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1. Introduction

This paper addresses the efforts by the Djindjic/Zivkovic governments (2001-2004) to reform the Serbian public administration. On the surface, the Serbian reform process is ambiguous. Though there is widespread agreement that the present administrative system is badly in need of overhaul, it has been remarkably resilient. Despite political upheavals in 2000, which had the outward appearance of a revolution, three and a half years later the basic structures of the state apparatus that served the Milosevic regime and its communist predecessors were still in place. In short, it appeared that political discontinuity had been followed by institutional continuity.

This paper aims at describing and explaining this state of affairs. We focus on two aspects of reform: radicalism and comprehensiveness, and describe the 2001-2004 reform agenda in the light of these two variables. It is then our ambition to explain the extent of radicalism and comprehensiveness by using two basic approaches to transformations in Central and Eastern Europe – structure and leadership (Ekiert and Hanson 2003). To explain the evolution of reform programmes, a structuralist looks for institutional features that enable or impede such reforms, whereas a leader-oriented approach concentrates on the intentions and priorities of key actors. 

We argue that political leaders may be more or less forceful, and governmental structures more or less hospitable to reform, and that these distinctions are essential to understanding public administration development. The extent of forceful leadership and hospitable structure are determined by the scale of their contributions to government’s ability to innovate, that is, break with established patterns and conceive and develop novel ideas, and to coordinate, that is, bring ideas together in a coherent scheme and set priorities. 

‘Forceful leadership’ is contingent on the commitment and vision of key decision-makers as well as the extent of cohesion among them and of a democratic and stable power concentration. It is widely assumed that these factors are crucial preconditions for successful reform in transition countries (Dror 2004). 

‘Structure’ denotes the institutional capacity available to governmental leaders. There is professional consensus that an innovative organisation, particularly one faced with a complex and dynamic environment, must avoid the trappings of a centralised bureaucratic structure (Crozier 1963, Mintzberg 1979). Information must flow flexibly and informally, and there have to be mechanisms that make employees identify with their jobs and internalise organisational goals (Dessler 1980). To ensure coordination there must be arrangements that facilitate dissemination of information and mutual adjustment among governmental bodies as well as institutions that can resolve conflicts, integrate policies and set priorities.

A simplified model of relationships between the four main variables, structure, leadership, innovation and coordination, is spelt out in the table below.

Relationships between structure, innovation, leadership and coordination

	
	Innovation
	Coordination

	Structure
	Innovation facilitated by:

· Low level of centralisation and bureaucracy

· Informal and flexible flow of information

· Mechanisms enhancing employees’ job identification
	Coordination facilitated by:

· Arrangements for dissemination of information and mutual adjustment

· Institutions for resolving conflicts, integrating policies and setting priorities

	Leadership
	Innovation stimulated by:

· Commitment and vision
	Coordination strengthened by:

· Cohesion among leaders

· Democratic and stable power concentration among leaders


The more forceful the leader and more hospitable the structure are, the greater the chance of significant reform. Conversely, the combination of weak leadership and inhospitable structure make reform prospects look bleak. Forceful leaders can over​come an alien structure, but not necessarily: inhospitable structures may trump leader​ship and prevent significant changes from occurring. As Weaver and Rockman (1993, p.6) remind us, structural capacities without action do not in themselves produce change. A high level of a specific capa​city increases, but does not guarantee, a high level of performance in a govern​ment’s actions. The extent to which a government exploits the potential of its structural resources or acts in accordance with or in violation of established procedure, is a function of the goals and commitments of key decision-makers. 

Writers on organisation tend to emphasise the extent to which institutional structure restricts human action and persists even when exposed to resolute reform efforts. Students of transition processes in the former USSR (Ekiert and Hanson 2003), and African and Latin American countries (Grugel 2002) argue that legacies from the past impinge to such an extent on the democratisation effort as to explain its failure. It seems to be a general observation that the public administration systems of the former communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe are still, or at least until quite recently, heavily influenced by the culture, ethics and working practices of the ancien regime and that they have been remarkably resistant to change.

However, there is no professional consensus that the reform of public administration is beyond the reach of political leaders; that traditionalism and inertia are the only or normal responses to reform initiatives. An almost antithetical approach emphasises the role of deliberate human action, i.e. political leadership, and argues that conscious, committed actors are capable of restructuring public institutions and of acting independent of and in opposition to structural constraints. 

One of the best examples of a groundbreaking leader is Margaret Thatcher, who produced enduring change in institutional values (Peters 1999). In the Czech Republic Prime Minster Vaclav Klaus’s admiration for Thatcher translated into extensive market-liberal reforms (Orenstein  2001). The last Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev made his own contribution to the transformation of the Soviet Union. There was nothing in the standard operational repertoire of the Soviet government that necessitated or determined his policy of perestroika (Johnson 2003).  

Conversely, lack of political leadership may have detrimental effects on public administration reform. Insufficient political demand for institutions or institutional reform is considered the single most important obstacle to institutional development in poor countries (Fukuyama 2004, particularly pp. 47 and 48). The experience of East Germany illustrates how inappropriate policy choices can undermine performance even in the most favourable institutional environment. Although the former German Democratic Republic was able to adopt all the institutions of West Germany without delay, it has experienced one of the slowest GDP growth rates in Europe (The World Bank 2002, particularly pp. xxi and xxii).

Innovation and coordination are key functions of any government (Weaver and Rockman 1993). However, they are not the only functions governments must perform. Features of leadership or structure that are weaknesses in relation to one function may be advantages in relation to another. For instance a tightly regulated bureaucracy may not stimulate innovation, but it may help to provide stability and to ensure the rule of law. Arguably, a system of public administration with little legal regulation may be more open to abuse than one in which there is a more extensive body of regulations. 

Although values such as stability and rule of law may be of vital importance, we believe that questions of innovation and coordination merit sustained attention because governing institutions in Serbia are strongly criticised for their lack of ability to carry out a reform agenda. For instance the World Bank argues that the absence of vigorous and concerted action and a muddle through approach to reform has seriously undermined the country’s ability to raise living standards on a sustainable basis (The World Bank 2004, p. 3).

There is a complex relationship between innovation and coordination. The two types of activities may be mutually reinforcing or conflicting; indeed governments may not be able to sustain both equally efficiently, and trade-offs have to be made. We may imagine a wide range of possible correlations between innovation and coordination, including the following:

· Some aspects of coordination, i.e. elite cohesion, may provide important opportunities for comprehensive policy innovation.  

