise, competition, registration of companies, etc.
leaders of Albania, Bulgaria, Bosnia, Greece, Macedonia, Runm&l __ ary crisis in Serbia, laws were passed just in February,
took place. In the course of the conference the FRY officially joined Fwas passed only in August, 2003.
the states of South Eastern Europe. *
Uirendered nearly 800 million Euro financial support to
| financial stability, health system reform, restoration of

transport, development of enterprises and also 130

Straight political dialog between the EU, its member states and ﬂw
only in 2001 when the United Consultative Workgroup (UCW) was I
of evaluation of conditions in different spheres, first of all in the sp

rights and national minorities rights, justice and home affairs, Until

! This Pact was adopted in 1999 as a strategy of complex stabilization for Scuth Ea
supported by 38 states, including EU, USA, Russia. '

" Camomnn B. CPIO npiicocnmmmaacs k NAKTY cradiastocTH, Espoma ocTaieh : Yimin Heropujar oS
cammiTom // Hesanmwcimas rasera. No 205, 28,10, 2000, .
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million Euro on development of the institutes of humanitarian aid for the needs of refiosae 7. It was the beginning of the process of bringing national legislation into

the displaced and the indigent. * with the legal foundations of the EU.

The Thessaloniki summit of the EU with five Western Balkan states in June 2003 became 5 2003 the FRY created the European Integration Council. which was a central

powerful impulse towards the development of regional cooperation especially the rels ‘body designed to deal with the problems associated with EU integration.”.

body was inefficient. The so-called “Forum 5+27 played a more significant

between Serbia and Montenegro and neighboring countries and toward institutional reformm
o two republican ministers of finance, three ministers of mternational economic

It confirmed the necessity to follow all the points of the Stabilization and Assoei

Agreement (SAA) by all candidate states and approved the plan of their transformation . o executives of central banks.

the Euro Integration process through the “European Integration Partnership” or “Agends fg

the Western Balkans™.” Despite the fact that the internal political situation in Serbig an sient administrative body for training personnel, coordinating projects and

Montenegro was acute and there were conflicts between different fractions of democrats, the. acts related to EU integration was the Office for Joining the EU by the

resolutions of the Thessaloniki summit of the EU became a long-term guideline in pa .’ (ome'bla (Office for Joining the EU), established on 8 March 2004." On 22

not only for Zoran Zivkovic's caretaker government but also for Serbian and Monten government of Serbia approved the report on European cooperation and the

leaders. European integration became the matter of rivalry of different parties and politii t the plan for realization of priorities of the European partnership'’, The

leaders, in which each of them was eager to represent himself as the most ardg ed by the Office for Joining the EU. On these grounds, the Council of EU

“Europeist”, the Council Decision 2008/213/EC"", described as the “Resolution about

s and conditions laid in the Agreement of European partnership with

By 2005 Serbia and Montenegro fulfilled the requirements provided by the Stabilization 8 negro, including Kosovo, in accordance with the United Nations Security

Association Agreement (SAA), worked out in the EU summit in Thessaloniki in June 2008 1244 from the 10" July, 1999"." One of the most important statements

As it was noted earlier in the Thessaloniki summit 3, the EU offered the states of West - artnership was the direct relation of EU financial support to Serbia’s real

Balkans a document about the European partnership as a principal strategy of the ent of Copenhagen criteria.

towards the potential candidate countries for membership in the EU. According § J

resolutions of the Thessaloniki summit the government of the republic of Serbia g the EU together with the Serbian Parliament’s Committee for Joining

the Action Plan to bring the laws to conformity with acts of the EU in June 2003. srnmental organization, the European Movement in Serbia, formed a
determined the list of 52 laws that first had to be brought to conformity with norn tive W
e Esponcko) yijn Hudopsaugs o axrassoctima Kanuenapuje 2004
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January 2004, The Western Balkans in transition / by Directorate-General for Economic and Fin Balkans in transition / by Directorate-General for Economic and Financial AfTairs
(http://europa.cu int/comm/economy _finance 'EU’s relations with South Eastern Europe (Westem sy finunce ) ; :
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bilization and joining the EU, (Report)? prepared by the Delegation of the

Mini i ic
misters in Maastricht on the 11 October 2004 to launch a policy of a “doubl

¢ ¢
commission in Belgrade with assistance of a workgroup fro

m Brussels.”

with Serbi AN
Serbia and Montenegro. In accordance with Chris Patten's statement.'® "
the EU would pursue an integrati . ) - 1L meant g
gration pol : oy .

policy with Serbia and Montenegro separately; he B

Sval of the Report became an
B+ meeting in Brussels on 25 April.’

important step in the preparation for the EU Council of

itdd 1ot 1 ic >

id not indicate the refusal of the EU to recognize preservation of t " )
n of the State Union,

