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Abstract

This thesis is a case-study of Slobodan Milo$evi¢ as a prototype of the
“criminal” leader. Challenging the existing consensus among Western liberals,
for whom MiloSevi¢ is unquestionably criminal, it asks whether and to what
extent MiloSevic€ is a criminal leader. It approaches this by first dissecting the
Western construction of Milo$evi¢ as a criminal leader into its key components
— his actions and intentions, his motivations, his personality and psychology,
and his comparison with other “criminal” leaders. This normative-driven
construction is then empirically tested, using two main sources. The speeches
of Milo3evi¢, fundamentally misrepresented by many Western commentators,
are analyzed. The second primary source used is semi-structured interviews
(supported by public opinion poll data). Strongly influenced by bottom-up
studies of the Hitler and Stalin regimes, two leaders that can be seen as crucial
cases of the criminal leader, this research is particularly concerned with
exploring how ordinary people in Serbia - heavily neglected in the existing
Western literature - view MiloSevi¢. This allows us to ascertain whether and to
what extent the Western, liberal construction of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader
has domestic/field validity. What the interview data reveals is a sharp
discrepancy between the external (Western) and domestic (Serbian)
viewpoints. The Serbian interviewees overwhelmingly view MiloSevi¢ not as a
criminal leader, but as a “bad”™ (unsuccessful) leader and/or as a victim. This
discrepancy is translated into, and used to develop, a general concept of the
criminal leader. This conceptualization emphasizes both the externally
constructed nature of the criminal leader (policy dimension) and the

importance of studying the criminal leader from below (domestic dimension).
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Introduction

“A black cloud has lifted from the Balkans”, remarked Bill Clinton (Beri¢.
2002, p.271). This “black cloud” was Slobodan MiloSevié, spectacularly
overthrown in a popular uprising on 5 October 2000. After his decade in
power, MiloSevi¢ was to begin a new life, in a prison cell. An indicted war
criminal standing trial in The Hague, MiloSevi¢ faces charges of war crimes,
crimes against humanity and genocide. His legal criminalization, however, is
only one part of the story and one that is not central to this thesis. This
research is primarily concerned with the normative dimension of Milosevi¢’s

criminalization.

The image of MiloSevi¢ as normatively criminal is the dominant image that one
finds of him in Western literature on the former Yugoslavia. This research
aims to discover, through analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches and qualitative
interview data, whether and to what extent this image of MiloSevi¢ exists
outside of Western literature. The key question that drives this research,
therefore, is Whether; on the basis of the primary sources analyzed, MiloSevi¢

1s a criminal leader.

A second question that drives the thesis, and is closely connected to the first. is
the question of how one should study a criminal leader. Related, subsidiary
questions that the thesis seeks to answer are what is a criminal leader? How is a
criminal leader constructed? Who determines which leaders are deemed

criminal, and is the concept of the criminal leader universal?



The consensus that Milo$evi¢ is a criminal leader is overwhelming, and exists
independently of developments in The Hague Tribunal. To question and
challenge this consensus is not to imply that MiloSevi¢ has no political
responsibility, or that he is entirely innocent. Whether he is guilty of the
crimes for which he stands accused in law is a matter for the Tribunal to
decide, on the basis of the evidence presented to it. By asking whether and to
what extent MiloSevi¢ is a criminal leader, the aim of this thesis is to stimulate
fresh debate, to highlight the value of heavily neglected primary sources, and to

draw attention to alternative images of MiloSevi¢.

Overview of Approach

Susan Woodward, a leading authority on the former Yugoslavia, has
highlighted a general pattern in the post-Cold War period of US officials
identifying “rogue” or “renegade” states, “headed by ‘new Hitlers’, such as
Saddam Hussein and Slobodan MiloSevi¢, who defied all forms of civilized
behaviour and had to be punished to protect those norms and to protect
innocent people” (Woodward, 1995, p.7). Such leaders, as Woodward makes
clear, are criminalized on normative grounds. They are deemed to pose a
fundamental threat to quintessential liberal values. The origin of these leaders’
criminalization, moreover, is external. Like the related concepts of “rogue” or

“renegade’ states, the concept of the criminal leader is externally constructed.

One of the key objectives of this thesis is to explore how the external

construction of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader fits with domestic conceptions.

In other words, do ordinary people in Serbia themselves view MiloSevic as a
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criminal leader? Clearly, this is a question that has important implications for

the legal proceedings currently being brought against Milosevi¢ in The Hague,

as we shall see.

A normative response to this question might be that the Serbian people, by
supporting MiloSevi¢, are complicit in his crimes and, therefore, highly
unlikely to regard him as a criminal leader. This, however, is a weak
argument. MiloSevi¢ did enjoy considerable support during his early years in
power, yet we cannot condemn the Serbian people before understanding why

they supported him and what they were actually giving their support to.

Unfortunately, the interviews conducted as part of the present research do not
allow us to directly answer this question, since so few of the interviewees
admitted to being supporters of MiloSevi¢ — either today or in the past. While
clearly this is an area for future research, analysis of MiloSevi¢'s speeches
suggests that his attractive, if often unrealistic economic pledges were a
significant reason for his popularity. Thus, it might be argued that MiloSevic’s

popular appeal was strongly practical.

Normativists might also argue that the Serbs are in denial about events in the
former Yugoslavia, making it very improbable that they will be able to see
their former leader as criminal until they themselves have been re-educated.
Such an argument, however, is also problematic. Firstly, it is true that only a
tiny minority of the Serbian interviewees mention the wars. but many also

cxpress a desire to forget the past and move on with their lives. This urge to
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forget should not necessarily be equated with denial. It can also be seen as a
coping strategy. In view of Serbia’s difficult economic situation, moreover,
confronting the past is arguably not a priority for many people. Their concerns

are more immediate and practical, namely trying to make ends meet.

Secondly, although the majority of the Serbian interviewees regard themselves
as MiloSevi¢’s biggest victims, this is not unsurprising. As we would expect,
they judge MiloSevi¢ on account of what he did to them personally. Their
frame of reference, therefore, is fundamentally different from that used by

Western authors, who focus on MiloSevi¢’s crimes in a regional context.

Thirdly, given that the Western media heavily vilified the Serbs during the
nineties', it was perhaps to be expected that the interviewees would want to
emphasize to a Western researcher how they themselves suffered under

Milosevié.

Finally, some might argue that the Serbs do not share the moral standards of
the West, making it almost certain that they would reject the dominant Western
view of Milogevi¢ as a criminal leader. Such an argument, however, is flawed.
The fact that the Serbian interviewees, overall, do not regard MiloSevic¢ as a
criminal leader does not mean that their morality is inferior to our own.
Rather, the discrepancy between their view of Milo3evi¢ as a bad leader and‘or

victim and the Western, liberal view of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader can be

! In his discussion of the war in Bosnia, for example, the former BBC war correspondent
Martin Bell asks, *...when had we ever shown a civilian victim of sniper fire on the Serb side
of the lines” When had we reported from their hospitals?™ (Bell, 1996, p.114).



seen as illustrating E.H Carr’'s argument that “the current canons of
international virtue” have mainly been created by “the English-speaking
peoples” (Carr, 1939, p.102). In other words, it is Western morality that
prevails in international politics. This, in turn, can help to explain the lack of
attention that has been given in Western literature to the domestic viewpoint —

the view of ordinary people in Serbia.

This thesis, rather than dismissing the domestic viewpoint as inherently flawed
and problematic, argues that it is essential. Leadership is a relationship, an
“interaction between leaders and followers” (Kellerman, 1986, p.xiii). To help
us answer the question of whether MiloSevic is a criminal leader, therefore, it 1s
unsatisfactory to focus only on one half of the leadership relationship. The
view from below must also be considered. In short, the criminal leader must be

studied both from the top down and from the bottom up.

Overall, the existing Western literature is typically top-down in its approach.
Its explanations of Yugoslavia’s demise and descent into war focus on the
actions and decisions of political leaders and elites; little attention is given to
what was happening at the grassroots level. Similarly, the MiloSevi¢ regime is
nearly always studied from the top down. MiloSevi¢, his wife, the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU), the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), the
Army — these are usually viewed as the key actors. When the Serbian people
are mentioned, it is often in only a very abstract way, as highlighted by the
various essentialist references to “the Serbian national psyche™ (Clark, 2000,

p.70) and “"the Serb mind™ (Cohen, 1998, p.222).



Journalistic accounts are likewise prone to take a very top-down perspective
that “focuses mainly on institutions and political leaders and their duties and
decisions, while leaving the common folk to exemplify trends, to serve as
types: a fallen soldier, a screaming mother, a dead baby...” (Sudetic, 1998,

p.XXXxi1).

In this thesis, however, “ordinary” people - defined as persons who, as
individuals, exercise little direct influence on national affairs and policy-
making — play a key role. The research uses qualitative interviews to gain
insight into ordinary peoples’ opinions of MiloSevié, in order to find out
whether and to what extent the dominant Western view of MiloSevié as a
criminal leader exists within Serbia itself. By providing the reader with
alternative, domestic images of MiloSevi¢, the thesis both makes an important
contribution to existing Western scholarship, and provides valuable new insight

into MiloSevi¢’s leadership and regime.

In its commitment to a more “bottom-up” approach, the research thus departs
from the existing Western literature on the MiloSevi¢ regime. Instead, it 1s
strongly influenced by the work of certain academics, variously known as
“Revisionists”, social historians, and “historians of everyday life”, such as
Stephen Kotkin, Sheila Fitzpatrick, lan Kershaw, Detlev Peukert and Alf
Liudtke. These scholars, dissatisfied with traditional, top-down historiography
of the Stalin and Hitler regimes, have concentrated on studying these regimes

from below, by seeking to reconstruct the everyday lives of ordinary people.
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To study such regimes from below has proven extremely controversial,
particularly on moral grounds. Critics, such as Peter Kenez and Alfred Meyer,
contend that focusing on the “trivial” elements of everyday life detracts
attention away from the atrocities committed, thereby sanitizing the regimes.
Despite such objections, bottom-up approaches have generated both important

debate and new insight into the regimes.

In particular, they have exposed as problematic the assumption that ordinary
people are simply victims of such regimes, but without going to the other
extreme of arguing that ordinary people, to use Goldhagen's description of the
German people, are “willing executioners” (Goldhagen, 1997). What these
scholars have argued, and shown, is that the relationship between these regimes
and mass society was not one-way; each exerted a level of influence, albeit

unequal, upon the other.

The existing Western literature on the MiloSevi¢ regime, however, by virtue of
its heavy top-down bias, largely fails to acknowledge this. It is content to
represent the Serbian people — either as a pathological nation or, more

typically, as victims.

In adopting a strongly bottom-up approach, this thesis is not seeking to
highlight the culpability of the Serbian people. Rather, it is concerned with
how the interviewees assess MiloSevi¢’s culpability. Equally, the research — in

contrast to some existing, largely anthropological bottom-up research on the
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former Yugoslavia® — does not endeavour to portray ordinary people simply as
victims, a “typically liberal wrong premise” (Zizek, 1999, p-80). Instead, it
seeks to give ordinary people in Serbia a voice, to generate some insight into
their everyday lives during the nineties, and to explore the degree to which

domestic and external views of Milo$evi¢ either coincide or conflict.

The thesis explores not only the experiences and opinions of ordinary Serbian
people, but also of national minorities in Serbia. The latter have received little
attention in Western literature, and their inclusion in the interview sample not
only gives it added richness and depth, but also strengthens the interview data
by showing that the researcher has made an clear attempt to deal with so-called

“contrary cases’.

The research is problem-driven, rather than methods-driven, and is primarily
areca-studies-based. The very detailed picture that the area specialist seeks to
paint is such that he uses a variety of materials to achieve the desired richness
and texture. His approach is often eclectic, relying upon various disciplines,
such as history, sociology, anthropology and cultural studies. Similarly, this
thesis adopts a self-consciously eclectic approach that draws upon both social
history and IR. In this way, it contributes not only to area studies, through its
detailed empirical research. It makes an important contribution to broader
debates in international history regarding the merits and disadvantages of using

a bottom-up approach.

" Fxamples will be given in chapter 3.
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The thesis also contributes to wider debates in IR and international politics
about the “criminal” leader, an ill-defined concept that it seeks to develop.
This conceptualization of the criminal leader provides an important framework
or backdrop for the entire research, and broadens the implications of the thesis
and its findings. The initial concept of the criminal leader that the thesis
develops, comprising four key dimensions, is modified to include an
additional, fifth dimension — a domestic dimension. The theoretical importance
of this domestic dimension both justifies the thesis’ strongly bottom-up
approach and, in turn, is empirically confirmed by the interview data and the

discrepancy it reveals between external and domestic views of MiloSevié.

The thesis’ eclecticism not only generates valuable new insight into
MiloSevi¢’s leadership and regime. By expanding the scope of the research
question beyond area studies, it both facilitates “greater communication and
experimentation across a wider range of research communities across the social
sciences” (Sil, 2004, p.322), and demonstrates that the problems and issues that
area specialists address have much broader relevance and significance. Unless
this is recognized, it seems likely that area studies will unfortunately remain on
the margins of Politics departments in the UK, sidelined by its stronger

competitors such as IR, comparative politics, and political theory.
Overview of Methods

In keeping with its overall approach, the thesis is eclectic in terms of its

methods. It uses both qualitative and quantitative sources, and combines
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textual analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches with analysis of interview data and

public opinion polls.’