· Systems where political power is fragmented and coordination difficult, e.g. coalition governments, pose serious risks for innovation resulting in stalemates or ‘lowest common denominator’ policies. 

· Strong centralisation of authority may discourage innovation as well as coordination, because people on lower levels of government become reluctant to take on responsibilities or make efforts to develop joint policies. 

· In systems where there are weak mechanisms for government-wide coordination, innovation will probably remain on the ministerial level rather than leading to comprehensive cross-sectoral policies. 

Comparative studies establish that there are essential cross-national variations in modes of governmental decision-making resulting from differing institutional structures and traditions (Aberbach et al. 1981, Blondel and Nousiainen 1993). We may assume that distinctly national patterns of decision-making cut across governmental sectors, so that patterns of interaction in e.g. the Ministry of Transport resemble patterns in the Ministry of Finance. Thus, in describing factors that have influenced public administration reform in Serbia, we shall pay attention to overall features that have shaped decision-making behaviour in a uniform fashion irrespective of e.g. policy sector, governmental institution or ideological outlook of government parties. 

However, the ways in which governmental institutions operate may be influenced by factors that are inherently situational and never completely similar across governments or governmental sectors, and create separate and varied patterns of national decision-making. For instance, a country may have a strong capability for innovating in economic policies but a weak capability for innovating in administrative policies. Therefore, besides looking into factors that have homogenised governmental decision-making, we shall try to identify features that have promoted diversity.

This study is primarily based on three types of data

· printed material, primarily legal texts, government policy papers (in English translation), and reports by donors and external observers

· approximately 60 interviews with political appointees, permanent staff and international observers conducted in two rounds, one at the beginning of the Djindjic/Zivkovic governments (spring 2001) and one at the end ( winter 2004)

· a survey covering all professional civil servants in five ministries.
 

2. The Reform Effort

When Zoran Djindjic’s government took office in January 2001 the Serbian public administration was in dire straits. The situation was recorded in a study prepared in the early summer of that year (APAD 2002). The review identified:

· wide-spread problems of motivation

· far-reaching politicisation  

· a shortage of administrative equipment and infrastructure

· a lack of capacity for strategy and policy development

· weak mechanisms for cross-ministerial coordination

· a rule-oriented, risk-averse administrative culture

· a strong centralisation of decision-making authority.

Though there are essential variations, only a limited number of the reform activities of the 2001-2004 period were aimed at addressing the major deficiencies identified in 2001. Basic, crosscutting structures of the Serbian public service remained unchanged.  Though some ministries exploited a good deal of the reform potential within the existing system, it was difficult for them to make further progress without significant changes in the overall administrative framework. In sum the progress of public administration reform was neither radical nor comprehensive.  On the contrary, it appeared sluggish, uneven and hampered by formalism.

The lack of radicalism manifests itself in various ways:

Lack of clear priorities Serbian officials interviewed for this study argue that the government should have made a clean and immediate break with the legacy of the past; that it failed to seize the opportunity when it had a two-thirds´ majority in the National Assembly. There is a widespread notion that the prioritisation, sequencing and timing of reform activities were inadequate. After three and a half years there was still no overall strategy paper or consensus on a new Serbian constitution. 

Extensive legalism Respondents perceive the reform effort as overly legalistic and argue that legalism makes the Serbian public service rigid and hard to change. Questions of substance are easily turned into matters of formalities. 

Key features of the reform process indicate a lack of comprehensiveness:

Neglect of crosscutting issues A great number of government-wide problems, which affected all or most of the ministries, remained unresolved. For instance there were still no appropriate personnel policies, no functional pay system, and no modern framework for the public service and civil servants.

Isolation and fragmentation of reform arenas There are complaints that the fragmented way decisions were made distorted the policy cycle – from policy development via implementation to the provision of feedback and learning. In general, there was a lack of communication between government units and across hierarchic levels. Members of the permanent staff complain that they were not involved in or informed of reforms initiated by political appointees. Ministers seem to have worked in isolation from their government colleagues on the same types of issues, concerning, for instance, the organisation and staffing of the ministries. As one minister observes, ‘it was each minister for himself’.

Variations in reform intensity Reform activity appears to have been intense in some areas where the situation was particularly serious in 2000, for instance the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of the Interior. New systems for taxation and customs administration were established and steps taken to recast the Serbian police from an instrument of repression to an institution of public service. However, there are also ministers in key policy areas who say they were thwarted in their attempts to introduce changes. In the Ministry of Mining and Energy, there were serious clashes between the political leadership and the top management of the state energy companies, which obviously hindered the restructuring of the energy sector.

In the rest of this paper we shall try to shed light on factors that have prompted or hindered public admini​stration reform during the 2001-2004 period. Before turning to our explanatory variables, structure and leadership, we shall take a brief look at two aspects of Serbia’s political and administrative history – 45 years of communism and a long-lasting attachment to Austrian and German administrative traditions. These aspects are essential to understanding the current nature of Serbian administrative structure and political leadership.

3. Preceding the Reform: Communism and Pre-Communism

The policy role of civil servants was never well developed in Central and Eastern European states (Verheijen and Rabrenovic 2001). In Western Europe policy development became an increasingly important function of the civil service as the role of the state expanded rapidly after the Second World War. The communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe missed out on this development (Verheijen and Rabrenovic 2001), not least because Party bureaucracies monopolised policy functions and reduced the civil service to a body to enforce the Party line.

This largely appears to have been the case in Yugoslavia/Serbia. Our interviews with Serbian civil servants with experience from the Communist period indicate that the ministries were transmission belts of the will of the ruling party in major political matters. Questions of policy were mostly decided behind closed doors in the so-called ‘Red House’ by a charismatic leader. Ministers communicated political decisions to their officials in a top-down fashion and told them to come up with legal texts that expressed the party line. Within the ministries, there was little room for discussing the content or principles of legislation; only technical and legal aspects of predetermined policies could be addressed. 

To some extent, Yugoslav legal theories conformed to the Marxist notion that the key functions of the state administration were to execute power and to safeguard the interests of the ruling class – which in practice meant a narrow and non-accountable party elite - if necessary by means of physical force
.

After the adoption of the 1974 Yugoslav Constitution, there were attempts to modify essential principles of the administrative system and to charge ministries with developmental tasks. According to the 1977 Federal Law on the System of Public Administration, the purpose of the civil service was not only to execute power, but also to play a part in the improvement of the lives of citizens through data collection and analyses. However, these formal modifications appear to have led to few actual changes at any level of the Yugoslav state. The primary function of the ministries remained law implementation.