* At the meeting in Brussels the Council of

‘highly appreciated institutional reforms in Serbia and Montenegro and expressed

tart direct negotiations about signing of the Stabilization a
f 2005. At the meeting of the Council of Ministers a_high

Setting priorities of the foreign policy of Serbia and Montenegro in hi
is

interview f
nd Association

“Politics™ newspaper at the beginni :
nning of I . ) 0
2 ¢ of January 2005, the minister of foreign affairs of g ness to s
‘in the autumn o
as given to the measures of both

n of the state union of Serbia and Montenegro,
o in accordance with the Security

State Union, Vuk Dra i :
s shkovic, emphasized 5 T T 7 -
P ed the State Union's priorities: cooperation with gk
governments in search for the formula of

Hague Tribunal as: iti s s
s a condition for joining the EU and joining the North Atlantic integrald
3 as well as measures of the

u Y 4 A it KOSU\"“ adﬂplﬂ!mn L i
L rthe SOCH; tus Ut O8OV

olution 1244 from 10 July 1999.%° In addition, it was mentioned that

jon of Serbia and Montenegro with the Ha

months ten new accused were extradited to the Hague Tribunal (altogether two
ents of the Former Republic of Yugoslavia, three heads of the Headguarters
rs were extradited, although the general Ratko Miadic

and political syste
po ystem to European standards, development of strategic cooperation with

Federation and also the development of cooperation with neighby b, = succes
1 gue Tribunal developed su b‘fU“)'iR'

and ¢ ies of ion. ™ ]

ountries of the region.” Special emphasis was laid on the necessity 1o complete

R o - 58 plete

process of extradition of the accused Serbs to the International Criminal Tribunal fo

fo ;

| rmer Yugoslavia (ICTY). Such statements adequately reflected the dynamics of ¢

n [ = - - .

mn political moods of people of Serbia and Montenegro: the results of s ! : = e

rr—— i _ s of study of publ 100 high-ranking ofticc
y the Center of Political Studies and Public Opinion of the Insti

S{)Cial Scie | T i I -..J ¥ sitive conclusion abou cp 55 &y
clences n BEL‘! dde n [he mlddll: Gt‘ Dt.‘ctmbel’ 0 i“dicawd the -
= 04 CTOWER o t
Pean Commissiun came l(‘ d4 I ) ill i > ..I l ' th - - l lh .’ t

U by the State Union of Serbia a
aration for the negotiations about drawing up the corresponding agreement,

the fifth anniversary of the democratic changes in Serbia.

confidence toward APt Qaikds £
idence towards the EU in Serbia (in the fifth position after the Orthodox Church, #
nd Montenegro on 13 April 2005, there began

army, lhe 1 C Serbi .
Y president of Serbia and the educational system) and in Montenegro (on the foul

after the Church, the government and the army).”

4 apposed to start by

At the 3 . i
same time the activity of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro forll
spring of 2006 the situation in relations between Serbia and Montencgro

reparati igni : I
p ton for signing of the Stabilization and Association Agreement with the EU
y: the first issue of the agenda was not the

problems of institutional

spring of 2005 was o
pring of 2005 was regarded in Brussels as dyusinic sd conseaive. The EU O
n, but the most serious questions in relation 10 stability and prospects of

commissi T :
issioner, a Norwegian diplomat Oli Rehn, visited Serbia and Montenegro with a g0
1t of the state: the problem of cooperation with the Hague Tribunal and the

of offici s ives ;
icial representatives of the EU and on his returning to Strasburg he said that S

36 (4 2005 (hitp/wivw selo.st.gov.yu/code/na igate,asp?ld=10)

ridry zivanje EU. Nainovije2
ruzivanje EU (hup:/www s;cin.ﬁr.gm',)'w'upb:!d:'dﬂcumcnl&'Fcusihilii.\'Slud}' Zip )

_7_'45. 14, 04, 2005.
L, IN 747, 28, 04, 2005.
Iruzivanje EL. Najnovijel6

Montene iv i st i
gro had received a high appraisal in the Report on the preparation for closing 868

18
Commissioner Patt
en announces launch of Feasibility Serhi
g?}'—sﬁﬂs‘ Il October 2004 (hitp://europi.ew.intcomm ’g'cmﬂ ‘"" 5'“1'@ e f““’mf“fg"‘ et
iyt /e _relations/news/index_htm)
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Foawraxa, Beorpax, 17. 01, 2005,
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2.Internal Political S le in Serbia from 2006 to 2008 , EU members were afraid of destabilizing the domestic state of things in Serbia and of

Three factors—the break off in negotiations about signing the Stabilization and Associs i 'S ettt aliys CRRUHoh WOt e oaRig e d vy