The thesis seeks to fill an important gap in the existing Western literature by
exploring the view from below. Before we find out what ordinary people in
Serbia have to say about MiloSevi¢, however, it is important to first find out
what MiloSevi¢ was saying to them when he was in power. MiloSevi¢'s
speeches are a key primary source, and yet one that the existing Western
literature, despite being strongly top-down, has surprisingly overlooked.
Western authors typically refer to, and misrepresent, only three particular
speeches - MiloSevi¢’s Kosovo Polje speech (April 1987), his Gazimestan
speech (June 1989), and his address to Serbia’s municipal leaders (March

1991).

This research examines MiloSevi¢’s main speeches and addresses between
1987 and 2000. The fact that MiloSevi¢ rarely appeared in public and gave
very few interviews makes systematic analysis of his speeches especially
worthwhile. These speeches provide valuable insight into certain aspects of
MiloSevi¢’s leadership, such as his relationship with the Serbian people and
how he sought to win popular support. They are also important in terms of
allowing us to look at how MiloSevi¢ portrayed himself as a leader. Did he, for
example, present himself as a criminal leader intent on causing war and

mayhem? The conclusion reached is that MiloSevi¢’s speeches challenge,

3 According to Gerring, ~...method-eclecticism, rather than fixed rules of procedure, is likely
to remain — and should remain — the dominant mode of inquiry in the social sciences™ (Gerring,
2001, p.242).  In his view, "...social science is often led astray by a too rigid adherence to
method. Most research designs cannot be reduced to a single method™ (Gerring, 2001. p.240).
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rather than confirm, the image of him as a criminal leader. In particular, they
do not support the literature’s claims, central to his construction as a criminal

leader, that he planned the wars in the former Yugoslavia and incited ethnic

hatred.

Although the thesis is not methods-driven, its main contributions to the existing
Western literature on the MiloSevi¢ regime derive primarily from its bottom-up
method and rich interview data. Ninety people in Serbia and Kosovo were
interviewed between May and September 2004, using qualitative, semi-
structured interviews. Of these ninety interviewees, sixty-seven can be
described as ordinary people. Forty-nine are Serbs, and eighteen are national

minorities (Albanians, ethnic Hungarians, Muslims, Roma, and one Slovak).

The remaining twenty-three interviewees are elites, purposively selected
because of their particular knowledge of the MiloSevi¢ regime and/or personal
relationship with MiloSevi¢. Ten of the elite interviewees kneQ him, and seven
of these ten used to work closely with him. They include the current vice-
president of MiloSevi¢'s SPS, two former Foreign Ministers of Serbia, and one

of the authors of the famous 1986 SANU Memorandum.

Interviews can be either quantitative (structured) or qualitative (semi-
structured, unstructured). In this case, qualitative interviews were chosen for
three main reasons. First, the main purpose of the interviews was to explore in
detail the opinions that ordinary people in Serbia have of MiloSevi¢. and

thereby ascertain whether and to what extent they themselves view him as a
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criminal leader. Qualitative interviews were seen as most appropriate for this
purpose. Unlike structured interviews, they would allow the interviewer

flexibility, the chance to probe in depth, and the opportunity to follow up key

points that the interviewees might raise.

Secondly, it was believed that qualitative interviews would give the best insight
into ordinary peoples’ everyday life experiences during the Milogevié period,
an area that the existing Western literature heavily neglects. As Bouma and
Atkinson argue, “Qualitative research may be appropriate where the
investigator is attempting to understand the nature of a person’s experiences”
(Bouma and Atkinson, 1995, p.208).4 Insight into these experiences, in turn,
would give us the context in which to evaluate and assess interviewees’
opinions about MiloSevi¢. Other scholars interested in exploring the realm of
everyday life, such as Kotkin and Liidtke, have similarly used qualitative,

rather than quantitative research methods.

Thirdly, the present research is a response to existing Western literature about
MiloSevi¢ and his regime. Since this literature is qualitative, rather than
quantitative, it made most sense to use qualitative sources to explore the degree
to which the image of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader exists outside of Western
literature. It was also felt that by using qualitative interviews, the thesis could
make an important contribution to the existing Western literature. Few authors

have conducted interviews as part of their research, and those who have used

* For their part, Marshall and Rossman argue that qualitative research has unique strengths for
rescarch “that is exploratory or descriptive, that assumes the value of context and setting. and
that scarches for a deeper understanding of the participants’ lived experiences of the
phenomenon” (Marshall and Rossman, 1999, p.60).
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interviews have most frequently interviewed elites. Bennett, for example,
interviewed “as many key figures as possible throughout the former
Yugoslavia” (Bennett, 1995, p.x); and LeBor’s interviewees included Mira
Markovi¢ (MiloSevi¢'s wife), Borislav Miloevi¢ (Milogevié’s brother), and

Dusan Mitevi¢ (the former head of Radio Television Serbia) (LeBor, 2002).

Finally, semi-structured interviews were chosen over unstructured interviews.
Semi-structured interviews have some structure, in the form of an interview
guide, but this is not rigidly adhered to. They strike a balance between the
rigidity of structured interviews and the extreme looseness of unstructured
interviews. In an unstructured interview, the interviewer will have decided
only in general terms about the themes and topic areas to be explored. The
decision to use semi-structured, rather than unstructured interviews was based
mainly on practical grounds. As Arksey and Knight argue,
Unstructured interviews produce a wealth of qualitative data; the findings
can generate deep insights into peoples’ understandings of their social
world. However, at the analysis stage of the research, the time needed to
do justice to all the data that have been collected is considerable. This is
an important consideration to bear in mind, and generally this type of
interview is not suitable for projects that have to be completed when time
is in short supply (Arksey and Knight, 1999, p.7).
Since time in the field was limited, unstructured interviews would not have
been appropriate. Furthermore, given that quite specific information was being

sought from interviewees, it would have made little sense to use unstructured

interviews.

Structured interviews, most commonly used in survey research, were also

rejected, for the following reasons. Firstly, structured interviews are not



appropriate for exploring peoples’ experiences and opinions in depth.
Quantitative research is positivist and embodies a view of social reality as an
external, objective reality. Uniformity in interview procedure is therefore
essential, in order to be able to isolate, measure, and understand this reality.
This means that the interview schedule must be rigidly followed. It also means
that,
...the interviewer is expected to perform like a ‘robot’, acting in a neutral
voice, offering the same impression to the respondents, using the same
style, appearance, prompts, probes, etc., and showing no initiative,
spontaneity or personal interest in the research topic. The purpose of this
is to reduce interviewer bias to a minimum and achieve the highest
degree of uniformity in procedure (Sarantakos, 1998, p.247).
This very strict interview procedure, combined with the use of closed questions
(the questions must be direct and easily quantified), means that “...in a
structured interview format there is little freedom for respondents to talk about

what is important to them, or to raise their particular concerns” (Arksey and

Knight, 1999, p.90).

Secondly, it was considered essential to gain the interviewees’ trust. Not only
were they to be asked questions about a difficult period that many now want
simply to forget. They were to be asked these questions by an interviewer
whose country bombed Serbia and Kosovo just six years ago. In quantitative
research, however, the interviewer is required to be detached and aloof. This
would have preserved a problematic distance between interviewer and
interviewees, thus making it very difficult to establish any degree of real trust.

It would also have made the interviews very formal, which might have
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discouraged interviewees from speaking openly.” The requirement of strictly
following the interview schedule, moreover, would have limited how the

interviewer was able to deal with the situation when interviewees became

upset.

Thirdly, because it seeks to make generalizations and predictions, the
structured interview privileges breadth over depth. Consequently, the sample
is typically large and, most importantly, representative, so that very broad
conclusions can be drawn. The present research, however, privileges depth
over breadth, and it has consciously strived to avoid making the sort of
sweeping claims and generalizations that one finds in so much of the existing
Western literature on the MiloSevi¢ regime. It is not seeking to find out how
many people in Serbia regard MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader, but rather to
explore in detail how ordinary Serbs and national minorities view MiloSevi¢
today. Thus, while every effort was made to introduce diversity into the
interview sample, the overall objective was to achieve a rich sample that would

generate important bottom-up insight.

According to Sarantakos, “A structured interview is in reality a questionnaire
read by the interviewer as prescribed by the researcher” (Sarantakos, 1998,
p.247). There are, of course, other ways of conducting a questionnaire. For
example, one can survey people on the street, send them a questionnaire, or

interview them via telephone. For the purposes of the present research.

5 Once in the field, it quickly became apparent that interviewees, with the exception of the elite
interviewees. were more relaxed and more forthcoming when the interviews were kept very

informal.
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however, it was felt that any kind of survey would not be suitable, primarily for

practical reasons.

In the UK, market researchers often approach shoppers and ask them to
complete a survey. In Serbia, however, it would be very unwise to do this.
Some Serbs are very wary and suspicious of people from the West®, and

therefore unlikely to respond well to being stopped on the street.

The major problem with the mail or self-completion questionnaire is the
problem of non-response. As May argues,
...unless people have an incentive, either through an interest in the
subject which the survey is covering or some other basis, then response
rates are likely to be low and the figure of 40 per cent, or four out of
every ten people sent a questionnaire, is not uncommon (May, 2001,
p.97).
Had self-completion questionnaires been used in the present instance, it is
probable that the response rate would have been even lower. It is likely that if
questionnaires were randomly sent out to Serbian people by a Western

researcher, many of them would have been suspicious and, therefore, not have

responded.

Another problem with this type of survey is that it is very impersonal. In the
words of Aldridge and Levine, “The language of survey research betrays its
lack of concern with the individual: respondents, samples, cases™ (Aldridge and
Levine, 2001, p.13). In contrast, the present research does not treat the

individual simply as a respondent or case, and this is reflected in the research

® The girlfriend of one interviewee. for example, suspected the interviewer of being a spy.
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method chosen. Unlike the survey, the semi-structured interview can be
viewed as a conversation or dialogue between two individuals, interviewer and
interviewee. This made it possible to tailor the questions according to who was
being interviewed. Had a survey been used, it would have been necessary to
devise three separate surveys — one for the (ordinary) Serbian interviewees, one
for the Serbian elite interviewees, and one for the national minority

Interviewees.

Finally, surveys by telephone would not have been practical. If the
respondents were randomly selected, it is likely that many of them would not
have spoken English, and it would have been extremely difficult for the
interviewer to interview people in Serbian by telephone. Furthermore, some
people would almost certainly have put the telephone straight down upon

hearing a foreign accent.

Notwithstanding the decision to use semi-structured interviews, rather than
surveys, public opinion poll data nevertheless plays an important role in this
thesis and nicely complements the interview data. The opinion polls that are
incorporated into the thesis were conducted between September 1990 and June
2005 by five polling institutes in Belgrade — the Agency for Applied
Sociological and Political Research (“Argument’), Marten Board
International, the National Democratic Institute (NDI), the Strategic

Marketing and Media Research Institute (SMMRI), and TNS Medium Gallup.7

7 Unfortunately, it was not possible to find any public opinion polls of national minorities.



It 1s also important to emphasize that the findings of this thesis could be used
as a basis for future survey research. To cite Gaskell, ~...insights gained from
qualitative interviewing may improve the quality of survey design and
interpretation” (Gaskell, 2000, p.39). Surveys, in turn, would help us to
ascertain whether and to what extent the opinions expressed by the

interviewees are generalizable to the Serbian population as a whole.

Outline of Chapters

The thesis is divided into two parts. Part I is literature-based and comprises
three chapters. Together, these three chapters lay the foundations for Part II.
They explore how MiloSevi¢ has been constructed as a criminal leader and how
his criminalization can be linked to broader developments in the field of IR.
They also seek to develop the concept of the criminal leader, and to answer the
question of how one studies a criminal leader. Part II is empirical, and consists
of five chapters. These chapters analyze MiloSevi¢’s speeches and qualitative
interview data (and some public opinion poll data), to find out whether and to
what extent these sources support the image of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader
and whether, therefore, on the basis of these sources, we can say that MiloSevi¢

is a criminal leader.

Chapter 1 is an overview of Western (essentially Anglo-American) literature
on Milosevi¢ and the former Yugoslavia. The authors whose work forms the
focus of this first chapter are academics, journalists, and dramatis personae.
The aim of this chapter is to deconstruct, and to thereby identify the key

elements in. MiloSevi¢'s construction as a criminal leader. It argues that the
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most important element in this construction is Milo3evié’s actions and
intentions. The three remaining elements are his motivations, his personality
and psychological profile, and his comparison with other ““criminal” leaders,
past and present. The chapter further argues that Liberalism underpins this
construction - MiloSevi¢ was seen as posing a fundamental threat to liberal
peace and values. Since not all Western authors subscribe to the view of
MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader, this chapter also looks at some alternative

viewpoints in the literature.

Chapter 2 argues that MiloSevi¢’s construction as a criminal leader can be
linked to, and understood in the context of, broader developments in the field
of International Relations. It focuses on four particular developments - the
growing prominence of the Liberal paradigm, the normative turn within the
discipline, changing attitudes towards war - in particular the criminalization of
war — and, finally, the erosion of the principle of sovereign immunity. It is
within the context of these developments, moreover, that other leaders besides
MiloSevi¢ - such as Saddam Hussein and Charles Taylor - have been
criminalized. The final part of this chapter, therefore, seeks to develop a
general concept of the criminal leader. Using the criminalization of MiloSevi¢
as a starting point, it argues that there are four key dimensions of a criminal
leader — a behavioural dimension, a character dimension, an institutional
dimension, and a policy dimension. Emphasizing that the concept of the
criminal leader is externally constructed, it maintains that the policy dimension

is the most important.



Chapter 3 is concerned with the question of how one should study a “criminal”™
leader. It focuses on the work of scholars who have studied the regimes of
Hitler and Stalin from below. According to the concept of a criminal leader
developed in chapter 2, both Hitler and Stalin can be considered as archetypal
criminal leaders. Bottom-up research of their regimes is, therefore, used to
support the thesis’ contention that the criminal leader must be studied not only
“from above”, but also “from below”. The concept of the criminal leader
developed in chapter 2 is consequently modified, through the addition of a

fundamental fifth dimension — a domestic dimension.