Within this particular framework, Yugoslavia is generally considered to have been an exception among ex-communist states in Central and Eastern Europe, because it preserved key features of its pre- Second World War system of public administration (Verheijen and Rabrenovic 2001). The notion of the civil service as an essential state institution – an idea that was well-established in Serbia as well as the First Yugoslavia (1919-1941) remained unchanged after 1945 (Sevic 2001).

The Serbian and Yugoslav system of administrative law and public administration were, from the very beginning, based on and distinguished by continental, mainly German and Austrian models. These patterns travelled across successive Yugoslav regimes, producing an administrative continuity in the country. For instance, key principles of the 1929 Yugoslav law on administrative procedure, which were more or less copies of the corresponding Austrian regulations, are still effective, as they were during the Communist period.

Perhaps the key aspect of continental European administrative traditions is the notion of public administration as a law bound quasi-judicial activity. This model contrasts sharply with the one found in the UK and other countries with anglophone traditions, particularly member states of the British Commonwealth (e.g. Australia, New Zealand and Canada), where comparatively little of the routine work of civil servants is governed by law, and where administration has been considered an ‘art learned in practice’ (Ridley 1996, p. 24). Thus, what may be described as legalism in the Serbian civil service is also a feature of e.g. the Austrian public administration (Ridley 1996, p. 28).

However, this parallel should not be taken too far. During the 45 years of communism the Serbian legal system developed in ways that separated it from the evolution of the continental systems. Perhaps the major difference is the extent of formalism in the application of Serbian law, as compared to the more pragmatic approach in Western Europe generally. In Serbia the predominant sources of law are legal texts – mainly acts of parliament and governmental decrees. Tito is reputed to have complained that the Yugoslav judiciary was ‘too rigid in implementing the law to the letter’ (Stanovcic 1997, pp. 42, 43) Elsewhere in Europe, not least the European Union, a great number of unwritten general principles of law, case law and ‘soft law instruments’ are key elements of the legal system. 

In addition to legal formalism a peculiar feature of post-war Yugoslavia was the tendency to introduce new laws or a new constitution when social or economic crises arose, rather than facing the real problems (Allcock 2000). This practice, sometimes referred to as ‘hypernorma​tivism’, made the legal and administrative systems increasingly more extensive
, complex and arguably, impervious to change.

The judicial and rigid nature of Yugoslavia’s (and hence Serbia’s) public administration is surprising given the country’s reputation of being socially reformist and having built a distinctive brand of socialism with such features as ‘workers’ self-management’ and ‘social ownership’. Some scholars argue that Yugoslavia’s position as a pioneer country is hardly justified; on the contrary it appears to have been a conservative country where it was difficult to implement reforms, where the public administration was unreceptive to new ideas and practices, and where reforms were often abandoned before they were completed (Sevic and Rabrenovic 1998). 

4. Structure

It is a general notion that Serbian government bodies can hardly be said to fulfil the requirements of innovating institutions outlined above. A study prepared by a group of foreign observers concludes, that ‘… a democratic… government proposing an extensive package of reform will be unable to function satisfactorily if it only can rely on bodies having a reactive much more than an innovative function. Freeing itself from these disadvantageously restrictive elements of its inherited past and establishing modern institutions will be of decisive importance, not only for the Serbian government’s ability to function but also for its democratic legitimacy’ (APAD 2002, p.43). Though this assessment was made three years ago, it is clearly valid today. For instance one minister interviewed in early 2004 complained, ‘The Serbian ministerial system is extremely hierarchic and static. There is nothing to help ministers to be flexible. The whole system is structured for people who have been doing the same tasks for 20 years and who expect to continue doing so for the next 20. The system does not stimulate creativity’.

However, there were developments during the 2001–2004 period which partly modify this distinctly negative picture, and to which we turn our attention below.

A centralised bureaucratic structure The Serbian ministries possess some of the key characteristics of a centralised bureaucracy, e.g. tight regulation and standardisation of work, elaborate division of labour, emphasis on control and top-down decision-making. Governmental organisations are largely conceived of as a set of rules controlling work processes and not as a system of interpersonal relations. The empha​sis is on the formal structure and not on the people working within it. Typi​cally, there are distinct mechanisms for controlling compliance with internal regulations whereas arrangements for developing personnel policies are weak or non-existent.

The tasks of each employee and each government unit are carefully defined in legal documents. These documents have a particular significance in Serbia, where legal texts are the only basis for establishing the rights and duties of citizens and public bodies. Generally, Serbian employees can be expected to perform the duties they are formally and explicitly required to do, but show a reluctance to go beyond tasks listed in their formal job description. As one Serbian law professor observes (private interview), ‘in our country we only have what is on paper. The functions of government have to be set out in writing, if they are not, we refuse to be bothered’.

The elaborate formal structure of the Serbian public service is set out in several legal acts, i.e. the Constitution, the Law on Ministries, the Law on State Administration, and the Law on Labour Relations in State Bodies. The number of ministries and sub-units within the ministries is relatively large and the internal hierarchies long, with five levels of leadership. According to employees working with public administra​tion reform, the formal framework is hardly conducive to reform. One official compares it to the army.  ‘ We have this long chain of command. All proposals, all communications have to go through all levels’.  

The Serbian ministerial structure reflects a preoccupation with control and surveil​lance. The 2001 study quoted above states that, ‘the strong emphasis placed on control activities within ministries may contribute to their inability to free themselves from what through Western European eyes can only be considered as outdated control/surveillance centred thinking’ (APAD 2002, 83). 

In a number of ministries, operational control activities are the dominant tasks. The ministries shall not simply organise supervisory activities. It is assumed that inspectors permanently employed within the ministries themselves carry out these activities and that inspectorates are integral parts of a ministry. In most ministries there are few, if any, resources for policy development.

Not only a preoccupation with control, but also a philosophy of command distinguishes Serbian ministries. It is telling that public servants use analogies from the military or police to describe the way ministries function; the Ministry of the Interior still has a military grading system.  Authority is strictly centralised with ministers being the only officials vested with decision-making power, a prerogative that is rarely delegated to subordinate employees. 

Centralisation may create bottlenecks and lead to idiosyncratic decisions. A 2003 study argues that the ministerial top management is overburdened, that there is no clear distinction between operative and strategic tasks and that the personality of key political leaders influences ministerial behaviour (APAD 2003, 59). Without the involvement and approval of the top leader, little happens. For example, work almost came to a standstill at the IT agency during an eight-month period in 2001/2002 when the agency was without a director. 