Agreement at the beginning of May 2006, the decision by wester partners to use co ¢ of V. Kostunica’s populist union and for V. Sheshel’s radicals. At the same time

methods of pressure concerning the extradition of Mladic to the Hague Tribunal and . RIS g G it £ RGeS IS BN
determination of the status of Kosovo—caused another political crisis in Serbia which ; QR koot Recwil naperation” & EEOND DE ORI PRIt ¥H

till the spring of 2008. In the situation when the breakup of the unsteady coalition betwaa ey men accused of war crimes appeared in the Hague in January and February 2005

President Tadic and Prime Minister Kostunica became an accomplished fact and the prog REEER el to fis Tibinis viaaaly. The Shaheil peticios Wit e

of reforms of the legal system and military and policing branch of the government ston Q¢ daid nitnccsiihe cooperstinn brtwesa the Cheneety of the Promatior

the EU found that the question of Ratko Miadic and Radovan Karadjic’s extradition was tha Egne Tribiial aid the Special Court on War Ofics in Serbia was sct. Ona

: - ' vernment bia six individuals who were accused of war crimes but
most effective and sophisticated way to put the pressure on Belgrade. by the gove of Serl

oluntarily surrendered to the Tribunal voluntarily were temporarily released from

| . ant unti inni 3 dings. It th i
An important means to exert the influence on the alignment of political forces in Serbia and [sliite boginig GF the legsl pracocdings. It was nol by accideat that the

N . N . alio i ; i igh isal in th i .
on the correlation of forces inside the governing democratic coalition after the fall of § s with the ICTY ‘received a high appraisal in the Report an the readincss

the Agreement on stabilization and joining and in reality they began on the 7"

Milosevic's regime was the question about the cooperation with the ICTY. The question = i X o Ml e J
| 2005."" However in spring of 2006 the issue of R. Mladic and R. Karadjic's

about Serbia’s cooperation with the ICTY after the democratic opposition had come |

. - the pre Belgrade. So the ¢ isti tacti
power became not only the constant topic for negotiations between The Hague and B 1e a method to put the pressure on Belgrade. So the sophisticated tactics of

TR . oy gy - »
_ . . ) . ed “international community™ and especially the European Union for the purpose
but also the precondition for rendering financial support from western countries a ® Y p

- —_ - the correlation of political forces in Serbia in favour of supporters of European
negotiations about its integrations into the EU, However the first success in this proy i s PP e

ad an intermediate result: on 12 December 2006 the Parliament of Serbia made

out holding snap parliament elections on 20 January 2007.

the extradition of the former president of the FRY. S. Milosevic. in June 2001
split in the democratic coalition and an acute political crisis in Serbia. Therefore during

period when governments of DP were in power (2001-2003).** and in the first pe ;
em which was not less important—the question about the final status of the

being in power of V. Kostunica’s coalition cabinet in 2004 through the beginning 0 .3
. .- - - . ‘ ~, i = o t i
sisaibers: 6F the BV, sspecially Feaise: and Gest Britsin, to some: cxtent heldil province of Kosovo and Metohija—took the center of attention of the new

activity of the chief prosecutor of the ICTY, Carla del Ponte's, in her in search for Serbi rities of Serbia in the first days after their election victory in October

Aol o . .3 ‘in Kosovo was partly stabilized within the territory of the autonomous
politicians and military men accused of war crimes. :
esult of the control which was instituted over Kosovo by the UNO mission in
istration of Kosovo (UNMIK) and KFOR, but the crisis in Kosovo spread
ing provinces of Serbia and Macedonia. By efforts of the Coordination

OV0 and Metohija and leaders of the FRY, together with leaders of KFOR and

*Ref. AeawllonreK. Oxora: anpoernnenpectynuusn [ Kapnaaeasllonre, YaxCyueruy; [uep.
Homuxopoii, C. Apremosa]. M.: xcmo, 2008, pp. 148-204; 232.290.

*Ibid. pp. 499-543. 8and the party system of Serbia and Evropean Integrations / Journal of Southern Eurape and

10, Number 2. August 2008. (hitp://www.politikolog.com/sr/node/85/ )
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from the so-called Army of Liberation of Preshevo, Bujanovac and Medvedji were m
arg

off from Preshev valle}r and l'l'l!llt'af)’ units of the Army of Yugos[avia set control "

happened in 2004-2006.*The internecine race for power between supporters of

e g : Serbian parties in Serbian enclaves of the province led to the loss of initiative in
administrative boarder between Kosovo and Serbia and on Kosovo secto - )
L Bl r or

Macedonian-Yugoslav boarder. on process by Belgrade. It allowed the international community, first of all, the

EU and the UN to take the initiative in working out the final status of Kosovo.

failure of the policy “first standards — then status” gave an opportunity o ol

(:00 dlllall()ﬁ (,E‘.'['ilE[ on D50V d . h

f m Jalluat, - lh it 5‘ - |

representatives of international forces in K i - '
ces in Kosovo and with the Contact Group® and to Start : : the UN General Secretary's Special Envoy on these negotiations in November

p pr CESS OI se l’ = L8 el
com; l"‘aled Oces. A rchlng lnr a compromise on tht' ha“‘is 1' !h ey
1 ’anula 1

standards — then status™. " he further round of negotiations on the status of Kosovo under M. Akhtisaari’s

which had begun in February 2006™, became a preparation for the declaration of
e of Kosovo. It was reflected in the so-called “M. Akhtisaari Plan™ which was