Chapter 4 is the first empirical chapter. It focuses on MiloSevi¢'s speeches,
which are analyzed both thematically and chronologically. It argues that the
existing Western literature fundamentally misrepresents these speeches,
through highly selective quoting. MiloSevi¢’s reference at Gazimestan, on 28
June 1989, to the possibility of “armed battles” in the future, is a classic
example. It further argues that the speeches can only be seen as providing
evidence of MiloSevi¢’s “criminal” leadership and “criminal” intent if they are
thus misrepresented. On the basis of the speeches that MiloSevi¢ gave during
his final two years in power, the image of him that emerges, it is contended, is
not as a criminal leader, but rather as a desperate leader. He was clinging like a
limpet to power, but the rock to which he was clinging was progressively

crumbling.

Chapters 5 to 8 analyze the interview data gathered. A short introductory

section precedes these chapters. It provides the reader with key information
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about the interviewees, the interviews, and the sampling strategies used. It also
discusses some anticipated criticisms of the interview data, for example certain

biases and imbalances in the interview sample.

In order to find out how domestic views of MiloSevié fit with the dominant
Western view, chapters 5 and 6 concentrate on the key element in Milosevié’s
construction as a criminal leader — his actions and intentions. These chapters
explore the degree to which there is support among the Serbian interviewees
and the non-Serbian interviewees for the five key claims that Western literature

makes with respect to MiloSevi¢’s actions and intentions.

Chapter 5 deals with four of these five claims — (1) that MiloSevi¢ is the person
most responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia; (ii) that he planned
these wars in advance, with the purpose of creating a “Greater Serbia”; (i11) that
Serbian crimes committed during these wars were planned and premeditated;
and (iv) that MiloSevi¢ used violence to achieve his aims. The chapter
concludes that, overall, the national minority interviewees do support these

claims, while the Serbian interviewees do not.

Chapter 6 concentrates on the fifth key claim that Western literature makes vis-
a-vis MiloSevié's actions and intentions - the claim that he incited ethnic
hatred. The experiences and opinions of the interviewees from national
minority groups in Serbia play a particularly important role in this chapter. On
the basis of the interview data, the chapter argues that the main form of

discrimination that Serbia’s national minorities suftered, with the cxception of



the Kosovar Albanians, was social discrimination, rather than State or
institutional discrimination. It further argues that the particular circumstances
of the nineties were the primary cause of this social discrimination. The final
part of this chapter addresses the remaining elements in MiloSevic’s
construction as a criminal leader - his motivations, his personality and
psychology, and his comparison with other “criminal” leaders. The chapter
concludes that, overall, the national minority interviewees support MiloSevi¢’s
construction as a criminal leader, although not as a racist, whereas the Serbian
interviewees do not. The Serbian interviewees, it is argued, regard MiloSevi¢

above all as a “bad” leader.

Chapter 7 explores this image of MiloSevi¢ as a “bad” leader. It argues that,
according to the Serbian interviewees, MiloSevi¢ was a bad leader in four
particular senses. Firstly, he cared only about himself and his power, and not
about the Serbian people. Secondly, he was an incompetent leader who lacked
ability. Thirdly, he surrounded himself with “bad” people. Finally, the
consequences of his rule — both for the Serbian people and for the country —
were very bad. This chapter also examines a second image of Milosevi¢ that
emerges from the Serbian interview data —as a victim. It argues that MiloSevi¢
is viewed as a victim of the people around him, in particular his wife Mira; as a
victim of himself and his own weaknesses; and finally as a victim of Western
powers. Given that MiloSevic¢ is currently standing trial in The Hague. the fact
that the Serbian interviewees do not regard him as a criminal leader is very
significant. In particular, it has important implications for the Tribunal’s stated

goals of achieving peace and ~justice”.
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Chapter 8, the final chapter in the thesis, explores the attitudes of both the
Serbian interviewees and the national minority interviewees towards The
Hague Tribunal. It argues that the national minority interviewees support both
MiloSevi¢’s normative and legal criminalization, whereas the Serbian
interviewees generally support neither. In order to help explain the differences
in opinion between the Serbian interviewees and the national minority
interviewees, it is suggested that the two groups of interviewees are working
with fundamentally dissimilar frames of reference. The Serbian interviewees
judge MiloSevi¢ primarily in a domestic context, in which war plays only a
marginal role. In contrast, the national minority interviewees judge Milo3evié

in a much broader, regional context, in which war is central.

The conclusion to the thesis summarizes the main findings of the research, and
explains how the different parts of the thesis fit together. It discusses the
contributions that the thesis makes, whilst also acknowledging its limitations.
It emphasizes how the thesis contributes to existing Western literature on the
MiloSevi¢ regime, in three particular ways. Firstly, through its rich interview
data, the research makes a valuable empirical contribution to a literature that is,
overall, empirically weak. It makes a second important empirical contribution
to the existing literature through its analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches. Thirdly,
through its emphasis and exploration of the view from below, it makes a

worthy methodological contribution to a literature that is heavily top-down in

its approach.
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It is also underscored, however, that the importance of the research and its
implications extend beyond area studies. Firstly, by virtue of its eclecticism,
particularly the attempts to bring together area studies and social history, the
thesis contributes to methodological debates in international history about
history “from below” and the value of bottom-up approaches. Secondly,
through its efforts to contextualize and to develop the concept of the criminal
leader, the thesis contributes to a broader discussion in international politics
and IR about who is a criminal leader, what defines a criminal leader, who
determines when a leader should be deemed criminal, and whether and when a

criminal leader should be put on trial.

The second half of the conclusion addresses some broader issues. It discusses
some possible implications of criminalizing leaders. It also considers how the
concept of the criminal leader might evolve in the future, and how the current
“War on Terror” might affect it. It asks if the criminal leader is becoming less
significant in a world where certain “rogue” states and terrorist organizations,

such as Al-Qaida, are seen as posing the biggest threat.

Finally, some suggestions as to future research will be made. These
suggestions, based on the thesis and its findings, will be mainly qualitative but

also quantitative and comparative, in order to underscore that the thesis lends

itself to different types of research.
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Chapter 1
The Criminalization of Slobodan MiloSevié;
An Overview of Western Literature

Introduction

Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was born in the town of Pozarevac, on 20 August 1941. His
parents, who both committed suicide, were from Montenegro. Milosevi¢ studied
Law at the University of Belgrade, receiving his degree in 1964. He began his
career at Technogas, a major gas company, and rose to become its general director.
From 1978 until 1983, he held the post of president of Beogradska banka, one of

the largest banks in Yugoslavia.

Milo$evié¢ then embarked upon a political career. In 1984, he became Chairman of
the City Committee of the League of Communists of Belgrade, and two years later
he was elected Chairman of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the League
of Communists of Serbia. On 8 May 1989, he was elected President of the
Presidency of Serbia, and he was elected President of Serbia in December 1990.
After serving two terms as President of Serbia, he was elected President of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) on 15 July 1997. He stepped down from
this position on 6 October 2000, after being defeated by Vojislav Kostunica in the

September 2000 FRY Presidential elections. Since July 1990, he has been the

President of the SPS.

Today, Milosevi¢ is standing trial in The Hague, facing charges of war crimes.

crimes against humanity and genocide. He is the first former head of state to be

33



indicted by an international tribunal for alleged crimes committed while in office.’
Although the trial is still in progress, it is clear that for Milosevi¢’s many critics.
his guilt is already established. In their view, MiloSevié¢ is unquestionably a
criminal leader. The main aim of this chapter, therefore, is to explore how the

image of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader has been constructed in the West.

Rather than focusing on one particular type of scholarship, this chapter will
examine the views of a diverse range of Western authors — academics (such as
Gow, Gallagher and Ramet), journalists (for example, Bass, Glenny, Silber and
Little, and LeBor) and dramatis personae (including Sell and Zimmermann). The
purpose of this is to illustrate how widespread the view of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal
leader actually is — it should not be associated with only one specific type of
scholarship. With the notable exception of Florence Hartman, who is French, all
of the authors associated in this chapter with the construction of Milosevi¢ as a
criminal leader are British and American. As a suggestion for future research, it
would be interesting to look at whether other Western authors — for example,

. . 4w e .. 2
French and German writers - share the view of Milosevi¢ as a criminal leader.

' The International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) was created on 25 May
1993 (UN Security Council Resolution 827). MiloSevi¢ was indicted by the Tribunal on 27 May
1999, and extradited to The Hague on 28 June 2001.

2 Serbia and France have traditionally been allies. However, in January and February 1993,
Médecins du Monde put up thousands of posters in major cities in France. showing MiloSevic and
Hitler side by side, with the caption, “Speeches about ethnic cleansing — does that remind you of
anything?” (Johnstone, 2002, p.74). Germany, on the other hand, has been the traditional ally of
Croatia. It has a large Croatian émigré community, and vigorously championed Croatia’s right to
secede from Yugoslavia. The strong anti-Serb tone taken by some German newspapers, therefore,
was perhaps unsurprising. For example, Reismuller, the editor of the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, justified Slovenia and Croatia’s declarations of independence by describing the “Yugo-
Serbs” as essentially Oriental, “militarist Bolsheviks™ who have “no place in the European
community” (cited in Johnstone, 1999). According to Johnstone. “...what occurred in Germany
was a strange sort of mass transfer of Nazi identity. and guilt, to the Serbs™ (Johnstone, 1999).
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Notwithstanding the broad consensus that MiloSevi¢ is a criminal leader, the
literature does not in fact define the term. One reason for this is that the
criminalization of leaderships is a relatively new phenomenon. What is clear,
however, is that the concept of the criminal leader is essentially a normative
construct, informed by liberal principles. That is to say that while many of the
writers considered in this chapter support the legal prosecution of Milosevié. they
also see him as criminal on moral grounds. Thus, the term “criminal leader” is not
used in this chapter, or in the thesis as a whole, in a strict legal sense. It should,
however, be emphasized that it is precisely normative judgements of MiloSevi¢’s
actions and intentions that have been used to justify the legal proceedings against

him in The Hague Tribunal .’

The chapter comprises three main sections. Section 1 looks at how MiloSevi¢ has
been constructed in the West as a criminal leader. MiloSevi¢’s actions and
intentions, his motivations, and his personality and psychological profile constitute
three of the four main elements in his construction as a criminal leader. Linked to
each of these elements is a particular sub-image of MiloSevi¢ - as a dangerous
warmonger, as a ruthless power-seeker, and as a flawed and psychologically
impaired individual. The fourth element is a comparative element; MiloSevi¢ has

been frequently compared to other “criminal” leaders.

3 The Hague Tribunal, and in particular interviewees’ attitudes towards it, will be discussed in
chapter 8.

35



Section 2 explores the theory that underlies the construction of Miloevié as a
criminal leader. It argues that the portrayal of Milogevi¢ as a criminal leader has
been heavily influenced by liberal principles and the idea that Milo3evi¢ posed a
threat to liberal peace. Throughout this chapter, it is also argued that Milosevié’s
construction as a criminal leader can be linked to Western, Orientalist stereotypes

about the Balkans.*

While this chapter aims to give expression to the “dominant voice” in Western
literature — the view that MiloSevi¢ is a criminal leader — section 3 looks at some
important alternative viewpoints in the literature. It first looks at two alternative
portraits of MiloSevi¢ - as an improviser, and as an obstacle to the West. It then
looks at some alternative explanations of the wars in the former Yugoslavia that
concentrate far less on the role of actors than on the role of circumstances, both

internal and external.

Section 1 — The Construction of MiloSevi¢ as a Criminal Leader

MiloSevié’s construction as a criminal leader comprises four main elements, each

of which can now be examined in detail.

* According to Edward Said, Orientalism is “the whole network of interests inevitably brought to
bear on (and therefore always involved in) any occasion when that particular entity ‘the Ori§nt' is
in question” (Said, 1991, p.3). Moreover, “The Orient was Orientalized not only becagse it was
discovered to be ‘Oriental” in all those ways considered commonplace by an average nineteenth-
century European, but also because it could be — that is. submitted to being — made Oriental™ (Said.

1991, p.5).



(i) MiloSevi¢’s Actions and Intentions

MiloSevi¢’s alleged actions and intentions constitute the key element in his
construction as a criminal leader. Just as the commission of a crime requires both
an action (actus reas) and a state of mind (mens rea), so those who criminalize

MiloSevi¢ focus on his actions and intentions, as they see them.

(a) Actions

Concerning MiloSevi€’s actions, Western literature levels three particular charges
at him. The first of these is that he was most responsible for the break-up of
Yugoslavia and for the bloody wars that ensued. The second charge is that he used
violence to achieve his ends. The third charge is that he incited ethnic hatred. We

can now look at each of these charges more closely.

The causes of Yugoslavia’s collapse and descent into war were both multiple and
complex. Nevertheless, conventional wisdom has it that MiloSevi¢ was most to
blame. In the words of Hayden, “orthodox” accounts “presume and then focus on
the guilt of ‘the Serbs’ and especially of Slobodan MiloSevi¢” (Hayden, 2000,
p.19).  Zimmermann, for example, contends that, “The prime agent of
Yugoslavia’s destruction was Slobodan MiloSevi¢, president of Serbia™
(Zimmermann, 1996, p.viii); and Sell maintains that, “Yugoslavia did not die a

natural death; it was murdered, and MiloSevi¢, more than any other single leader,

is responsible™ (Sell, 2002, p.4).