For civil servants formal regulation may serve as a protective shield in ambiguous and potentially threatening situations. Especially because the political situation in Serbia is unstable, and because changes of government or individual ministers usually entail major personnel changes in the service (Sevic 2001), public servants may find it best to stick to what is formally prescribed and avoid developing potentially controversial ideas of their own. The times are not distant when employees were closely monitored by political superiors, and according to one respondent ‘anyone could end up in jail or become persona non grata for political reasons’. According to one minister, fear is a stimulus, a motivating force frequently activated in Serbian history. 

Flow of information and mutual adjustment The elaborate and hierarchical organisational pattern of the Serbian government institutions and the extensive system of legal regulations may hamper sharing of information and mutual adjustment, making communication inside and between government bodies overly formal. Thus, several respondents generally describe the interaction between ministries as limited as well as bureaucratic and ritualistic. One assistant minister who chairs a working party that includes representatives from most Serbian ministries, complains that the strong centralisation of authority makes it almost impossible to reach the decision-making level in several ministries, which in turn hinders smooth inter-ministerial coordination.

According to our interviewees, ministerial employees receive little feedback on their work and scant information about what is going on in the public administration outside their own office or department. Communication resources in the ministries are primarily used to promote the public image of the Minister, and not to facilitate processes within the ministry or between the ministry and its clients (APAD 2003). As stated by one senior official, lack of information amounts to ‘an existential problem’ in the Serbian public service. 

According to our survey there are noticeable differences from one ministry to another. Internal communi​cation is significantly better in the Ministry of International Economic Relations and the Ministry of Trade, Tourism and Services than in the three other ministries covered by our survey. Particularly in the Ministry of International Economic Relations, the group of satisfied civil servants is significantly larger than the category of dissatisfied civil servants. Internal communication appears to be especially deficient in the Ministry of Mining and Energy where dissatisfied civil servants make up a clear majority.

Such variations are also reflected in the interview data. While some officials, as we have noted, compare their ministries with the military, others make analogies that indicate an atmosphere more conducive to innovation. For instance, an official in the Ministry of International Economic Relations argues that she and her ministerial colleagues ‘work like a private company. We have regular meetings and respond very quickly’. An official in the Ministry of Economy and Privatisation observes that the ministry reminds her more of a workshop than a governmental office.

As already noted, the political leadership largely seems to have by-passed their ministerial employees when dealing with politically sensitive matters or assessing new measures. According to members of the permanent staff, ministries continued to function in the old top-down fashion after the upheavals of 2000/2001. Traits of the previous regime were still visible and active (Rabrenovic 2003). 

There may be several interpretations of this lack of interaction. The low level of teamwork largely corresponds to the role perception of political appointees and permanent officials. Whereas assistant ministers think of themselves as leaders in the policy-making process, heads of divisions and other categories of career civil servants perceive their role mainly as administrative and recognise political leadership as responsible for policy-making (Rabrenovic 2003). Moreover, ministers of the 2001-2004 period seem to have seriously doubted the motivation and professional knowledge of their ministerial civil servants.

Job identification and internalisation of organisational goals Considering the low level of interaction between political appointees and permanent staff, one may assume that it is difficult for civil servants to know much about, let alone identify with the goals of the political leadership. Moreover, our interview data clearly indicates that low salary levels, bad physical working conditions, and the low prestige of civil servants in society create serious motiva​tional problems among ministerial employees. ‘There are no incentives. No matter how well you work, you get the same salary,’ one respondent observes. The extent to which young people envisage a career in the public service may be a sign of their dedication to their work. It should be seen as a warning signal that a majority of civil servants under 35 (54 per cent) report that it is unlikely that they will remain in the public service in the future.  Only a small minority (7 per cent) say that it is likely that they will remain. 

Resolution of conflicts, harmonisation of policies, and setting of priorities Coordination across ministries is very much the story of decision-making inside the cabinet, or the council of ministers. Effective cabinets are key mechanisms by which governments fix their priorities, guard against sudden and avoidable policy reversals and place pressure on ministries to reach overall goals. The Serbian government plenary and its committees stand out as formal decision-making bodies and not as forums for strategic political decisions or policy coordination. Serbia is unaware of cabinet-government as it is practiced in a number of Western European countries. Meetings of the government are brief, on average lasting only 40 or 50 minutes. Generally, contentious matters are not allowed to be submitted for government deliberation.

In all, there were eight permanent government committees in the 2001-2004 period, all of which had the same remit as during the previous regime. Like the government’s plenary, the committees only participated in the final stages of decision-making, accepting bills for consideration only after a finalised draft version had been made available. 

Apparently, no single forum existed where ministers could meet and develop lines of political action, which were not just nodded through as mere formalities during the 2001-2004 period. 

In formal terms the Serbian Prime Minister has little opportunity to organise government affairs. Although the Law on Government lays down that he should represent and coordinate the work of government, a significant amount of this work does not involve the Prime Minister to any great extent. He does not participate in any of the regular government committees. Though he chairs government meetings, his ability to affect the outcome of discussions is limited. Firstly, because in principle no disagreement exists by the time a matter comes before the government. Secondly, because if any such disagreement does arise, it has to be resolved through voting according to the Procedures of Government.

The Prime Minister only has a small staff at his disposal, which is organised inside the General Secretariat. According to a senior official in the Secretariat, the political changes of 2000/2001 made little difference to this institution, everything followed old routines. The General Secretariat mainly provides legal and technical assistance in the preparation of government and committee meetings. There are no units responsible for coordination or analysis. Serbian Prime Ministers have mainly relied on their party headquarters for policy support (Rabrenovic 2003).

Administrative bodies for public administration reform The administrative apparatus that was established during the 2001-2004 period to deal with public administration reform was not the result of methodical design, but rather the ad hoc outcome of improvisation, tradition and political factors. Thus, there was no carefully considered division of responsibility between the Agency for Public Administration Development, the Agency for IT and the Internet, the Civil Service Council, and the Ministry of Public Administration (previously the Ministry of Justice). On the contrary, the tendency seems to have been to establish new bodies in the area public administration – without any previous plan – outside and in addition to the existing administrative structure, rather than to reorganise and adapt it. 