However the deadlock in th s of i
& DI OUELS . 007. Th th
process ol inner-Kosovo settlement favoured the fact that by n January 2007. The deadlock e S

the beginning of 2003 Belgrade came to a conclusion that the struggle for “standards™ ang . ofzo(}b provoked another political crisis in Serbia. So after the negotiations on
 of the SAA between the EU and Serbia at the beginning of May 2006 had
)¢ negotiation process in Vienna reached a deadlock and the position of western
f Belgrade and the threat of postponing the SAA became a tool for putting

e political circles of Belgrade. Despite the fact that the new Constitution of

the creation of a multiethnic Kosovo had failed and then it was necessary to come straight o
the determination of the final status of Kosovo in a direct dialog with Washington .;-
and Brussels on the basis of its partition.“*The document called “Strategy for I(c;sov :
Metohija™*" was passed at the end of December 2002 by the FRY gm'emment..
document implied constitutionalization of the Serbian community in the administralive

in October 2006 proclaimed that “the province of Kosovo and Metohija was

system of Kosovo and Metohija i o . g
etohija in the so-called Dayton variant on the basis of the formulas of the territory of Serbia” tension in relations of B. Tadic and V. Kostunica's

“more that an autonomy, less then a ic”
y. republic™. ;
ched its peak. The holding of snap clections became inevitable.

The new alignment of forces i jindjic’ 2003
g of forces in Belgrade set after Z. Djindjic’s murder on 12 March 2048 the European Union tended to combine measures of preseure with GeBoate

had an effect on the co i iati ivi
urse of negotiations and on the living conditions of the population ical parties into the integration process using methods of the so-called

Kosovo. The breakup of i 1 i '
p of the DOS coalition resulted in escalation of internecing SUEE *. From this point of view the process of their inclusion into the system of

between supporters of different Serbian parties in Serbian enclaves of the province.

Paomuponuh b, Hema neniprsocnosenor migepa // TloawTika, 02. 03 2008. //
yu/rabrike/T ema—ncdeljc-*ﬁrpska—pulitickn-eliw'Nema-ncpﬁkusnovcnug-lidmm.hu'ni )
stary’s letter from 31 October 2005 to  the Chairman of the Security Council //
access.nsfGet?Open&DS=5/2005/708& Lang=R)
o sl'l. 1. Kocoso 1 Metoxuja: npouuioct, namhice, CTBApHOCT. 1. m3a. Hosu Cax

b 351,
K. Kocono: se-tope u se-gaxro//
http://www.regnum.ry/new 5745273 . himl/ )

H |
Orlovic S. Parties ¢ ‘5 5 :
B:: i 5 !:a:;:f; :nltllj tt: party ss'sl:m nl‘h:(;}h: B:“Id European Integrations / Joumal of Southern Eurape 80
lht’:‘2 d lkans. ne 10, Number 2, August 2008, (hup://www.politikolog.com/st/ X3/
e R ; \ug ! politikolog.com/srnode/X3/ ), !
group - is an expert commission on Kosove and Metohija question, consisted of Russia, USA

33y H50V0
On the course of negot : i !
K : gotutions about the regulation of the problem of i L
. the au : .
!Mrlohljn Ref': Yosuh, H. Ha remkom nyty, Beorpaa: Yanroja wramna, E:P;;(mnmnus == > -
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international party associations, especially into the European party federations (EFp
< -y . \: 5 o
Europarties) affiliated with the EU was an important method. In the mid-2000s a number ),

+nortant than the Europeanization of the party system was the adoption of special

n the Parliament for the parties of national minorities by the Parliament of Serbia,

s hand it favoured the fragmentation of the party system as a result of the growth
Sandjak and Serbian enclaves of Kosovo, On the

but also the members of the

i ek b
parties of Serbia became members of EFPs. Among other influential parties the Dp

cce: Eli n ’Ilsel ver mio llle !a.l‘y 01’ EurOPEan SOClallsfS thc de
Gf i
OC1a] B of

¢ made some of them not only parliamentary parties,

democratic, socialist and | s e a
abour parties of the EU (December, 2006). The DPS and 61
The EU insistence played an important role in the adaptation of

emment.