Echoing such views, Silber and Little describe Milogevi¢ as “The instigator of
Yugoslavia’s bloody disintegration and the guiding hand behind the wars...”
(Silber and Little, 1996, p.385); Bass refers to Milosevi¢ as “the prime mover in
the wars of Yugoslavia’s disintegration” (Bass, 2003, p.85); and Sudetic describes
him as “the prime mover in Yugoslavia’s slide into nationalist turmoil...”
(Sudetic, 1998, p.77). Gow identifies Milo3evié as “The man who had led Serbia
into a decade of fruitless war and the Yugoslav lands into an abyss of mass murder
and human misery...” (Gow, 2003, p.1); and Glenny contends that, “There can be
no doubt that from an early stage, MiloSevi¢ was well-prepared to accept war as a

solution to the Yugoslav problem” (Glenny, 1993, p.38).

Reinforcing associations of MiloSevi¢ with death and destruction, Hartman refers
to him as “I’incendiaire des Balkans...” (“the arsonist of the Balkans™) (Hartman,
1999, p.356); Hazan describes MiloSevi¢ as “the Balkan pyromaniac” (Hazan,
2004, p.69); and Doder and Branson emphasize MiloSevi¢’s “remarkable legacy of

deliberate malevolence and destruction” (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.237).

Clearly, there is a broad consensus in the literature that MiloSevi¢ was most
responsible for the death of Yugoslavia and the wars that followed. The question
that remains unanswered, however, is why he was most responsible. Let us tumn
once again to Hayden. He argues that, according to “orthodox™ accounts,
.. .Milogevi¢ roused Serb nationalism to threaten the other peoples in Yugoslavia,
thus forcing other republics to secede. Then MiloSevi¢ activated a plan for a

Greater Serbia, invading Croatia, then Bosnia...” (Hayden, 2000, p.19). Thus, it
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seems that nationalism is the key to explaining why Milosevi¢ is deemed the
person most to blame for what happened in ex-Yugoslavia. Spencer. for example,
maintains that, “It was in Kosovo that Slobodan MiloSevié¢ launched the
nationalistic chauvinism that led to secession and wars throughout Yugoslavia...™
(Spencer, 2000, p.31); and Zimmermann claims that, “Nationalism was the arrow
that killed Yugoslavia. MiloSevi¢ was the principal bowman™ (Zimmermann,

1996, p.212).°

More particularly, it is the widespread belief that MiloSevi¢ was seeking to create a
“Greater Serbia” that accounts for the literature’s emphasis on his personal
responsibility for the wars. Gow, for example, argues that, “The Serbian new state
project® meant war” (Gow, 2003, p. 118); and Maga$ maintains that Yugoslavia
“was destroyed for the cause of a Greater Serbia”™ (Magas, 1993, p.xiv). Variously
referred to in the literature as a “dream’ (Boatswain, 1995, p.3); a “well-defined
political objective” (Cigar, 1995, p.4); a “programme” (Gallagher, 2001, p.236); a
“project” (Gow, 2003, p.2; Hasani, 2000, p.5); a “plan” (LeBor, 2002, p.136); and
a “vision™ (Sell, 2002, p.151), “Greater Serbia” is a somewhat opaque term that is
rarely defined, as if its meaning were self-evident. Nevertheless, it is a term that is

widely used, both in Western literature and in the media.

5 It is widely believed, however, that MiloSevi¢ was never a genuine nationalist. Bennett, for
example, argues that, “Though he [MiloSevic] has played the Serb national card, he 1s not, and
never has been, a Serb nationalist™ (Bennett. 1995, p.247). Cohen, for his part. maintains that, “In
practice, Serbian nationalism per se meant very little to Milosevi¢” (Cohen, 2001, p.151).

6 This was a project to “establish new state borders from which unwanted communities would be
removed — ethnically cleansed™ (Gow. 2003, p.4).
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Given this emphasis on a “Greater Serbia”, the wars in former Yugoslavia are
frequently portrayed as predatory, expansionist wars. Magas, for example, claims
that, “It is now clear beyond any doubt that the war taking place in Yugoslavia is
not an ethnic war but a war of territorial expansion” (Maga$, 1993, p.324); and
Cohen argues that,
As the imminent dissolution of the Yugoslav socialist federation came more
clearly into view during 1990 and 1991, MiloSevi¢ turned his attention to
efforts aimed at ensuring as much territory as possible for any new Serbian
state (Cohen, 2001, p. 142).
Realists would argue that the pursuit of territory is not necessarily driven by
aggressive and revanchist designs. According to Snyder and Jervis, for example,
“It is important to keep the concepts of the security dilemma and predation
separate, and to understand that elements of each are present in almost every
specific situation, albeit in different ways and proportions” (Snyder and Jervis,
1999, p.19). They continue,
No individual case is ever entirely of one type or the other. Actors often feel
they need to expand in order to be secure. Sometimes such beliefs are
rationalizations for more purely predatory drives; at other times they are not,
and it is extremely difficult for later analysts, let alone contemporary
observers, to tell which is which (Snyder and Jervis, 1999, p.20).
This view, however, is not widely shared in the literature, where the dominant
thinking is that the pursuit of territory was fuelled by aggressive designs and
necessarily involved the commission of terrible crimes. Cigar, for example. argues
that the policy of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia-Hercegovina was “implemented in a
systematic manner as part of a broader strategy intended to achieve a well-defined,

concrete political objective. namely, the creation of an expanded, ethnically pure

Greater Serbia” (Cigar, 1995, p.4). In a similar vein, Gow contends that the



commission of crimes against humanity and war crimes was “integral to the
Serbian new state project” (Gow, 2003, p.7); and Williams and Scharf refer to
MiloSevi¢’s “reliance on ethno-nationalism and ethnic cleansing as tools for
accumulating and retaining political power in order to pursue his dream of a

greater Serbia” (Williams and Scharf, 2002, p.xvii).

This leads us to the second charge made against Milo§evié¢ — that he used violence
to achieve his aims. According to Cohen, for example, “Violence was always part
of MiloSevi¢’s equation” (Cohen, 1998, p.188); Cox describes Milogevi¢ as
“...unleashing great violence in his pursuit of a greater Serbia...” (Cox, 2002,
p.205); and Bass describes the MiloSevi¢ regime as “one of the most murderous
regimes on the planet...” (Bass, 2003, p.86). For their part, Doder and Branson
claim that when MiloSevi¢ delivered his famous speech in Gazimestan, on 28 June
1989, he “invoked the spirit of violence” (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.4).
Moreover, that was not the only occasion on which he did so. Armacost, for
example, maintains that,
In March 1998, violence again erupted in the Balkans, this time in Kosovo —
an ethnic cauldron in the heart of the former Yugoslavia. For the third time
in a decade, the violence was caused by the nationalist politics of Serbia’s
long-standing dictator, Slobodan Milo3evi¢ (Armacost, 2000, p.vii).
Armacost’s description of Kosovo as “an ethnic cauldron™ has strong Orientalist
overtones. That is to say that it is in keeping with common stereotypes about the

Balkans as a highly explosive and dangerous region. These stereotypes are firmly

entrenched. Back in 1904, for example, Edith Durham referred to “'the bubbling

” This speech will be examined in chapter 4 and, it is argued. does not support Doder and Branson's

claim.
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edge of the ever-simmering Eastern Question” (Durham, 1904, p-1); and William
Sloane, in 1914, wrote of the “seething, boiling mass of Balkan politics” (Sloane.
1914, p.229). More recently, Colonel Bob Stewart claimed that, After the war
[World War Two] ended, Tito managed to keep the country united until his death
some ten years ago. Since then, the powder keg has been waiting to explode

again” (Stewart, 1994, p.6).

It is suggested that portrayals of MiloSevic as a violent and brutal leader are linked
to such stereotypes about the violent and dangerous nature of the Balkans. As will
be seen in section 2, US policymakers often relied upon such stereotypes during
the early nineties, in order to justify America’s non-intervention in the former
Yugoslavia. During the NATO bombing, however, MiloSevi¢, not the region, was
portrayed as violent. Speaking on 15 April 1999, for example, President Clinton
referred to “...the MiloSevi¢ vision — rooted as it is in hatred and violence...”

(cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.855).

We can now look at the third and final charge made in the literature against
Milogevi¢ - that he incited ethnic hatred. This marks a significant shift in
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emphasis away from the idea of “ancient Balkan hatreds™ to the idea that inter-

ethnic hatred was deliberately fostered and encouraged. Gompert, for example,

argues that, “Milosevi¢ injected into the Serbs the venom of ethnic hatred that had

8 The idea that hatred is endemic to the Balkans is another Orientalist stereotype. In recent times. it
is perhaps most associated with Robert Kaplan, according to whom, “Twentieth-century history
came from the Balkans. Here men have been isolated by poverty and ethnic rivalry, dooming them
to hate. Here politics have been reduced to a level of near anarchy that from time to time in history
has flowed up the Danube into Central Europe. Nazism, for instance, can claim Balkan origins™

(Kaplan, 1994, p.xxiii).



been absent in modern Yugoslavia” (Gompert, 1996, p.143); and Ramet contends
that, “MiloSevi¢ built his power on a foundation of hatred and
xenophobia...”(Ramet, 2002, p.308). She further claims that, of all the ex-
Yugoslav republics, “only MiloSevi¢’s regime relied on the inculcation and
nurturing of hatred in the first place to develop support™ (Ramet, 2002, p.351).
For his part, Zimmermann refers to “the ethnic hatred sown by Milosevi¢ and his
ilk...” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.41); while Duncan and Holman compare MiloSevic
to Russia’s Vladimir Zhirinovsky, claiming that the latter’s “blatant appeals to
racism bear a striking resemblance to those of MiloSevi¢’s Serbia™ (Duncan and

Holman, 1994, p.208).

It is striking that the racism of the late president of Croatia, Franjo Tudjman, is
rarely remarked upon.” According to Hammond,
While the Serbian President Slobodan Milosevi¢ was routinely condemned
as an ultra-nationalist, comparatively little attention was given to the
political doctrines of Croatian president Franjo Tudjman and Bosnian leader
Alija Izetbegovi¢, both of whom had espoused an exclusivist nationalism
prior to the conflict (Hammond, 2002, p.183).
Zimmermann emphasizes Tudjman’s nationalism, arguing that, “Unlike MiloSevic,
who was driven by power, Tudjman betrayed an obsession with Croatian
nationalism” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.75). He also describes Tudjman’s regime as
“a narrow-minded, crypto-racist regime hostile to Serbia and to the Yugoslavia

that it erroneously believed Serbia controlled” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.246). For

Zimmermann, however, “Tudjman’s saving feature, which distinguished him from

® On 17 March 1990, for example, Tudjman declared, “Thank God my wife i1s not a Jew or a Serb”
(cited in Gallagher. 2001, p.266); and Holbrooke has spoken of Tudjman’s “deep hatred ot the
Muslims...” (Holbrooke. 1999, p.162).



MiloSevi¢, was that he really wanted to be seen as a Western statesman. He
listened to Western expressions of concern and...often did something about
them...” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.77). Commenting on this statement, Hudson
remarks, “In some senses, Zimmermann has hit upon the core of the issue.
Tudjman could be backed because he was essentially pro-Western, whereas

Milosevi¢ had to be broken, because he was not” (Hudson, 2003, p.70).

(b) Intentions

We have seen that Western literature heavily blames Milosevi¢ for the wars in the
former Yugoslavia. However, he is accused not only of being most responsible for
those wars, but also of actively planning them, and thus intending for them to
happen. Gow, for example, argues that although war was “highly likely and in the
circumstances even inevitable, it was MiloSevi¢’s Belgrade that saw in
Yugoslavia’s disarray a perfect opportunity to redraw the map; that planned and
instigated war...” (Gow, 2003, p.9). LeBor asserts that, “War was a deliberate
choice for the MiloSevi¢ regime...” (LeBor, 2002, p.328). He also argues that, "It
was in Croatia and Bosnia that MiloSevi¢ and his allies were planning the ‘armed

battles’ of which he had spoken at Kosovo in 1989 (LeBor, 2002, p.139)."

Zimmermann accuses MiloSevi¢ of “devising and pursuing a strategy that led
directly to the breakup of the country and to the deaths of over 100,000 of its

citizens” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.212); and Hartman claims that intercepted

10 On 28 June 1989, Milosevi¢ delivered a speech in Kosovo. in which he referred to possible
armed battles in the future. It will be argued in chapter 4. however, that undue significance has
been attached to these words. in order to reinforce the image of MiloSevic as a warmonger.
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telephone conversations between Milosevié and the Bosnian Serb leader, Radovan
KaradZzi¢, “révelaient ’existence d’ 1 cis'! vi : 1

, Xistence d'un plan precis’ visant a créer par la violence
une Grande Serbie” (“revealed the existence of a precise plan which envisaged the

creation, by violent means, of a Greater Serbia”) (Hartman, 1999, p.152).

MiloSevi¢ is accused not only of planning the wars, but also of planning the crimes
committed therein. These crimes were not simply a by-product of the wars. They
were carefully planned in advance; they were premeditated. Cigar and Williams,
for example, argue that, “The atrocities committed by Serbian forces were part of a
planned, systematic and organized campaign to secure territory for an ethnically
‘pure’ Serb state by clearing it of all non-Serb populations” (Cigar and Williams,
2002, p.21); and Malcolm maintains that ethnic cleansing in Bosnia was
a central part of the entire political project which the war was intended to
achieve, namely the creation of homogeneous Serb areas which could
eventually be joined to other Serb areas, including Serbia itself, to create a
greater Serbian state (Malcolm, 2002, p.246).
Spencer, referring to the NATO bombing in 1999, claims that, “MiloSevi¢ may
actually have wanted the bombing because it gave a cover for the ethnic cleansing
that he had planned in advance” (Spencer, 2000, p.36); and Williams and Scharf

contend that Serbian crimes committed in Kosovo were “premeditated atrocities

designed to terrorize the civilian population™ (Williams and Scharf, 2002, p.174).