Fragmented patterns of organisation made it difficult to achieve a coordinated approach to administrative reform, as well as avoid the duplication of efforts and conflicts of competencies. However, the establishment of bodies like the Agency for Public Administration Development and the Civil Service Council outside the ordinary ministerial structure and staffing them with young well-educated people with little or no experience from inside the established bureaucracy may have prevented the new bodies from being weighed down by administrative regulations, and thus actually promoted innovative behaviour. 

The Ministry of Justice and Local Self Government was hardly equipped to deal with questions of public administration reform to the extent that was necessary after the political upheaval of 2000. Its organisational set up and staff resources were far from sufficient, and, as one would expect from a Ministry of Justice, it approached questions of public administration reactively and from a judicial point of view. Generally, it appears to have acted upon the proposals of other ministries, checking whether these were in line with the Constitution and other pieces of legislation, rather than challenging or taking a critical view of the existing legal framework. 

The establishment of the Ministry of Public Administration did not seem to change this state of affairs significantly. The organisational units and people that were taken over from the Ministry of Justice and Local Self Government retained their old tasks and had to follow the same regulations as previously.  Thus, the new ministry had more the flavour of a re-named Ministry of Justice than a reformist institution. 

While the Ministry of Public Administration had no unit especially devoted to public administration reform, it was charged with a great number of issues that were not, or only remotely related to reform. One such matter was the issue of voters’ registers, a topic that became highly politicised during the 2002-2003 period, and took an inordinate amount of the Minister’s time
, apparently making it difficult for him to concentrate his attention fully on reform questions. Moreover, the Ministry was significantly understaffed. Until the end of 2003 apparently as few as one third of its positions was actually filled (The Ministry of Public Administration (undated) p.2).

Though the establishment of the Ministry of Public Administration was fraught with difficulties (see below), reducing its effectiveness in the short term, it is widely held that moving the portfolio of public administration from the Ministry of Justice was a good decision. Insiders rank the Ministry of Public Administration as a significantly better organisation than the Ministry of Justice, pointing to better communication between the various units, between the employees and the minister’s Cabinet and between the employees and the deputy minister. Communication and spreading of information appear to have been particularly serious problems in the Ministry of Justice.
 We should also add that in the new ministry there were two departments that might have become focal points of reform, the Department for Personnel Development and Project Management and the Department for International Cooperation and EU alignment. Both of these units cooperated with foreign experts and administered external assistance in key areas.

The political leadership of the ministry appears to have been satisfied with the quality of the ministerial staff, though it was deficient in numbers.

Inside government, the structure of permanent committees was not well adapted to the reform effort. A senior minister says it was problematic that questions concerning state employees were the responsibility of one committee, whereas matters relating to large state operations, like health and education, fell within the remit of another. Furthermore, ministers argue that the fact that the committees were only supported by technical staff, considerably diminished their value as coordinating bodies.

5. Leadership

In the context of Serbia, leadership of public administration reform means political leadership, that is leadership exercised by the government, actors inside government (committees and government members) and leading ministerial appointees (e.g. deputy and assistant ministers). Therefore, the focus of this section is on the political setting of the reform.

Political commitment and visions As we have seen, Serbian governmental bodies are embedded in an extensive system of legislation whose legality and usefulness are open to question.
  What the Djindjic government chose to do with this legal inheritance would have deep implications for the direction and pace of public administration development. There were compelling, practical reasons for not doing away with existing regulations in one bold stroke. Serbian ministers were well aware of the risks of shock therapy, and partly for this reason chose an incremental method. ‘We consciously chose a gradualist approach. We did not want to risk upsetting the whole system,’ one minister observes. 

Because the rulers of the one-party state and the Milosevic regime had operated outside and above the law, it would seem to follow that their opponents should have behaved otherwise and simply obeyed the existing laws. The transfer of power in 2001 transpired in complete legality rather than through radical renunciation of the political system. By emphasising the importance of following the rule of law, the DOS
 coalition could claim the moral high ground and incite public opinion against attempts by the Milosevic government to rig the results of the 2000 election in order to stay in power. 

Yet, how could adherence to the letter of the law be deemed democratic, when many of the legal norms were the embodiment of the very system that the proponents of democracy sought to transform? From this perspective, one might have expected the Djindjic regime to pursue a radical break with the legality of the previous regime, and to set aside laws and regulations forged by less than democratic means, which were ill-suited to conditions of genuine liberty and democracy. In the DOS movement, there were proponents of such an approach, which would have been similar to the line taken in 1946 when the new Communist regime passed a law declaring the principles of civil law in force before April 6, 1941 (the date of the German invasion of Yugoslavia) to be no longer effective, and the rules enacted during the war to be void.
 

Partly because key leaders, for instance Djindjic himself
 appear to have been uninterested in legal questions, such a radical line was never seriously considered. Thus, on taking office in 2001 the new Serbian government, by default, accepted all inherited legislation and took over all of the established government institutions.

Though public administration reform was not the prime concern of the Djindjic government, there is some disagreement as to its actual priority.  Several respondents say that Djindjic understood the need of administrative reform without overselling the issue or pretending it was the first priority of his government. Djindjic generally appears to have supported reform initiatives that were put on his table, and to have been accessible to officials who wanted to discuss new ideas with him. 

One senior minister emphasises that he and several of his colleagues were genuinely interested in public administration reform, and that he once ‘revolted’ at a govern​ment session and demanded that the issue be put on the agenda.  A number of ministers who remained aloof from questions of public administration gave free rein to subordinates who wanted to push ahead with reforms, and a number of young and competent people on various levels of government renounced well-paid careers in the private sector to make dedicated contributions to the restoration of their country.

Several political appointees interviewed shortly after the shift in government in 2001 were truly concerned about the state of their ministries and of the wider public administration. There was, however, no general feeling of alarm or urgency that could have been translated into immediate, vigorous action. Some political appointees conveyed an impression of having already settled down with existing arrangements.

A majority of key decision-makers interviewed for this study, argue that questions of administrative reform were not given sufficient attention. One minister puts it quite bluntly: ‘public administration reform is not visible. It is a hell of a job. It takes ten years to see results. Why should I - and none of my colleagues – be the one to sack 50 people?’

Some ministers seem to have been both overwhelmed by and resigned to an inhospitable administrative structure. As one minister explains, ‘We learn not to propose reform ideas. Making organisational changes is almost impossible. There are rigid laws on the organisation of ministries, and on the systematisation of job descriptions’. Several interviewees argue that the absence of a new Constitution, of amended civil service legislation, and of a reform strategy prevented them from making serious reform efforts. Though this argument may have some validity, it may also be an excuse for choosing the line of least resistance. Be that as it may, the irresolution of some senior decision-makers contrasts sharply with the resourcefulness of others. 