_ ﬁu European standard
not less than 30%. It facilitated the gradual wransformation of the party elite’s

were ace as associ i - e
ceepted as associate members into the European People’s Party — the federati
A ration gf

TV Vv CT peopl s pa 1€5 ot th - s II
) ' tm'l - s . O .

membership did not correlate with the programs of these Serbian parties or ith |
Wi he

methods of getting the electoral spac ¢ i : :
pace. At the same time, their relations with the EFps o ‘the fact that the process of European integration led to consolidation of some

the DP, DPS e e
and G17 privileged positions compared to their rivals in terms of establi  other parties, for instance left radical ones
o of 0! parties, for ins c :

e : | shing
European legitimacy and increasing future opportunities for lobbying for their own poli I

interests. But first of all it si : . s .
all it signaled their perception as political forces which bear or g £21 January 2007 were held in the atmosphere of rivalry not

ientary elections 0

Eur re " vl » 1
opean values and ideals. For Serbian parties the Europarties represent : - . . ik
: 4 migi coalition and parties of “old regime” but inside the

e parties of ruling democratic
amp. In general, the political stage of Serbia was again fragmented: nearly 30
elections.” The camp of

mechanism of standardization of programs and values. Speaking about political prog

one can distinguish certain changes in s arti .
changes in some parties. The influence of membership it ng six parties of national minorities took part in the
i TNE pg "

I n 01 Eultl ean tH.,lﬂ]ISlS was tcl n e ] h starte h CEsS (lf ) 1 Ve io‘ Ces i
L in cas ui D d the pl’(‘l 5 reonentaty

from the party of social ¢ : er reforms
) enter to the social-democratic r

¥ m of liberal-democratic forces, parties of national minorities and charismatic

From iis establis . , this time were opposed to the radicals, socialists and, to some extent,

rom its establishment, the DP positioned itself as “a modem party of the social ce . e

- . T : ) - arty

(program of the DP from the election campaign of 1992). The program of 1997 gives mee i

elections of 2007 in Serbia attracted special attention of political and social

shbouring Balkan states, the EU and the USA. The former prime minister

specific definition of the DP as a party of center. In the program, adopted in May, 2001
party de-emphasized its centrist position and in October, 2001 the centrist pmiliar—li'ng of
party was eliminated. After joini s Partv of F s ezt _ X
democracy in the election Jl:rl:;i:lh;:?d::o: 'wl:u:Opea“ B [hc, o ml_ - thard Schroeder, the prime minister of Bulgaria and the leader of the Bulgarian
harmonization with Europe.an Peo lC's— Pa '- ‘ n turn the DPS shifted to the si Sergey Stanishev (who acted for Socialist International and the supreme
nationalistic one while the G17 pluspa d the m'%. e _Chﬂl‘aclcri;acd #e ), the Rumanian president Trayan Basesku and the prime minister and the
partins sid the Depoigic o ! ‘ ) L1heraf Democratic Party are closer o libe8 on affairs of Greece visited Belgrade the day before the elections. They all
ocratic Party of Serbia, the Serbian Movement of Renewal are closer 1€

conservative ones.

pport to Tadic's party.™

the party system of Serbin and European Integrations / Joumal of Southern Europe and
£ 10, Number 2, August 2008, (htip:/ww politikolog.com/st/node/85/ )
in Serbia : 1o spite Europe and neighbours // PROGNOSIS.u/ Geopolitics 22.1,2007.
fmews/geopolitic/2007/1/22/vybory. serbiihiml/)

'"Op.iluanh C. Enponeiranu i “ponj
ta maprwga y Cpogi. (hip/www _politikoloz com/evropeizacio, pdi’ )

188
189




T e b S ————
A mamas mey TR SRR AT ERMY

As a result, the Radical Party of Serbia got the plurality of votes in the Parliament of
(28.50% and R seats out of 250), then with a short lag came B. Tadic's Democratie p

ament elections in January 2007 could not overcome the crisis of power: the
e Rl P i) . . formation of the govcrnme‘ul lastcd. four monl.hs and f.inished on. 15 May 2007

_ ‘ : g of V. Kostunica’s of Democratic Party gp hour before the expiration of time. It finished with formation of another
Serbia and V. Tlic's New Serbia (16.55% and 47 seats). The influence of the Soci ibiriet under Kostunica. The coalition showed the readiness for a compromise as
Party of Serbia reduced (6,4% and 16 seats). It got the electoral qualification but was outy ) seats in the parliament, the DP got 13, a block formed of the DPS and “New
by M. Dinkic’s party G17-plus (8,2% and 19 seats).A great surprise of this campaign 4 “der — the minister of infrastructure Velimir Ilic) — 8 seats, and the party “Group
the success of radically-liberal and “pro-European” coalition of the Party of Socialj 4 seats. An important concession 0 reformation forces was the appointment of

Serbia, the Liberal- “rati EE s . . ) .
e Liberal-Democratic Party and the Civil Partnership headed by C. Joyg Djindjic’s team-mates, Bozidar Djelic. to the position of the vice-premier in

531% and 15 i it was signific ismati '
( % an seats). Finally, it was significant that such charismatic leaders ag Vv processes. The principle of work of the coalition government was based on five