" Hartman is referring here to the so-called “RAM” plan. In his testimony to The Hague Tr.ibunal,
on 23 October 2003, Ante Markovié, the former Federal Prime Minister, referred to the existence
of “a RAM programme”, but admitted that. “I don’t know what it was™ (Markovié, 2003).
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Such views, however, are not confined to Western literature. President Clinton,
for example, speaking on 15 April 1999, expressed the view that, “The tragedy in
Kosovo is the result of a meticulously planned and long-premeditated attack on an
entire people simply on the basis of their ethnicity and religion™ (cited in
Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.850). For its part, the International Crisis
Group (ICG), in its report of 11 May 1999, referred to MiloSevié's “grotesque

campaign of ethnic cleansing in Kosovo...” (ICG, 1999, p.i).

In MiloSevi¢’s trial in The Hague, the Prosecution has similarly stressed that
Serbian crimes committed during the wars in former Yugoslavia were planned and
premeditated. In her opening statement on 12 February 2002, for example, the
chief prosecutor, Carla Del Ponte, argued that, “Some of the incidents reveal an
almost medieval savagery and the calculated cruelty that went far beyond the
bounds of legitimate warfare” (Del Ponte, 2002). Fellow prosecutor Geoffrey

Nice referred to “Milosevi¢’s criminal plans” (Nice, 2002).

Milogevié’s intentions are fundamental to the charge of genocide. Article II of the

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide (1948) defines

genocide as,

Many of the following acts committed with the intent to destroy, in whole or
in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: (a) Killing
members of the group; (b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to
members of the group; (c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of
life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; (d)
Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; [and] (¢)
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Forcibl.y .transferring children of the group to another group” (Carnegie
Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, 1997, p.4)."2

Thus, if MiloSevi€ is to be found guilty of genocide, the Prosecution must show
that he had genocidal intent — the specific intent to destroy the Bosnian Muslims as

a people. However,

Since the prosecution has not been able to present unequivocal evidence of
genocidal intent — a military order calling for the liquidation of all of the
Bosnian Muslims, for example — the experts say that based on earlier rulings,

they have serious doubts that the judges will issue a guilty verdict (Sullivan,
2004).

It is interesting to note, for example, that Milodevi¢’s initial indictment for

genocide, issued on 22 November 2001, was watered down in a later. amended

indictment released on 22 November 2002. For example, the original indictment

claimed that MiloSevi¢, acting alone or as part of a joint criminal enterprise',
planned, instigated, ordered, committed, or otherwise aided and abetted the
planning, preparation, and execution of the destruction, in whole or in part,
of the Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croat national, ethnical, racial or
religious groups, as such, in temitories within Bosnia and
Hercegovina...(The Prosecutor of the Tribunal against Slobodan MiloSevic,
2001).

It specifically mentioned eighteen such territories. In contrast, the amended

indictment makes no mention of the Bosnian Croats, and instead refers only to

“the Bosnian Muslim national, ethnical, racial or religious groups”. It also names

only eight, rather than eighteen, specific territories (The Prosecutor of the Tribunal

against Slobodan Milosevi¢, 2002).

"> In a landmark decision in April 2004, The Hague Tribunal found the Bosnian Serb general.
Radislav Krsti¢, guilty of aiding and abetting the crime of genocide in Srebrenica, the scene of the
worst massacre in Europe since World War Two. It was the first time since the Nuremberg trials
that an international court had established a case of genocide on European soil.

13 More about this concept will be said in chapter 2.
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Notwithstanding that Milodevi¢’s trial is still in progress, various commentators
freely use the word “genocide”. Back in 1996, Cohen, for example. referred to
“the leadership responsible for directing Serbia’s calculated program of genocide™
(Cohen, 1996, p.135). Even some Western politicians have had no qualms about
using the term “genocide”. Speaking in March 1999, for example. the British
Defence Secretary, George Robertson, stressed that it was imperative to intervene
in Kosovo, in order to stop “a regime which is bent on genocide™; while President
Clinton referred to “deliberate, systematic efforts at...genocide™ in Kosovo (cited
in Edwards, 2004). Lady Margaret Thatcher, moreover, also speaking during the
NATO bombing campaign, declared,
We are not dealing with some minor thug whose local brutalities may offend
our sensibilities from time to time. MiloSevi¢ s regime and the genocidal
ideology that sustains it represent something altogether different — a truly
monstrous evil... (cited in Williams and Scharf, 2002, p.205).H
Use of the word “genocide” has also frequently appeared in Western media.
According to Edwards, “A Nexis database search showed that in the two years
1998-1999, the Los Angeles Times, New York Times, Washington Post, Newsweek

and Time used the term ‘genocide’ 220 times to describe the actions of Serbia in

Kosovo” (Edwards, 2004).

In Anglo-Saxon legal systems, one is innocent proven until guilty. In the case of
Milosevi¢, however, the opposite is apparently true — he is guilty until proven

innocent.

4 According to Hume, “During the Kosovo conflict, the Nato governments and their allies in the
media tended to use the rhetoric of genocide to substitute for the lack of much hard evidence to
support stories of Serb atrocities against ethnic Albanians” (Hume. 2000, p.73).
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(i) MiloSevi¢’s Motivations

In law, a person’s motivations are irrelevant to establishing whether he is guilty or
innocent. However, when we look at how MiloSevi¢ has been constructed as a
criminal leader, we see that his motivations are treated as relevant. Western
literature portrays MiloSevi¢ as a man motivated by power, to the point of being
obsessed with it. Hockenos, for example, describes MiloSevi¢ as “A tyrant who
appeared addicted to power...” (Hockenos, 2003, p.154); Di Giovanni refers to
MiloSevi¢’s “insatiable appetite for power” (Di Giovanni, 2004, p.73); Judah
describes MiloSevi¢ as “an opportunistic and a cynical leader who was only
interested in power” (Judah, 2000a, p.xii); and Cohen argues that MiloSevic’s
“most compelling interest” was “the retention of power at any cost™ (Cohen, 2001,
p.xiv). What is interesting is that this pursuit of power is not seen as rational, but

as criminal.

What made Milo3evi¢’s pursuit of power “criminal™ was the fact that it was so
ruthless and cold-blooded. Silber and Little, for example, argue that on 9 March
1991,"3 “it became clear that Milogevi¢ would not hesitate to use force against his
own people in order to preserve power” (Silber and Little, 1996, p.l 19); and
Hartman describes MiloSevi¢ as ““un tyran sanguinaire prét a sacrifier des centaines
de milliers de vies sur ’autel de ses ambitions” (“a bloody tyrant prepared to
sacrifice hundreds of thousands of lives on the altar of his ambitions™) (Hartman,

1999, p.14). Even more scathing in their attack, Doder and Branson contend that,

15 This was the start of demonstrations against the regime, organized by Vuk Draskovi<, the leader
of the Scrbian Renewal Movement (SPO).
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“Slobodan Milo3evi¢ is the Saddam Hussein of Europe, doomed to wreak havoc
and go to war — as he has done repeatedly already — in order to preserve his own

power and distract his people’s attention from repression and poverty” (Doder and

Branson, 1999, p.10).

In his trial in The Hague, Milo3evi¢ has similarly been portrayed as power-hungry.
In her opening statement on 12 February 2002, for example, Carla Del Ponte told
the Tribunal that, ...the search for power is what motivated Slobodan Milogevi¢™
and that,
...MiloSevi¢ did nothing but pursue his ambition at the price of unspeakable
suffering inflicted on those who opposed him or represented a threat for his
personal strategy of power. Everything, Your Honours, everything with the
accused MiloSevi¢ was an instrument in the service of his quest for power
(Del Ponte, 2002).
(iii) MiloSevi¢’s Personality and Psychological Profile
Few of the Western authors who have written about MiloSevi¢ have actually met
him. Claims about his personality and psychology are, therefore, highly
speculative. Nevertheless, his alleged character and psychological traits form part
of his criminalization. In the words of Glenny, “The drive towards war in

Yugoslavia could not have been as dynamic as it was had it not been for the

extraordinary personality of Slobodan MiloSevi¢, the most paradoxical of

dictators™ (Glenny, 1993, p.31).

Milogevi¢ is portrayed in the literature as having various negative character traits.

such as mendacity. Doder and Branson, for example, refer to MiloSevic's
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“consummate capacity for lying, intrigue and secrecy” (Doder and Branson, 1999,
p.6); and Sell maintains that, “One of the few constants in Milogevié’s personality
is mendacity” (Sell, 2002, p.173). In a similar vein, Zimmermann refers to
MiloSevi¢’s “habitual mendacity” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.24), and describes
MiloSevi¢ as “one of the most duplicitous politicians the Balkans has ever

produced...” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.249).

Narcissism is another negative character trait often attributed to Milosevié.'®
According to Doder and Branson, for example, “The psychologists surmise that he
lives in a narcissistic, self-centred place where he is the sun and everything
revolves around him” (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.10); and Sell claims that,
US psychologists who have studied Slobodan Milosevi¢ closely describe
him as having a malignant narcissistic personality. They see him as strongly
self-centred, vain, and full of self-love. He is also completely indifferent to
almost anyone or anything else around him (Sell, 2002, p.173).
Much is also made of the fact that MiloSevi¢ was, apparently, rather reclusive.
Volkan, for example, argues that, “Most of the time MiloSevi¢ keeps to himself
and has perhaps suffered episodic depression” (Volkan, 1997, p.240); and Scharf

and Schabas inform us that, “Slobodan is said to have been a solitary child.

Patterns of abandonment surrounded the young MiloSevi¢ and could be seen as

' According to Cashman, “Narcissism is a highly complex personality construct made up of
several factors, including a disposition to exploit and manipulate others. a reveling in leadership
and authority roles. attitudes of self-importance, superiority and grandiosity, egotism. a lack of
empathy for others, physical vanity. and a hypersensitivity to the evaluation of others™ (Cashman,

1993, p.+41).



factors in the formation of a hardened, isolated individual” (Scharf and Schabas,

2002, p.5)."

It 1s suggested that MiloSevié’s reclusive nature is emphasized as a way of
showing him to be somehow “abnormal”. This image of him is strong in the
literature. Doder and Branson, for example, describe Milogevié¢ as “one warped
and malevolent man” (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.284). Ramet claims that,
“...the Serbian leader is suffering from an acute personality disorder” and
“displays symptoms characteristic of paranoid schizophrenia and psychopathic
hostility” (Ramet, 2002, p.310). She also refers to his “arguably paranoid-

psychopathic personality traits” (Ramet, 2002, p.351).

Even MiloSevi€’s relationship with his wife, Mira Markovic, is portrayed as being
somewhat peculiar and out of the ordinary. Di Giovanni, for example, maintains
that, MiloSevi¢ and Mira had “an unnaturally close relationship” (D1 Giovanni,

2004, p.153).

What is interesting is that whereas badness and madness are usually treated as two
very separate things, MiloSevi¢ is associated with both. Hartman, for example,
describes him as “un dictateur fou” (“a mad dictator”) (Hartman, 1999, p.402).
Similarly, President Clinton, speaking on 2 June 1999, claimed that, “Ethnic

cleansing in Kosovo was not a response to bombing. It was the ten-year method of

"7 In criminal law cases. facts about a defendant’s childhood and upbringing are sometimes
introduced as mitigating circumstances. In contrast, information about MiloSevi¢'s childhood has
been used to reinforce very negative images of him.
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Mr MiloSevi¢’s madness” (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.1074)."® In
addition, MiloSevi¢ is often associated with irrationality. Cohen, for example,
argues that, “...MiloSevi¢ had cemented his power precisely by unleashing the
irrational” (Cohen, 1998, p.190). Such claims can be related to Orientalist
stereotypes about the Balkans itself. In the words of Burgess, “The Balkans
epitomises the supposed unpredictability, indeed, positive irrationality of the

region. There, human behaviour apparently follows little recognisable pattern”

(Burgess, 1997, p.40).

(iv) Criminalization through Comparison
The final element in MiloSevi¢’s criminalization is a comparative one. He is often
compared to other “criminal” leaders, past and present. Doder and Branson, for
example, describe him as the “Saddam Hussein of Europe” (Doder and Branson,
1999, p.10). Tony Blair has also compared MiloSevi¢ to Saddam Hussein." In his
speech to the Economic Club of Chicago, on 22 April 1999, for example, Blair
told his audience that,
Many of our problems have been caused by two dangerous and ruthless men
— Saddam Hussein and Slobodan MiloSevi¢. Both have been prepared to
wage vicious campaigns against sections of their own community. As a

result of these policies, both have brought calamity on their own peoples
(Blair, 1999).

'8 According to Fiiredi, “When colonial nationalists were not depicted as self-serving scoundrels.
they were dismissed as mentally unstable” (Firedi, 1994, p.117). The same argument can be made
in relation to “criminal leaders”.

1% James Bissett, the Canadian Ambassador to Yugoslavia between 1990 and 1992. however,
disagrees with such comparisons. In his words, “Few would argue that Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was a
benign and lovable leader, but compared to Saddam Hussein he was a pussycat” (Bissett, 2001b).
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For his part, Richard Holbrooke has compared Milosevi¢ and the former warlord
and president of Liberia, Charles Taylor. According to Holbrooke, “Taylor is

MiloSevi¢ in Africa with diamonds” (cited in Beigbeder, 2002, p.207).