Forces close to Yugoslav President Kostunica favoured an evolutionary approach to reform, laying stress on achieving a fundamental constitutional and political transformation of Milosevic’s system as a way of laying the groundwork for democracy and a market economy. The Djindjic camp favoured faster reforms and were willing to ignore constitutional and legal niceties to achieve results (Nations in Transit 2003, p. 667, Freedom House, www.freedomhouse.org).

The Djindjic government, like governments in all transition countries, was clearly under strong domestic and international pressure to reach quick results in correcting the abuses of the previous regime. Desire to win and retain support of the electorate and foreign donors probably made the new govern​ment too impatient to address in depth the structural problems of government.  

Instead of following the cumbersome course of reforming the existing public service, key actors evidently found it more attractive to circumvent it and replace it with alternative institutions. A good example of this strategy is Djindjic’ decision to establish agencies on the fringes of the ordinary structure and to staff them with personnel brought in from abroad or from private companies. 

Although some ministers had previous experience from the private sector, parti​cularly the consultancy business, and some had substantial knowledge of transition policies and economics, which of course were highly valuable to the reform effort, most government members and their junior political staff almost by definition had limited experience to draw on. As Prime Minister Djindjic emphasised only a few days after taking office in 2001 (private interview), he and most of his colleagues were trained in opposing, not in exercising, public power. A key political appointee in the Ministry of Justice interviewed at the same time admitted, ‘I have no experience from government and I was never a member of the Communist party. I do not know how to provide leadership’.

A Serbian scholar writing in 2001 argued that the new government had already demonstrated ‘a complete lack of commitment or even knowledge of how to implement change and reform the provision of public services (Sevic 2001, p. 318).

Apart from anti-communism and the repudiation of the legacy of the past, the Djindjic government had few pre-conceived ideas about what to do with the public service apparatus. Serbian political parties established after the breakdown of communism were primarily constructed around the personalities of their leaders rather than issues or policy. Political messages and rhetoric were, and still are, more linked to a leader’s image than to ideologies and concrete political platforms. Milosevic’s iconic status may have accentuated the personalised approach to Serbian politics, by affixing responsibility for Serbia’s problems to the man in office, to his abuse of the govern​ment system and not to the system itself. Thus, until October 2000 DOS had just one goal, to get rid of Milosevic. According to this way of thinking, the key issue was one of leadership and not structural or procedural design; i.e. once Milosevic and his coterie were ousted, Serbia’s problems would end. 

Power concentration Serbia has long traditions of strong and decisive leaders and of bottom up public deference to the elite. Chief executives such as Tito and Milosevic devoted considerable attention to consolidating and maintaining their power within state and party apparatuses. Though the context of political leadership changed dramatically in 2000, its weight remained. Decision-makers continued to take their cue from top leaders, without whose explicit support and direction little would happen.

Serbian leadership has distinctly charismatic features, that is, a leader’s legitimacy is based more on his personal characteristics and appearance than formal procedures or rational calculations. He is expected to behave in a vigorous, headstrong manner without being excessively hidebound where formal matters are concerned. For instance, one minister observes that the ideal Serbian Prime Minister is a chieftain, a primus sine pares, in contrast to a prevalent Western European model, which sees the leader of government as a chairman, a primus inter pares. 

Several interviewees emphasise the superior and crucial role of Prime Minister Djindjic.
 Though he rarely made initiatives of his own, he had a reputation for acting resolutely in matters of high politics, and made decisions that were controversial and according to critics, sometimes of dubious legality. Thus, his assassination in March 2003 had an immediate and disastrous impact on the work of the government. In the words of one minister, ‘everything went to hell’. Reform was no longer on top of the agenda or on the agenda at all. 

During the 2001-2004 period the overall responsibility for public administration reform was divided between several government members who were unable or not ready to concentrate their efforts fully on this assignment.

The Minister of the Interior, as head of the Government Committee for the Legislative System and State Bodies, was responsible for coordinating public administration affairs. Though he appears to have made a substantial effort to reform the Serbian police in his capacity as line minister, he was far less efficient in the role of coordinator. He is reputed to have provided his support whenever it was needed, but not to have made initiatives or pushed matters himself. According to one minister, the arrangement of giving the Minister of the Interior a coordinating function did not work in practice. Apparently a key problem was the distinctly hierarchic nature of the Serbian government, where only the prime minister carries political weight as a coordinator. Insiders report that ministers often did not bother to attend meetings that were not chaired by Djindjic or Zivkovic himself, but sent subordinate officials instead.

In the Ministry of Justice, public administration had always been a political stepchild. The establishment of a new ministry for administrative affairs did not significantly alter priorities on the political level. Inside government, the new minister did not come across as one who pushed hard for his portfolio. According to one of his government colleagues, he seemed to be marked by the magnitude of his job. When the Minister of Public Administration left the government in 2003, no successor was appointed. His deputy minister became acting head of the ministry, but without the rank and status of a full government member, this official did hardly more than discharge routine duties.

Key actors in the area of public administration felt an absence of wholehearted encouragement and backing from the Prime Minister. On entering government, the Minister of Public Administration, unlike his ministerial colleagues, had a title but no ministry. His new portfolio was to be carved out of the Ministry of Justice, an exercise that had unexpected results. According to insiders he got 50 per cent of the tasks of the Ministry of Justice, but only 15 per cent of the personnel and 10 per cent of the equipment. 

Apparently, the establishment of the Ministry of Public Administration in 2002 should be seen more as a political move than as an effort to strengthen public administration reform. In 2002, with his parliamentary majority eroding, Djindjic needed to broaden the political basis of his coalition. He did so by creating a new portfolio for administrative affairs and offering it to a member of the Social Democratic Party, which at that time was outside government.

Cohesion The DOS coalition was a heterogeneous and fragile federation of 18 parties of which 10 held ministerial posts at the beginning of the government period. The lack of a strong ideological and institutional framework made DOS parties weak and prone to split. Their failure to mount an efficient opposition to the Milosevic government (Thomas 1999) was reflected in their inability to remain united and to provide joint leadership after the transition. The numerous Serbian elections
 clearly strained the unity of the DOS alliance and frustrated the development of long-term policies. 