Draskovic, N. Covic and B. Karic left the political stage as their voting lists could n s worked out during the negotiations about its formation. They were reservation
overcome the electoral qualifications.” They were confronted with the dilemma: '..b as a part of Serbia, struggle against organized crime and corruption,
marginalize or to become loyal supporters of B. Tadic's. 2 of social and financial policy and cooperation of Serbia with the Hague
| the same time the type of formation of the government reminded observers of
The election campaign showed that although the DPS had managed to preserve itselfs f feudal division of certain functions and financial spheres of influence.
necessary partner in any of the possible government coalitions, its influence and elector
opportunities had decreased significantly: from the very beginning it was not clear Wi L the new government reproduced the coalition government of DOS after the
whom the DPS was going to form a government coalition after the election. Despite thiss 2000, when the balance of right and left parties was restored. But at the
was not clear with what candidate for the position of a prime minister it was going to fom rding to S. Orlovic, the compromise meant temporary truce, a so-called
coalition cabinet. If we take into account the fact that the attempt to nominate V. Kostuni at which the parties which form the government got the minimal majority
to this position cost the party several percents of vote: the election coalition the DPS =1

headed by V. Kostunica got 666.889 votes, while the DP with B. Djelic as a candidat

‘However, the prime minister “reigns but does not rule” as in reality
are representatives of other parties, fulfill their party interests and in
position of the prime minister 915.014. According to a political scientist S. OrloVié e stringent law of proportionality” they reallocate spheres of influence
demonstrated changes in the mood of electorate and the fact that not only a personality B institutions, the diplomatic sphere and military and policing branches of
program of a party and the team which represents the program play a more important fo ir favour (despite of real control under the Security and Information
the parliamentary elections as opposed to the presidential elections™. 2 two eenters of power were again formed in Serbia: one under the Prime
a's (the DPS — NS) and the other under President B. Tadic’s (the DS).

under Dinkic played the role of a mediator in this fragile balance of

=
Cu:U3BELWTAJO VEVIIHUM PE3VIITATHM '
MA HIEOPA 3A HAPOAHE MOCTIAHHKE
}:.APpm%E QKYHHIHTHE PENYBJIHKE CPBHIE. 9. debpyapa 2007, mmm:]:'r
L ttp://www rik.parlament.sr.gov.yw/cirilica/propisi/lzbori2 10107 htm/ )

Opnosuh C. Koassms(raun)ja / (http://www. politikolog.com/koalicitacija.pdf ) im'mmm /! (http:/fwww_politikolog.com/ Jemna-piaza-g-ana-
_ 4 W ; ot - A==

190
191



FRAIETGRT P T ITTURTUTID I QETRIU I 1S FIF3E WELUUE W) 1T AAD CETIIUTY

: e LB . R thusiasts among them,
At the same time such a polarized pluralism which began to form in the party system gf s of the SPS are inclined anti-European. There are no Euroenthusiasts g

. . . . . ‘} Is- = B
Serbia in the spring of 2007 responded less and less to the moods of Serbian population_ m are Buroskeptics, 41% Europhobes and 12% Eurorealists
results of a public opinion poll about the attitude towards the EU* carried out by the

= \ . = sratic Views spite being socialists and radicals.
Belgrade office of the Medium Gallop Group showed this clearly. The interviewed had n half of voters share pro-democratic views, despite 2 so¢

) . . . - ; ~ ' . 5%). DPS (74%), small
answer the question which of 4 suggested positions towards Europe is closer to tic views are often shared by voters of the DP (85%), the (74%

position. As a result four main groups of population were singled out, in accordance wis
their view on the EU:

%), and rarely by those who does not belong to any party or who belong to the
and the SPS (total 18%). Voters of the SPS (68%) and the SRP (44%) tend to
1. “Euroenthusiasts” who state that “Europe is really close to me and | ession “in some cases the undemocratic government 15 hcuerl tl‘tat. the
think that we had to do our best to become member, o meet all the one.™ This all leads to a conclusion that if Serbia of Milosevic’s times

R s ; . -Milosevic Serbi: or 2000 regard the return to
conditions.” Twenty-two perecent of the interviewed shared this view. from Europe, then the post-Milosevic Serbia afte g

2, “Eurorealists” who say, I can’t say that Europe is close to me,

~only possible way for its development, a view supported by three-fourths of
but | think that the integration into the EU is necessary and we should work:
on it.” Thirty-five percent of the interviewed think so. ! _

3. “Euroskeptics™ who say, “1 doubt if the intentions of Europe and/ (8 e the second coalition government of V. Kostunica who wanted to oust his
the West are good and 1 think that we should join them slowly and ¢’s DP from the political stage could not last long. The year 2007 was
carefully.” Twenty-nine percent share this position. t fivalry of two centers of power, which led to the current alignment of