MiloSevi¢ is most frequently compared, implicitly or explicitly, to Hitler and
Stalin. Speaking in June 1999, for example, the British Foreign Secretary, Robin
Cook, argued that, “the appalling mass deportations we saw from Pristina,
particularly the use of railways, is evocative of what happened under Hitler and
again under Stalin” (cited in Dunne and Kroslak, 2001, p.36).>° Hartman describes
MiloSevic as “le maitre du regime le plus meurtrier d’Europe depuis Hitler” (“the
master of the deadliest regime in Europe since Hitler”) (Hartman, 1999, p.14); and
Magas argues that,
MiloSevi¢ has justified the annexation and wholesale incorporation of other
republics and provinces by his concern for the fate of Serb minorities. This
is how Hitler once justified the annexation of Austria, the partition and
occupation of Czechoslovakia, and the attack on Poland (Magas, 1993,
p.321).
Similarly, Ramet claims that, “MiloSevi¢’s biography shares some points in
common with the biographies of other dictators and extreme nationalists™ (Ramet,
2002, p.309); Bennett contends that, “comparisons with both Hitler and Stalin are
not far-fetched” (Bennett, 1995, p.247); and Zimmermann argues that MiloSevi¢’s
tactic of using mass rallies to dispose of anti-MiloSevi¢ governments in Kosovo,

Vojvodina and Mortenegro “was right out of Hitler’s and Mussolini’s play books™

(Zimmermann, 1996, p.52).

% Booth describes such comparisons as “mindless” (Booth, 2001, p.316); and Hume argues that,
“Whatever crimes MiloSevi¢ is guilty of, his regime bears no sensible comparison with the Third
Reich” (Hume, 2000, p.77).
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We have now seen how the image of MiloSevié as a criminal leader has been
constructed. To end this section, it is necessary to say something about the
Serbian people. Have they too been criminalized? Most frequently, the Serbs
have been portrayed as victims of Milosevi¢.?! Benson, for example, argues that,
“The Serbs made up the peasant element in the social structure of Bosnia...Like
their kin in Kosovo, the Serbs were backwoodsmen, easy meat for nationalist
demagogues like Radovan KaradZi¢ and MiloSevié ...” (Benson, 2001, p.144).
Hartman also views the Serbian people as victims, arguing that they were
brainwashed like members of a cult (Hartman, 1999, p.181); and Judah maintains
that, “Whole communities became pawns to be pushed across the board like so

many chess pieces, but the kings grew rich in the process” (Judah, 2000a, p.xii).

However, not everyone regards the Serbs as innocent. Gutman, for example,
refers to “the Serb conquest of Bosnia” and describes this as “a well-executed
blitzkrieg” (Gutman, 1994, p.ix); and Hockenos claims that, “The inaction of the
West in the face of Serbian aggression has set a worrisome precedent” (Hockenos,
1994, p.314). By using the adjectives ““Serb” and “Serbian”, these authors thereby
imply that the entire Serbian nation was implicated in these crimes. Indeed, as will
be seen in the data chapters, there is a widespread feeling among the Serbian

interviewees that the Serbian nation is on trial in The Hague, notwithstanding the

-1 As will be seen in the data chapters, this is how many of the Serbian interviewees view
themselves.
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Prosecution’s repeated insistence that it is concerned solely with individual

responsibility, and not with collective responsibility.*>

Others are more explicit in their condemnation of the Serbs. Cohen, for example,
maintains that, “As a people, the Serbs cannot escape responsibility: they
massively backed Milosevi¢’s nationalist upheaval and they voted him into office
in the first ‘free’ elections of December 1990” (Cohen, 1998, p.194). For his part,
Gallagher argues that,
Milosevi¢ would not have found it so easy to promote Serbian hegemony if
this concept had not been particularly appealing to many in Serbia proper, as
well as the provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo, and the republic of
Montenegro... (Gallagher, 2001, p.236).
The demonization and criminalization of the Serbs, however, was most
pronounced in Western media. For example, in April 1999, Newsweek published
an article by Rod Nordland, entitled “Vengeance of a Victim Race”, in which the
author claimed that, “The Serbs are Europe’s outsiders, seasoned haters raised on
self-pity” (cited in Johnstone, 2000). For his part, Thomas Friedman, a columnist
for the New York Times, wrote on 23 April 1999 that,
Like it or not, we are at war with the Serbian nation (the Serbs certainly
think so), and the stakes have to be very clear: Every week you ravage
Kosovo is another decade we will set your country back by pulverizing you.

You want 1950? We can do 1950. You want 13897 We can do 1389 too
(cited in Edwards, 2004).

** Speaking on 12 February 2002, for example, Carla Del Ponte emphasized that, “The accused in
this case, as in all cases before the Tribunal, is charged as an individual. He is prosecuted on the
basis of his individual criminal responsibility. No state or organization is on trial here today. The
indictments do not accuse an entire people of being collectively guilty of the crimes, even the crime
of genocide...Collective guilt forms no part of the Prosecution case™ (Del Ponte. 2002).
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Other authors argue that just as the Serbs were not innocent victims, neither were

publics throughout the former Yugoslavia. Fromkin, for example, argues that,
Ethnic hatred may have been aroused or inflamed within the past few years
by government-controlled television, but the gunpowder had to have been
already there: lighting a match, as the politicians did, would not have ignited
an explosion all by itself (Fromkin, 1999, p.161).

In a similar vein, Hammel argues that, “While politicians have manipulated, their

publics have not been blameless. Many, but not all, members of those publics

share the blame, for without them the politicians have no discontents to exploit™

(Hammel, 2000, p.29).

Section 2 — Liberalism and the Criminalization of MiloSevi¢

Fiiredi describes how the British Empire criminalized its anti-imperialist
opponents for reasons of self-interest. In short, “By criminalizing and discrediting
its opponents, London could justify the use of emergencies and special measures
to deal with them” (Fiiredi, 1994, p.109). Today, it is Liberalism that underlies the
criminalization of leaders. It is argued that MiloSevi¢ has been criminalized
because everything that he appeared to represent was seen as antithetical and

hostile to liberal values and ideals.

We particularly see this when we look at the rhetoric of British and US
policymakers, a rhetoric that portrayed MiloSevi¢ and his regime as a threat to
such fundamentals as freedom, democracy, and liberal peace. Speaking on 2 June
1999, for example, President Clinton declared that, “The killing Mr MiloSevi¢

unleashed in the former Yugoslavia a decade ago is now the last major barrier to a
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Europe whole, free and at peace...It threatens all the progress made in Europe

since the end of the Cold War™ (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.1075).

Liberal values were invoked most explicitly as a way to justify foreign
intervention in the former Yugoslavia. For example, at the start of the war in
Kosovo, in March 1999, President Clinton informed the nation that by bombing
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, “we are upholding our values, protecting our
interests, and advancing the cause of peace” (cited in Chomsky, 1999, p.3). At the
end of the war, moreover, he triumphantly proclaimed that, *I can report to the
American people that we have achieved a victory for a safer world, for our
democratic values, and for a stronger America” (Clinton, 1999). In his speech to
the Economic Club of Chicago, on 22 April 1999, Tony Blair also underscored the
importance of upholding liberal values, declaring, “This is a just war, based not on

any territorial ambitions but on values” (Blair, 1999).

Portrayals of MiloSevié¢ and his policies as evil further emphasized the threat that
he and his regime posed to liberal peace and values. For example, US Secretary of
State, Madeleine Albright, speaking on 1 February 1999 about the situation in
Kosovo, declared, “that this kind of thing cannot stand, that you cannot in 1999
have this kind of barbaric ethnic cleansing. It is ultimately better that democracies
stand up against this kind of evil” (cited in Chomsky, 1999, p.3). Similarly, in his
speech to the Economic Club of Chicago, on 22 April 1999, Tony Blair vowed
that, “If we let an evil dictator range unchallenged, we will have to spill infinitely

more blood and treasure to stop him later™ (Blair, 1999).
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To conclude this section, it is argued that Liberalism heavily underlies the
construction of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader. Liberalism strongly influenced
British and US policy towards the former Yugoslavia, particularly the decision to
intervene in Kosovo in 1999, It is interesting to note, however, that during the
early nineties, when the dominant mood among policymakers was against
intervention, it was not so much Milo3evié¢ who was regarded as the problem, but
the region itself. As Mazower argues, “Those who opposed Western intervention
in the Balkans tended to blame Milogevié less than long-run cultural determinants

of behaviour in the region” (Mazower, 2000, p.128).

Cautioning against foreign involvement in the former Yugoslavia, for example, the

former U.S Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger argued that,
If people are intent on killing each other under conditions in which it is
almost impossible for the outside world to do anything without losing itself
many lives, then my answer is: ‘I’m sorry, but they are going to have to kill
cach other until they wear themselves out and have enough sense to stop
(cited in Fleming, 2000, p.1219).

Speaking on 28 March 1993, the U.S Secretary of State Warren Christopher

expressed similar views. He said,

Let me put that situation in Bosnia in just a little broader framework. It’s
really a tragic problem. The hatred between all three groups — the Bosnians
and the Serbs and the Croats — is almost unbelievable. It’s almost terrifying
and it’s centuries old. That really is a problem from hell (cited in Cohen,
1998, p.243).

As Bert argues, “Where one stood on intervention, therefore, tended to determine

how one defined the nature of the war” (Bert, 1997, p.97).
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Section 3 — Some Alternative Views in the Western Literature

Notwithstanding the broad consensus in Western literature that Milo3evié is a
criminal leader, of course not everybody subscribes to this view. This final
section, therefore, will consider some alternative viewpoints. It will begin by
outlining two alternative portraits of MiloSevi¢ in Western literature - as an
improviser, and as an obstacle to the West. It will then look at some alternative
explanations of the wars in the former Yugoslavia that emphasize the causal role

of circumstances, both internal and external.

(i) Two Alternative Portraits of Milosevi¢

(a) Milosevi¢ as an Improviser

Some authors maintain that MiloSevi¢ was above all an improviser, rather than a
warmonger. According to Johnsfone, for example, “Despite a confident fagade,
MiloSevi¢ was improvising, while Tudjman knew exactly what he wanted”
(Johnstone, 2002, p.27). Similarly, Crnobrnja maintains that, “It can be argued
convincingly that Serbia had no clear strategy as events unravelled” (Crmobmja,
1996, p.227); and Marshall argues that, “Most people believe that Milosevi¢’s idea
of strategy was to stumble from one crisis to the next, trying to buy himself time

with short-term solutions to long-term problems”™ (Marshall, 2002, p. 107).2

War was not, therefore, something that Milosevi¢ planned. Rather, it was

something that became necessary or advantageous as events progressed. Gordy,

2 As will be seen in the interview data chapters (in particular, chapters 5 and 7). many of the
Serbian interviewees hold similar views.
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for instance, argues that once the army discredited itself by using force against
anti-regime demonstrators in March 1991, war became necessary as “the only
means of preserving a power that had been openly challenged and exposed”
(Gordy, 1999, p.37). For her part, Di Giovanni highlights the usefulness of war to
the regime. She argues that, in many ways, Milo3evié¢ “was addicted to war.
Shortly after the Slovenian conflict began, a precedent was set: every time
MiloSevi¢’s popularity plummeted, he launched a new war to temporarily revive

it” (D1 Giovanni, 2004, p.157).

Just as MiloSevi€ did not plan the wars, neither did he have real control over them.
Hammel, for example, argues that, “An outstanding feature of the catastrophe was
the speed with which criminal elements came to play a role, running guns, looting
(often with the assistance of the army), feathering their nests with blackmarket
profits” (Hammel, 2000, p.34). That so many of those engaged in fighting and
perpetrating heinous deeds were motivated by the prospect of looting and
plundering is significant. In particular, it undermines the argument, made by
people such as Gow and Cigar, that the commission of ethnic cleansing and crimes
against humanity was an integral part of the Serbian state project to create a

“QGreater Serbia’.

The fact, moreover, that war served the interests of particular groups meant that it
was difficult to stop. The longer it continued, the more it took on a momentum of
its own, independent of the decisions and actions of political leaders. In the words

of Woodward, “Even if political leaders wish to reverse course and sign cease-fire
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agreements in good faith, and citizens desperately want an end to the fighting. the

momentum of such wars [nationalist wars] becomes increasingly difficult to stop™

(Woodward, 1995, p.245).

(b) MiloSevi¢ as an Obstacle

According to Gowan, the West’s role in the disintegration of Yugoslavia “has
largely been overlooked in Western literature” (Gowan, 1999, p.p-18). A very
welcome contribution to the existing Western literature, therefore, has been made
by various authors, mainly although by no means exclusively on the political Left,
whose work emphasizes the West’s involvement in the break-up of Yugoslavia.
Brown, for example, maintains that, “What destroyed Yugoslavia and divided the
several peoples against each other was...as so often before in their history, the
intervention of powerful outside forces with their own interests”. He adds that,
“Milosevi¢ was more the victim than the victor in that tragic process” (Brown,

2005, p.176).

For these authors, MiloSevi¢ was seen in the West as a problem not because he
was a criminal leader, but because he was an independent leader who refused to
obediently follow the West — more particularly, the United States - and comply
with all its demands. MiloSevi¢ was therefore viewed, especially in Washington,

as a serious obstacle, and consequently made to pay the price.