As the initial euphoria of 2000 and 2001 subsided, the parliamentary basis of the government became increasingly precarious.
  During 2002 its majority dwindled to the extent that ministers could never be confident to prevail in contested votes in the Assembly. One year later, after further parliamentary defections, the Assembly majority was definitely lost. The government became a lame duck and – apart from routine matters - work in the ministries came to a standstill. According to one minister, 2003 was a lost year.

Apparently, key cross-cutting administrative reforms fell victim to the increasingly difficult parliamentary situation. Soon after The Minister for Public Administration joined the government he received draft versions of two central civil service laws, one on civil servants, the other on public administration. Since both law proposals would most likely have been voted down in the Assembly, they were put to rest and not submitted to hearings or the government plenary. 

In various ways the balance of power inside government interfered with public administration reform. Whereas portfolios in the economic field (for instance Finance, International Economic Relations, Privatisation, and Trade, Tourism and Services) were held by experts, public administration assignments were given to politicians, party leaders like Vladan Batic, Minister of Justice, and Dusan Mihailovic, Minister of the Interior, or to otherwise prominent party members, Radoljub Sabic, Minister for Public Administration and Local Self Government (2002-2003).  This allocation of portfolios apparently made the field of administrative reform more vulnerable to power struggles than the economic area.

The three politicians in the administrative field belonged to small parties that appear to have carried little weight inside government, and generally, ministers affiliated with parties other than the Prime Minister’s seem to have been at a disadvantage in coalition infighting. 

The selection of appointees to the new Ministry of Public Administration was difficult and fraught with politics. Unlike some of his colleagues, Sabic was not allowed to choose his own political staff. He wanted experts as his assistant ministers, but apparently, the other parties in government were not responsive to his wishes; on the contrary, they seem to have been eager to thrust their own candidates on him, candidates who were not acceptable to the Minister of Public Administration. This standoff lasted as long as Sabic was a member of government, and no assistant ministers were appointed. 

Politics of patronage also created problems in other ministries. A senior official in the Ministry of Transport laments, ‘you are in a position where not the minister but other people decide who is appointed to senior positions in the ministry and in companies under the ministry. When company managers are appointed the whole government decides. The present government has consisted of almost 20 parties, and each promotes its own candidates whenever a management position is vacant’.

Regarding several key issues, for instance wage levels in the civil service, relations between the Minister of Public Administration and his government colleagues were less than harmonious. After one year in office, Sabic left the government. 

Particularly in the economic area, ministers appear to have been able to neutralise dysfunctional aspects of the formal system - especially weak mechanisms for coordination - and behave in a concerted manner. The economic ministers knew each other well and were colleagues before they joined Djindjic’s government. These personal bonds made it easy for them to maintain extensive informal contacts and to work as a team inside the government. In addition, the economic ministers generally had the ear and support of the Prime Minister, and played a key role in allocating, and hence had easy access to foreign assistance. 

Several insiders emphasise the importance of the economic ministers’ network. As one minister observes, ‘the economic team had a good collegiality. This compensated for a total lack of coordination. Things moved forward and were resolved in a collegial fashion. … They made enormous progress’. Thus, inside the Serbian government, leadership effectiveness in the economic field contrasts with leadership effectiveness in public administration. Put simply, whereas leaders in the latter field largely became victims of an inhospitable environment, leaders in the former were better able to counteract it.

6. Conclusions

Generally, leadership and structure combined to hamper the 2001–2004 reform effort. 

Leadership impacted negatively mainly because it was fragmented, conflicting, and insufficiently dedicated to questions of public administration. This does not necessarily mean that leaders failed individually, but rather that the political context of leadership was hardly hospitable to reform. Structure had adverse effects mainly because capacities for coordination, co-operation, communication, innovation and policy-development were inadequate. 

In addition to studying how leadership and structure affected innovation and coordination, this paper has also touched upon relationships between leadership and structure and between innovation and coordination. These linkages are neither unidirectional nor clear-cut. For instance, leaders influence structures but the opposite is also the case. Moreover, we have identified situations where there was little or no interaction between leadership and structure.

Leadership influences structure.  During the 2001-2004 period there were a few notable examples of leaders who were able to generate changes within administrative structures. The best illustration, perhaps, is Djindjic’ decision to establish agencies. This reform bears the imprint of leadership, as opposed to structure, in the sense that little in Serbian government tradition justifies these kinds of bodies. They are considered unfamiliar or even alien to the Serbian system of government. Arguably, this reform can be attributed to Djindjic’ leadership qualities, his compelling political position, and readiness to defy the existing legal order to further key political goals.

Leadership behaviour also contributed to reinforcing patterns of the established administrative structure. For instance, the lack of trust and cooperation between key political actors spilled over into the relationship between politicians and bureaucrats and the behaviour and attitudes of the latter group. Ministers and political appointees tend to treat with considerable scepticism and even punish civil servants who have, or may be suspected of having cooperated with their political opponents. This mistrust makes politicians reluctant to involve civil servants in policy reforms or to entrust them with decision-making. Public employees on their part are careful not to do anything that may provoke the displeasure of the political leadership and thus endanger their job security. They are reluctant to make proposals and take initiative unless explicitly asked or ordered to do so. In short, mistrust breeds fear, which in turn reduces the extent of voluntary cooperation and produces formalism and rigidity. 

Structure influences leadership. A key observation in this paper is that structure influences and restricts the behaviour of political leaders. Administrative frameworks shape the ways in which political leaders perceive their room to manoeuvre, and the scope and direction of possible reforms. In public administration generally there is an inherent bias against changing the status quo. This tendency is particularly strong in Serbia where the administrative apparatus is distinctly oriented towards controlling the observance of existing arrangements and censuring non-compliance. Generally, Serbian administrative bodies do not see it as their duty to question the relevance or appropriateness of the existing normative framework. Thus, decision-makers who want to change this framework face an up-hill struggle, whereas their less reform-oriented colleagues may find easily available pretexts for remaining passive.
The volume and intricacy of internal regulations provide ample opportunity for decision-makers to use formalities as weapons in political and bureaucratic turf-battles and to turn questions of substance into issues of procedure. Generally we may assume that knowledge of the rules of the game is a distinct political asset. Individuals who are steeped in the norms of the Serbian process of government and predisposed to work with the grain of the system possess an advantage over those who are not. Thus, the behaviour of key government members will probably reflect and entrench the current procedural framework.