4. “Europhobes™ who say, “Integration into Europe would mean . 1f ed as a result of the presidential run-off in January and the beginning \_)t'
domination of European and other forces over our nation: Serbia does not. | as @ result of snap parliamentary elections on 11 May 2008, which ‘.“
belong to that world and therefore it should share traditional values and the atmosphere of a new acute political crisis caused by Kosovo's
should not allow itself to join wild nations.” Thirteen percent of the ndence on 17 February 2008.
interviewed share this position’, ‘
3. Tadic managed to pursue a politically astute course: for a long time
If we compare the viewpoint on the EU with the support of different parties we ! functions of a public politician, performing only the representative
the voters for G17 and President B. Tadic’s DP are pro-Europeans, Forty-fo d for the president by the Constitution. He did not speed up the process
voters for G17 Plus are Euroenthusiasts and 42% are Eurorealists;: DP voters sh ca’s cabinet, shifiing all the political difficulties of the time onto ¥:
point of view with 37% of them being Euroenthusiasts and 42% Eurored s 0f Kosovo's declaration of independence, the Hague Tribunal, the

= sms. = ese ' es’” were in hands
voters (Kostunica) are 51% Eurorealists, 24% Euroskeptics and 17% Eul 0 and financial problems. “All these “hot potatoes were in

MO Orlovid S Europeanization and Democratization of Partiey and Party System of Serbid. \
(http://www.politikolog.com/sr/node/33/ ) sion and Democratization of Parties and Party System of Serbia.
= ode/33/ )
T lbid ]
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¢. The comparative analysis of voters' opinions at the probable referendum on joining

of V. Kostunica and his government” according to D. Vukadinovic.” B. Tadic man
Y ] nged] 0
rom September, 2002 till December, 2008 shows that the number of supporters of

1 iati '
ead negotiations about adoption of the new Constitution of Serbia in the autumn of 2

or 2007
never been less that 60%. It is worth mentioning that the joining course had the

The holding of the presidential elections in January 2008 was the indispensible condi .
ndition fop.
' in December 2003, when the Radical Party got the majority of votes at the

and in May 2008, when the pro-European forces won the parliamentary elections
d “the way to a better

adoption of the Constitution. It should be with the preamble which confi '
¢ | nlirmed the
sovereignty of Serbia over Kosovo and Metohija in negotiations of democrats ith
Y S With

port of 67%." As an incentive for joining, people mentione

Kostunica's * ists™ Henling : s
s “populists™ and T. Nikolic's radicals. B. Tadic won again in the ha!’gaining E
| 9,) and “the opportunity

or the young (51%). “more opportunities to get & job” (43

a principle, “We give you the preamble about Kosovo, you give us popular vor
vole fo 3+
ound the EU freely” (41%). Itis significant that only 28% count on the process of

president with little privilege® i
privilege™." He not only won at the presidential elections byt

managed to assure the real constituti { i :
utional transformation of the parliament-gove ‘on the factor of inner transformation of the country and only 20% are afraid of a

system into a hall~presidential syst i i i
p system. This happened in spring, 2008. own cultural identity. It indicates thal in most cases the pregmlic jseest- 4

eific preferences from the EU is the incentive for joining. Half of the interviewed
the policy of constantly new humiliating conditions for Serbia’s accession—

woe the cooperation with the Hague Tribunal (86%)—as the reason for slowing

In January and the beginning of February 2008, two rounds of snap elections were

which Tadic won with incidental advantage, and the representative of the SRP, T, Ni

not support his partner in the iti :
government coalition and decided to support the | “For European Serbia” election block could eliminate not only the specific

candidate, the leader of the N i i
3 ew Se . e s ; : 1k a ‘ . .
ebia—ilic. The crisis continued with 4 resigndd the “West or Kosovo ut also achieve the maximum use of those

Kostunica’s cabinet on 11 March 2 i .
arch 2008. It had become incapable because it could not Al h joining of the EU promised to paternalistic social strata. In many ways

the conflict of Kosovo's declarati ! 1gni
aration of independence and the signing of the SAA. Thill v of the coalition “for European Serbia” at the parliamentary elections on

May 2008 was appointed a i i
- s & day for holding new suup parliumentary elections. and then the formation of the coalition government of democrats with

Before the elections the majori i
ajor . . - V. d their partners i ' i ' ks
jority of foreign and Serbian political scientists thoughtl their partners in the election block in the reality was a result of fun 1ental

their results would be the sam : - , . I
e ¢ as those of 21 January 2007 if the Radical Party of Serb i the moods of Serbian society in favour of pro-European choice as well as the