Hudson is one academic that adopts this line of argument. She points out that, in

1984, the Reagan Administration introduced a National Security Division



Directive on United States Policy towards Yugoslavia, “the objectives of which
included expanded efforts to promote a ‘quiet revolution’ to overthrow Communist
governments and parties, while re-integrating the countries of eastern Europe into
the orbit of the World market” (Hudson, 2003, p.57).24 Milosevié, however, stood
in the way of such re-integration, by “resisting full freemarket reform and
integration into western institutions” (Hudson, 2003, p.2). As a consequence,
The demonization of MiloSevi¢ was eventually to know no bounds, far
outstripping the attacks and criticisms of leaders that could be considered
responsible for, or to have condoned, similar terrible and tragic events, such
as Tudjman or Izetbegovi¢ (Hudson, 2003, p.69).
Hudson further maintains that the United States and the European Union used the
Yugoslav presidential elections, in September 2000, “finally to achieve what they
had been trying to do for over a decade, and had failed to do through bombing — to
satisfy their own economic and strategic goals in the post-Soviet period”. These
included “the removal of a government in Belgrade which had not only a socialist

economic orientation but also a strategic orientation away from NATO and

towards Russia” (Hudson, 2003, p.138).

Parenti similarly holds that MiloSevi¢ frustrated the US in the realization of its
objectives, and consequently became a target. He argues that,

In my opinion, MiloSevi¢’s real sin was that he resisted the dismemberment
of Yugoslavia and opposed a U.S imposed hegemony. He also attempted to
spare Yugoslavia the worst of the merciless privatisations and rolibacks that
have afflicted other former communist countries (Parenti, 2003).

“* It was similarly during the 1980s that “enmity towards Tito, and even towards Yugoslavia, was
taken up by an element of the British Right. These were the journalists and academics who backed
the then Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher in opposition to Communism in eastern Europe...
They denounced Yugoslavia both as a Communist state and as an example of an unworkable,
artificial federation, a microcosm of the proposed European Community™ (West. 1996, p.335).



Emphasizing how the West’s view of Milogevié changed over time, Parenti

maintains that,

At first, the West viewed the ex-banker as a Serbian nationalist who might
be useful to them. As late as 1995, the Clinton administration accepted
MiloSevi€ as a negotiating partner and guarantor of the Dayton Accords in
Bosnia, even praising him for the many concessions he made. Only later,
when they saw him as an obstacle rather than a tool, did US policy makers
begin to depict him as having been all along the demon who "started all four
wars’ (Parenti, 2000, p.177).
Chomsky likewise takes the view that MiloSevi¢ presented an obstacle to
American foreign policy objectives. He claims that, “Serbia was an annoyance, an
unwelcome impediment to Washington’s efforts to complete its substantial
takeover of Europe” (Chomsky, 1999, p.137). He continues, “As long as Serbia is
not incorporated within US-dominated domains, it makes sense to punish it for its

failure to conform — very visibly, in a way that will serve as a warning to others

that might be similarly inclined” (Chomsky, 1999, p.137).

(ii) Alternative Explanations of the Wars in the Former Yugoslavia

We saw in section 1 that central to the construction of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal
leader is the claim that he bears greatest responsibility for the wars in the former
Yugoslavia. In Western literature, however, there are some alternative

explanations of the wars that focus less on individuals and more on ctrcumstances.

Some of these explanations primarily emphasize internal, domestic circumstances,
and we can distinguish between, on the one hand, Orientalist explanations that
stress the violent nature of Balkan history and the existence of ancient hatreds and,

on the other hand, Realist explanations that concentrate on the disintegration of the
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Yugoslav State and its consequences. Other explanations, which can be described
as structuralist, mainly underscore external, international circumstances. The two
sets of circumstances are not mutually exclusive, however, and some authors, such

as Woodward, emphasize both.

(a) Internal, Local Circumstances

Historically, accounts of events in the Balkans have been heavily Orientalist,
emphasizing the inherently problematic and conflict-ridden nature of the region as
a whole. For example, at the beginning of the twentieth century, in his book
Through Savage Europe, Harry De Windt argued that the term “savage”
“accurately describes the wild and lawless countries between the Adriatic and
Black Seas” (De Windt, 1907, p.16). Later, in 1940, John Gunther described the
Balkan Peninsula as “‘an unstable pyramid of nationalist hatreds and of minority

hatreds within nations’(Gunther, 1940, p.438).

For some, ancient hatreds and the Balkan's violent history lay at the heart of the
recent wars in the former Yugoslavia. Describing the war in Bosnia, for example,
Winchester claims that, “This was selective, spiteful fighting, in which soldiers
and civilians with pure hatred in their hearts set about the destruction of personal
enemies, the settling of old scores™ (Winchester, 1999, p.87). Hupchick describes
the war between Serbia and Croatia as pitting “the highly Westernized Catholic
Croats against the still somewhat Byzantine and Turkified Orthodox Serbs in a

struggle having cultural roots traceable through a millennium™ (Hupchick, 1994,
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p.17); and Owen argues that, “History points to a tradition in the Balkans of a
readiness to solve disputes by the taking up of arms and acceptance of the forceful

or even negotiated movement of people as the result of war. It points to a culture

of violence...” (Owen, 1996, p.3).”

Whereas Orientalist explanations of the wars see hatred as endemic to the Balkans,
Realist explanations link that hatred to a security dilemma created by the collapse
of the Yugoslav State. Ignatieff, for example, argues that, “There is one type of
fear more devastating in its impact than any other: the systematic fear which arises
when a state begins to collapse. Ethnic hatred is the result of terror which arises

when legitimate authority disintegrates” (Ignatieff, 1993, p.16).

For Woodward too, the break-up of the Yugoslav State is the starting point for any
analysis of the wars in former Yugoslavia. She argues that,

While the collapse of Yugoslavia was an extremely complex process, its
dynamic, and thus an analysis of its causes, can actually be captured usefully
by the concept of a security dilemma. Although the Yugoslav federal
government continued to function up to the second half of 1991, its authority
and especially its enforcement power had declined so much during the
1980s...that the context of its dissolution could be said to resemble the
conditions of anarchy in which a security dilemma in international relations
is said to occur (Woodward, 1999, p.80).26

* According to Neier, “The idea that historical developments are impervious to external efforts to
mitigate their brutality powerfully influenced key figures at various times during the Balkan wars™
(Neier, 1998, p.147).

3 Walter also views the wars in ex-Yugoslavia through the prism of a security dilemma. She
argues that while the fighting between Serbs, Croats and Muslims in the early 1990s can, in part, be
explained by their desire to secure greater control of territory, “it can also be explained by the fear
and vulnerability they felt as the Yugoslav federation began to disintegrate” (Walter. 1999, p.2).
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(b) External, International Circumstances

Some authors focus on external circumstances and their impact on Yugoslavia.
Woodward, for example, argues that had internal events within Yugoslavia not
been accompanied by the collapse of the Cold War international order, the
outcome of these internal events might have been other than war (Woodward,
1995, p.16). Thus, for Woodward, “change from the outside, in the foreign
economic and strategic environment on which the country’s stability had come to

depend” was critical to Yugoslavia’s breakdown (Woodward, 1995, p.22).

Liotta also emphasizes international circumstances. She argues that, *...what
happened in Yugoslavia was inseparable from international change and
interdependence”, and that “‘contrary to much current belief, the process of
Yugoslav disintegration was not confined to the Balkans but was itself a reflection
of wider political disintegration at the end of the twentieth century” (Liotta, 2001,

p.82).

She adds that, “The break-up of Yugoslavia by political disintegration was
inseparable from the processes of larger European fragmentation in the wake of

the Cold War™ (Liotta, 2001, p.265).
Explanations of the wars in former Yugoslavia that focus on circumstances have

two particular merits. Firstly, they provide us with the broader context within

which Yugoslavia unraveled, even if they are prone to over-simplify history.
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Secondly, they are less likely than actor-based approaches to demonize one

particular side in a conflict.

However, such explanations are not unproblematic. For example, those that
attribute the wars to the existence of ancient ethnic hatreds feed Orientalist
stereotypes about the Balkans as a region dominated by violence and turmoil.
They also suggest that because of historical and cultural factors, Yugoslavia’s
demise and the subsequent wars were to a certain extent inevitable. This is over-
simplistic and unhelpful. As Cox argues, “History does not automatically generate
conflicts; human beings do” (Cox, 2002, p.136). It also discourages in-depth
analysis of what happened in the former Yugoslavia, because if events were

inevitable, it is unnecessary to spend time analyzing them.”’

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to show how and why MiloSevié has been constructed as a
criminal leader. However, this construction, it is argued, is problematic for five
main reasons. Firstly, because it requires us to see Milosevi¢ as the person most
responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia, it encourages reductionist, over-
simplistic accounts of these wars.”® Not only do these accounts fail to do justice to

the complexity of factors involved. They also demonize MiloSevi¢ to the extent

*" For Byman and Pollack, “Recognizing the importance of individuals is necessary to explode one
of the most pernicious and dangerous myths in the study of International Relations: the cult of
inevitability” (Byman and Pollack, 2001, p.145).

- According to Post, Walker and Winter, the fact that we often view a nation’s foreign policy in
terms of the personalities of its leaders perhaps “reflects our human tendency to reduce complexity
to simplicity, attributing the causes of other people’s behavior to their internal dispositions rather
than to their situations” (Post, Walker and Winter, 2003, p.1).
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that fundamental aspects of his leadership — such as his popularity and degree of
control over the situation — are heavily neglected. As Woodward points out, the
argument that MiloSevi¢ was exclusively to blame for everything “ignores the
conditions that make such leaders possible and popular...” (Woodward, 1995,

p.15).

There can be no denying that MiloSevi¢ bears some of the responsibility for the
break-up of Yugoslavia and the wars the ensued. However, Milosevié¢-centric
explanations that place exclusive blame on him should be rejected. To cite Byman
and Pollack,
Within the discipline of International Relations, the study of individuals can
be only one part of a larger whole. Ignoring their role is foolish, but so too is
ignoring the influence of other forces such as systematic factors, domestic
politics and bureaucratic pressures (Byman and Pollack, 2001, p.146).
Secondly, the portrayal of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader can be objected to on
practical grounds. The aforementioned MiloSevi¢-centrism that it both entails and
encourages “led people to ascribe so much power to the man that foreign
governments came to rely on him to end the wars and therefore could not risk his
fall from power, even while they accused him of crimes against humanity”

(Woodward, 1995, p.15). This resulted in the irony that MiloSevi¢ was seen in the

West as both a warmonger and a peacemaker.

At the same time, MiloSevi¢’s construction as a criminal leader encouraged the
simplistic and naive belief that Serbia could only move forward once he was no

longer in power. Yet, as Hawthorne argues. “We need to disabuse ourselves of the
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illusion that if we simply sweep away a problem, its replacement will necessarily

constitute a sea change” (cited in Satloff, 2002, p.90).

Thirdly, the portrayal of MiloSevié¢ as a criminal leader relies upon extremely
speculative claims about his intentions. As we saw in section 1 of this chapter,
two particular claims regarding MiloSevi¢’s intentions are central to his
construction as a criminal leader. The first is that he planned the wars in former
Yugoslavia, and thus intended for them to happen. The second claim is that
crimes committed by the Serbs during the wars were planned and premeditated.
However, since MiloSevi¢ “did not sign anything, did not note anything, and did
not write any reports” (Stevanovic, 2004, p.177), it is extremely difficult to say
anything concrete about his intentions. In the words of Stevanovid, “Researching
him is like chasing an illegal activist who has destroyed all incriminating
evidence” (Stevanovi¢, 2004, p.2). Furthermore, claims made about Milo3evié’s
intentions rest upon “the dubious assumption that historical development can be
explained by recourse to intuitive understanding of the motives and intentions of

leading actors in the drama” (Kershaw, 1993, p.67).%°

The fourth reason why the image of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader is problematic
1s that just as many of the claims made about his intentions are merely conjectural,

so many of the general claims made about him are unsubstantiated. For example,

¥ In his work on the Hitler regime, Kershaw stresses that we cannot rely solely on a person’s
intentions to explain complex events. He maintains that, “Hitler’s ‘intentions’ are indispensable to
explaining the course of development in the Third Reich. But they are not an adequate explanation
in themselves. The conditions in which Hitler’s ‘will” could be implemented as government policy
were only in small measure fashioned by Hitler himself, and moreover, made the ultimate failure of
his aims and the destruction of the Third Reich almost inevitable” (Kershaw, 1993, p.79).
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in his book The Serbian Project and its Adversaries; A Strategy of War Crimes,
Gow consistently refers to a “Serbian project to establish new state borders from
which unwanted communities would be removed — ethnically cleansed™ (Gow,

2003, p.4). Yet, he provides no hard evidence for the existence of such a project.

Numerous other authors similarly fail to support their claims with evidence.
LeBor, for example, refers to *...MiloSevi¢’s plan for a Greater Serbia™ (LeBor.
2002, p.136), but provides no evidence that such a plan existed. He does mention
the so-called “RAM?” plan, but even then is forced to concede that, “...no copy of
the RAM plan has yet been produced as evidence” (LeBor, 2002, p.351). For his
part, Doubt contends that, It is widely known that MiloSevi¢ is the person most
responsible for the war for a Greater Serbia and its brutalities throughout former
Yugoslavia, starting perhaps with the attack on Vukovar in 1991 (Doubt, 2000,
p.10). By beginning with the words “It is widely known that...” Doubt thus
absolves himself of the need to provide evidence for his claim. It is as if what he

is saying is an indisputable truth that requires no €laboration.

Unfortunately, this is a common trend in the literature, where many authors tell the
same story about Milosevi¢. If these authors feel that they are reiterating known
facts, this perhaps explains why they often fail to support these “facts™ with hard
evidence. MiloSevi¢’s speeches, for example, are a heavily neglected, yet
extremely important primary source. We shall find out in chapter 4 whether and to

what extent they support the image of Milosevi¢ as a criminal leader.
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Finally, the construction of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader can be objected to on
the grounds that it fundamentally neglects the experiences and opinions of
ordinary people who experienced MiloSevi¢’s “criminal” leadership at first hand.
Arguing that the “criminal” leader must be studied both from the top down and
from the bottom up, this thesis seeks to demonstrate the value of exploring how
ordinary people in Serbia perceive MiloSevi¢. In so doing, it provides the reader
with important alternative images of MiloSevi¢. In short, an exploration of the
view from below can provide us with, to borrow a term from Scott, the “hidden

transcripts” that we are so rarely given access to (Scott, 1990).