The intensely competitive atmosphere of Serbian coalition politics influences ministers’ conceptions of their ministerial roles and may make them advocates of ministerial interests in a narrow sense rather than of reform policies. Criticism of intra-ministerial arrangements may easily be interpreted as criticism of ministers themselves and thus be a threat to positions and political futures. Therefore ministers are more likely to defend than to profoundly question actions and practices of their own ministries. The longer their tenure the more consistent we may assume their defensive positions to be. This mechanism may explain the apparently surprising fact we mentioned above that in the summer of 2001 ministers and political appointees did not seem particularly concerned about the state of their ministries. 

The extent to which ministers shape or are shaped by their institutional environment depends on their political and personal resources. Generally we may assume that strong and able ministers are better positioned than weak and incompetent to change or disregard formal arrangements. However, no minister, not even the strongest may escape institutional constraints. We have indicated that the Serbian Prime Minister enjoys considerable influence as a political leader, and is able to intervene forcefully in particular cases. However, a lack of staff resources and a properly organised General Secretariat evidently make it difficult for him to use his political authority in a systematic, sustained way, for instance by steering and coordinating the preparation of major policies.

Lack of institutional capacity was especially serious for Djindjic and his colleagues. During the Communist period there were mechanisms in place that at least partly neutralised administrative shortcomings. As noted above, policymaking was largely taken care of by the Communist party.  Thus, after the fall of Communism the political leadership became equipped with a machinery of government that was more appearance than reality; truly a predicament for the Djindjic government, which was expected to turn over a new leaf in the book of history.

Loose couplings between leadership and structure.  In Serbia there appears to be one sphere of operation for bureaucrats and another for politicians, with few linkages between the two. As we have outlined above, Serbian government members largely operated outside the administrative apparatus when dealing with sensitive political issues. Ministers who were generally perceived as successful during the 2001-2004 period, for instance ministers in the economic field, appear to have done well because they were able to neutralise and circumvent the established structure. 

The norms governing political and bureaucratic behaviour respectively are distinctly different. The contrast appears to be greater in Serbia than what is normally found in Western Europe. At the same time as Serbian bureaucrats are expected to follow a very formal – some might say formalistic – tradition in the German/Austrian style there is also an autocratic leadership ideal, apparently with its roots in the Ottoman Turkish tradition. Serbian leaders are expected to behave like a Turkish beg in a strong-willed manner without being too concerned about formal regulations. The tension between these two strains of norms has contributed to the remarkable Serbian double-mindedness of legalism versus lawlessness, and the rule of law versus arbitrariness. This friction is discernible in the efforts to reform public administration during the 2001-2004 period.

Innovation and coordination. Fragmentation of political power hampered innovation in the area of public administration. Strong antagonism among political leaders and their inability or refusal to reach consensus, resulted in stalemates rather than ‘lowest common denominator’ policies.

The strong centralisation of authority discouraged innovation as well as coordination. In the ministries there was a common expectation that the reform process should be directed in a top-down manner by the government leadership. However, the government became a bottleneck rather than a facilitator and the absence of orders or guidance from the political leadership generally bred passivity on lower levels of government.

Weak and inefficient mechanisms for inter-ministerial coordination and cooperation produced distinct government-wide differences in reform activity. In some ministries leadership and structure combined to produce significant progress. In other ministries the opposite was the case.
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� Thus, writing in 2003, Rabrenovic observes, ’Therefore, some authors are of the opinion that although the ’rulers’ have changed, [the] institutional administrative system has remained the same’, (Rabrenovic 2003, p. 3).


� This was one the findings in an evaluation of the European Union Phare Programme undertaken in 2001 (OMAS Consortium 2001, p. 9).


� The Ministry of International Economic Relations, the Ministry of Culture, the Ministry of Mining and Energy, the Ministry of Trade, Tourism and Services and the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Affairs. Around 350 civil servants received the questionnaire, while 274 completed and returned it.


� According to one Soviet theorist, A.I. Denisov, whose books were used in Serbia as well, the main tasks of the public service were tax collection, political repression (arrests, banishments), military management, espionage and counter-espionage, and protection of the social system (see Model Law on Public Administration in the Republic of Serbia,  2002, p.25).


� That is, to prepare the necessary decrees or sub laws, make decisions in administrative cases, and conduct administrative inspections.


� An indication of the great volume of law production is the number of constitutions and constitutional amendments made in the 1946-1974 period.  Yugoslavia adopted new constitutions in 1946, 1963 and 1974. In addition, major constitutional amendments were made in 1953, 1967, and 1971. 


�  The question of voters’ registers was brought to a head during the two rounds of presidential elections. Because the turnout in both rounds was below the constitutional requirement of 50 per cent + 1, the election produced no winner. The opposition alleged that the voters’ registers, which had not been thoroughly checked since the Second World War, were not correct. Some argued that they contained non-existent voters. Twice the Minister of Public Administration was given the task of checking these allegations and going through all the voters’ registers.   


�An official who has worked with public administration in both ministries observes, ‘The Ministry of Public Administration is a much better ministry. It does better work. In Justice some units were overloaded with work, while others had nothing to do. Public administration was no priority at all. The minister had no understanding of it. Administrative reform was the responsibility of an assistant minister who was also responsible for the magistrates�. These two functions have nothing in common at all.’





� An important point here is that the current Serbian Constitution of 1990 was adopted by a national assembly elected in one-party elections, that is, an assembly lacking legitimacy to adopt a constitution for a democratic state. Another point is that the Serbian Constitution was never adjusted to the new Constitution of the Federal  Republic of Yugoslavia, adopted in 1992.


� Serbia’s Democratic Opposition.


� According to this law, the Law on Invalidity of Legal Regulations Enacted before 6 April 1941 and During Enemy Occupation, rules enacted before 6 April 1941 could only be applied by courts if no new principle dealing with the same issue had been enacted, and the rule was consistent with the principles of the new constitutional system.


� Information provided by one of Djindjic’ ministers.


� According to one minister he was a man who could make brave decisions, sacrifice political points, and, when necessary, do dirty jobs. Another respondent points to his energy, charisma, and optimism, and his particular ability to influence people. Rabrenovic (2004) also emphasises the key role of Prime Minister Djindjic.


� During the 2001-2004 period Serbian voters were asked to cast their votes three times, first in two rounds of Presidential elections, and then to elect a new National Assembly.


� Continuous conflicts between the two main parties in the coalition, Djindjic’s DS (Democratic Party) and Kostunica’s DSS ( Democratic Party of Serbia) made the DSS leave the government in August 2001. The original DOS coalition broke up in July 2002.
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