(V. Sesel’s party) got the majori o -
party) g majority of votes and B. Tadic's democrats would try 10 res » course of the Democratic Party.lt managed to deprive its rivals of the

compromise with V. Kostunica’s populists, i : : . ;
, insisting not to recognize the independence of Kosovo and assuring the

that it is more effective to defend the territorial integrity of Serbia from

At the same time the results of vari i s : Al
of various public opinion polls in the spring OfF =  outside the EU. Tadic could not only sign the SAA on 28 April, 2008, but

demOnSll'al'ed Scriul.ls Sh. i
ny OIEI'S mOOdS. Rebt‘.'art.hel 8 0' pu! ’I Ic Opmm N AUEE : | f | .' X i

attitude towards the EU i joini :
, carried out by the Office for joining the EU by the goveri® S January, 2008 by the government just two days before the elections. By

Serbia demonstrated that the attitude towards the process of European integration ¥

rpahana Cpluje: Tpenaosi / TIPEACTaREALE PEIyITITR HCTPAKHBARLE JABHOT MUCHE
roaune) // (http://web uzzpro.gov.rs/Kzpew razna/javno_mnenje OBl 2.pidfl )
rpahaus Cpouje: Tpenzonn / TTpecTanmaine pesyarat HCTPRKHBAILA JABHOT MHCHA
I&flrﬁc) " Iht'lpi.ffwcb,u?_—f,pm_gm'_rsf’kz;rua'mznn’ja\'nrl mnenje_0812.pdi’ )

23 (0% 3008 11 (et T s sy iy reakoi/sertiye dorhi do_ |3 tyunysl
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problems of relations between two main partners but also to respect the pride of

this he managed to smooth the primordial conflict of Serbian mind—either with the West
| smbers of the caalition and provide vitality and capacity for work. At that time the

with Russia. As opposed to this traditional choice a new formula was found “both with g

West and with Russia™. To a large extent the balanced policy of Russian leaders in : of the SPS was negotiating about forming of right-nationalistic coalition with

question of the status of Kosovo favoured it. The leaders of the Russian Federation g, ilg Nikolic’s radicals and with the Democratic party of the former Prime Minister

build pragmatic relations based mainly on economic partnership, including the sphere gp v Kostunica. As a result the number of minister portfolio was extended to 27. So they

energetic security. At the same time during the end of domestic political crisis Mosang to get the govermmental majority in Serbian parliament (Serbia — is a

deliberately distanced itself from intervention into the domestic political struggle. y republic), which equals to 128 votes out of 250.

3. Political transformations in Serbia in 2008 and forming of current political seppp and counter reformates (Kostunica's radicals and democrats) were m

The new coalition government of Serbia was formed after marathon negotiations in the \ 'ﬁ'le Liberal-democratic party of Cedomir Jovanovic which can be regarded as a

middle of July, 2008 and to a large extent was the continuation of unpredictable result supporter of the course to “European Serbia” declared that it would support

the parliament elections. It was formed by two coalitions — “for European Serbia(the D) sions and laws of the government during the vote™,
the incumbent president Boris Tadic, Mladjan Dinkic’s party “G17+", Vuk Drashkoy
Serbian Movement of Renovation™) and SPS — PUPS-US(Ivica Dacic’s Socialistic Pg . nt elections in May, 2008 and forming of M. Cvetkovic’s coalition government
Serbia, Jovan Krkobabic’s Party of Pensioners and Dragan Markovic-Palma’s “the = d the epoch in transformation of the political and party system of Serbia. The
. rization and fragmentation of the political scene typical for the period of the

d the beginning of the 2000™ was changed by the new period. The particular

Serbia™. Despite of it there were representatives of the parties of national minorities (

is @ multinational state). This political-ideological configuration was principally

Serbia. And it was not done just for the sake of consolidation of power and the opportusi new period was the concentration of political parties and the forming of

to adopt the policy of ideologically different and rival political forces. It refers to the -governmental coalitions, Judging by its type the party system of

political cooperation of the recently implacable enemies: during the whole period of! mates (o the system of the limited pluralism system.

governing the founder of the SPS and the president of Serbia and Yugoslavia Slobod

Milosevic did his best to suppress the Democratic Party, Eventually in October, principally new government coalition with the assistance of the Socialistic

was thrown down by the leader of democrats Zoran Djindjic, who later sent Milosevi¢ ' hﬂicales not only its inner transformation but also the result of the

International Tribunal in the Hague. Till the announcement of the results of 11 M f the tendency to the national reconciliation and consolidation. The process

elections no one could imagine and the DP and the DPS could cooperate. However dation became evident not only in formation of bigger election blocks but

political reality forced both parties and their supporters to form a coalition. n of more articulate social-liberal coalition by the government. At the same

of the political scene and the ability of the former party of “old regime”

Forming of a coalition government was a complicated project from the point of ¥ie8
i wasic pedopmaropor// Polit, ru. 12 07 2008 //

political technologies: one had not only win the coaliti ; its side :
Y ition of the SPS to its si ithor/2008/07/10/serb himl/ )
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to form a coalition with parties of “Euroreformates™ testifies that a consensus based op,
twg

different and at the same time interconnected elements have been found
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