Now that we have looked at how Western literature has constructed MiloSevi¢ as a
criminal leader, it is useful to look at the wider picture. Chapter 2, therefore, is
concerned with exploring particular developments in the field of International
Relations that together both provide us with the broader context within which to
situate the criminalization of MiloSevié¢, and help us to formulate a general concept

of the criminal leader.



Chapter 2
The Criminal Leader and IR

Introduction

This chapter is not specifically concerned with Milosevi¢. Instead, it has two
very particular objectives. The first is to explore how the idea of the “criminal
leader” can be linked with certain developments in the field of International
Relations. The second objective is to develop a general concept of the criminal
leader which is based around the construction of Milogevié¢ as a criminal

leader, but which can also be applied outside the particular case of Milogevié.

The chapter comprises five main sections. Sections 1-4, which are devoted to
the first of the two aforementioned objectives, discuss four important and inter-
related developments in IR. Section 1 explores how Realism has been
challenged in the post-Cold War world. It argues that Liberalism has become
increasingly influential in IR, with the result that explanations of war now

focus less on structural factors than on “rogue states’ and “criminal leaders™.

Section 2 looks at a second important, yet related development in IR. This is
the distinctive normative turn within the discipline, manifested by an emphasis

on ethics and human rights.

Section 3 explores how attitudes towards war have changed. There has been a
gradual shift away from the view that war is normal, necessary and rational
towards the perception that war is abnormal, unnecessary and irrational. At the

same time. there is now a widespread belief that today’s wars are more violent



and brutal than previous wars. In light of these changing perceptions of war. it

is not surprising that war leaders are now more likely to be seen, particularly in

the West, as criminals rather than as heroes.

Section 4 looks at how the sovereign immunity of state leaders, a well-
established principle in international law, is gradually being eroded as a result
of all the above developments. This has meant that leaders can be criminalized

not only in theory but also in practice, as the trial of MiloSevi¢ demonstrates.

Finally, section 5 is devoted to the second key objective that guides this chapter
— namely, to develop a general concept of the criminal leader, using the two
literatures discussed in the present chapter and in the previous chapter. It
emphasizes that the concept of the criminal leader is both externally

constructed and essentially contested.

Section 1 — Changing Explanations of War; From Structure to Agency

Milo$evié-centric explanations of the wars in the former Yugoslavia can be
seen as part of a broader trend in IR. That is to say that following the end of
the Cold War, agency-based explanations of war have become increasingly

important.

During the Cold War, the Realist paradigm dominated IR. With its emphasis
on structure, Realism constituted a powerful explanation in a world defined by
key realist concepts, such as the balance of power and security dilemmas. and

shaped by two superpowers. With the end of the Cold War, howevcr. it can be
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argued that Realist and Neorealist explanations of war have become less
powerful. To cite Chandler, “...since the end of the Cold War, structural
explanations for conflict have again gone into decline and war is much less
likely to be understood within an international framework of power politics™
(Chandler, 2002a, p.168). On the one hand, Realism and Neorealism’s ability
to explain war has weakened as the nature of war has changed. On the other
hand, the growing influence of the Liberal paradigm has challenged Realism’s

pre-eminence within the discipline.

(i) From Inter-State to Intra-State War

For realists, states constitute the main actors in IR. Thus, Realism is concerned
with explaining war between states. However, “Nearly all scholars of armed
conflict recognize that since 1945 intrastate violence has been a much more
prevalent phenomenon than interstate war” (Ayres, 2000, p.109). Research by
Wallensteen and Sollenberg, for example, shows that between 1989 and 2000,
there were one-hundred-and-eleven armed conflicts in the world. Of these
conflicts, ninety-five were intra-state and just seven were inter-state conflicts

(Wallensteen and Sollenberg, 2001, p.632).

Furthermore, wars today increasingly occur inside failed states.! In the words
of Kaldor, “The most important difference between the new wars and earlier

wars is that new wars do not presuppose the existence of states™ (Kaldor, 1997,

' According to Snow. “The failed states are those in which governance has broken down qnd
virtual anarchy (often taking the form of extremely brutal rule by elementg utterly lacking
legitimacy) has persisted across time... The prototypical failed state...is Somalia” (Snow. 1996,

p.100).
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p.9). It can be argued, therefore, that Realism has less explanatory power

today than it did during the Cold War. To cite Holsti,
Key analytical concepts such as balances of power, hegemony, alliances,
deterrence, power projection and a whole range of geopolitical ideas...
derive from the European and Cold War experiences. Their relevance to
post-1945 wars is highly problematic (Holsti, 1996, p.14).
One particular key Realist concept, however, has been invoked to help explain
today’s conflicts. This is the concept of the security dilemma. According to
realists, the security dilemma confronts all states in the absence of a world
government. In short, because the international system is anarchical, states
cannot trust each other. As a consequence, in the words of John Herz “A

vicious circle will arise — of suspicion and countersuspicion, competition for

power, armament races, ultimately war” (cited in Doyle, 1997, p.27).

Barry Posen was the first to utilize the security dilemma as an explanation for
ethnic conflict. He applies the concept to “‘the special conditions that arise
when proximate groups of people suddenly find themselves newly responsible
for their own security” (Posen, 1993, p.27). This occurs when central authority
collapses, as in failed states, resulting in a self-help situation much like that in
the anarchical international system. In this self-help situation, various groups

within the state are forced to provide for their own security.

Posen heavily downplays the role that political elites play in generating
conflict. For him, ™...very little nationalist rabble-rousing or nationalistic
combativeness is required to generate very dangerous situations™ (Posen, 1993,

p.29). Rather. in his view,
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the security dilemma and realist international relations theory more
generally have considerable ability to explain and predict the probability
and intensity of military conflict among groups emerging from the
wreckage of empires (Posen, 1993, p.43).

Thus, the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, according to Posen, can be viewed

through the lens of a security dilemma.

Other authors have similarly used the security dilemma to explain ethnic
conflict, by emphasizing the role that fear - created by the security dilemma -
plays in generating such conflict. According to Simons, for example,
Fear, not hatred, is the prime motivator in ethnic conflicts... Whenever
citizens feel threatened by too much insecurity, they seek protection from
the state. Should the state fail them, because officials are either inept or
corrupt, individuals take matters into their own hands (Simons and
Mueller, 2001, p.188).
In a similar vein, Lake and Rothchild maintain that intense ethnic conflict is
most often caused by collective fears of the future that “‘arise when states lose
their ability to arbitrate between groups or provide credible guarantees of

protection for groups”. Under this condition, they argue, “physical security

becomes of paramount concern” (Lake and Rothschild, 1996, p.43).

For some, however, it is problematic to see fear as the primary cause of ethnic
conflict. Toft, for example, argues that,
Although the security-dilemma explanation is logically quite powerful.

we can find many cases in which fear was not the motivating factor for
ethnic violence...It does not address other motivations. such as greed or

aggressiveness (Toft, 2003, p.8).
According to Angstrom and Duyvesteyn, who apply the concept of the security
dilemma to the conflict in Liberia between 1989 and 1992, “The security

dilemma fails to explain the outbreak of violence in both phases of the Liberian
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conflict. It fails primarily because the violence was motivated by revisionist
goals rather than security fears” (Angstrom and Duyvesteyn, 2001, p.207).
They conclude that, “the explanatory power of realism in internal conflicts is
limited to explaining the escalation and continuation of violence rather than its

outbreak” (Angstrom and Duyvesteyn, 2001, p.218).

For his part, Gagnon argues that, “The dominant realist approach in
international relations tells us little about violent conflict along ethnic lines,

and cannot explain the Yugoslav case” (Gagnon, 1994/5, p.1 32).

(ii) The Rise of the Liberal Paradigm
Realism has been challenged from below by the nature of today’s wars.
However, it has also been challenged from above by the Liberal paradigm and
its increasing influence in the post-Cold War world.? Indeed for some, the end
of the Cold War marked the victory of liberal democracy. Thus, in his 1989
article, “The End of History?” Francis Fukuyama argues that,
What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the
passing of a particular period of postwar history, but the end of history’
as such: that is, the endpoint of man’s ideological evolution and the
universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human

government (Fukuyama, 1989, p.4).

In his book, “The End of History and the Last Man”, Fukuyama further

develops this thesis, claiming that,

? According to Legro and Moravcsik, some so-called “realists™ are in fact liberals in sheep’s

clothing. In the authors™ view, Realism “is in trouble™ because “so-called defensive and

classical realists...seek to address anomalies by recasting realism in forms that are theoretically

less determinate, less coherent, and less distinctive to realism™ (Legro and Moravesik, 1999,
.6).

* That is to say, “history understood as a single, coherent, evolutionary process. when taking

into account the experience of all peoples in all times™ (Fukuyama, 1992, p.xii).
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the or.lly form of government that has survived intact to the end of the
tvyenheth century has been liberal democracy. What is emerging
ylctoi‘ious, in other words, is not so much liberal practice as the liberal
¥dea. That is to say, for a very large part of the world, there is now no
ideology with pretensions to universality that is in a position to challenge
liberal democracy... (Fukuyama, 1992, p.45).
While we may not have reached the “end of history”, Liberalism has become
increasingly important. Indeed, it might be argued that within British IR — if
not in US IR — there has been a paradigm shift in favour of Liberalism. For
example, according to one of America’s most influential realists, John
Mearsheimer, “Today, almost every British international relations theorist is an
idealist.” I cannot identify a single realist theorist in Albion” (Mearsheimer.
2004). He adds,
I believe it is a thoroughly admirable irony that E.H Carr, a realist, was
hired to fill a chair named after Woodrow Wilson, a liberal whose ideas
Carr deeply disliked, and that Ken Booth®, a dedicated idealist, was hired
to fill a chair named after Carr (Mearsheimer, 2004).
The growing influence of the Liberal paradigm, not only in British IR but also
in the United States, is very important for how we explain war. Realism, for
example, is not concemned with the internal organization of states. According
to the prominent neorealist Kenneth Waltz,
It is not possible to understand world politics simply by looking inside
states. If the aims, policies and actions of states become matters of
exclusive attention or even of central concern, then we are forced back to

the descriptive level; and from simple descriptions, no valid
generalizations can logically be drawn (Waltz, 1979, p.65).

* According to Fukuyama, “...the victory of liberalism has occurred primarily in the realm of
ideas or consciousness and is as yet incomplete in the real or material world™ (Fukuyama,
1989. p.4).

3 Following E.H Carr, Mearsheimer uses the term “idealist”, rather than “liberal”:
¢ professor Ken Booth is E.H Carr Professor and head of the International Politics department

at the University of Wales. Aberystwyth.

79



In a similar vein, Mearsheimer maintains that, ~...the keys to war and peace lie
more in the structure of the international system than in the nature of the

individual states” (Mearsheimer, 2001, p.10).

In contrast, Liberalism focuses on the unit level, rather than on the systemic
level. Thus, for liberals the internal organization of states is extremely
important. In short, “Liberalism gives rise to an ideology that distinguishes
states primarily according to regime type: in assessing a state, liberalism first
asks whether it is a liberal democracy or not” (Owen, 2001, p.145). This is a
key question because liberal democracies, according to Liberalism, do not go
to war with each other.” Fukuyama, for example, argues that,
...there is substantial empirical evidence from the last couple of hundred
years that liberal democracies do not behave imperialistically toward one
another, even if they are perfectly capable of going to war with states that
are not democracies and do not share their fundamental values
(Fukuyama, 1992, p.xx).}
States that are not liberal democracies, therefore, pose a threat to liberal peace.
Accordingly, as the Liberal paradigm has become increasingly influential in
IR, explanations of war have shifted away from an emphasis on the anarchic
structure of the international system towards an emphasis on illiberal states.
To cite Litwak,
Since the end of the Cold War, one of the main objectives of American
foreign policy has been the containment of ‘rogue’ or ‘outlaw’ states.
Senior U.S policy-makers have asserted that these countries — North

Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya — constitute a distinct category of states
(Litwak. 2000, p.xi11).

" This notion can be traced to Immanuel Kant's work “Perpetual Peace™ (1795), in which he
argued that perpetual peace could be established through the creation of a “pacific federation™
of liberal republics, “an enduring and gradually expanding federation likely to prevent war”
(cited in Doyle, 1997, p.257).

¥ Mansfield and Snyder, however, emphasize that, *...countries do not become mature
democracies overnight. More typically, they go through a rocky transitional period...In this
transitional phase of democratisation, countries become more aggressive and war-prone, not
less. and they do fight wars with democratic states™ (Manstield and Snyder, 1995, p.5).
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A more recent development in IR is the idea that individual leaders cause war.
Brown, for example, contends that, “Most major internal conflicts are tr; ggered
by internal, elite-level actors — to put it bluntly, bad leaders...Bad leaders are
usually the catalysts that turn potentially volatile situations into open warfare”™
(Brown, 1996, p.571). We saw in the previous chapter that MiloSevi¢ is widely
deemed to bear greatest responsibility for the wars in ex-Yugoslavia. In a
similar vein, it has been argued that, “The conventional Western response to
the human crisis in Iraq is that it is solely the fault of their once convenient and
former ally of the Iran-Iraq war era, President Saddam Hussein” (Halliday.
2004, p.268).9 Thus, Saddam, like MiloSevié, has been vilified and

criminalized.

With regards to the Gulf War, for example, Keeble argues that,

Central to the manufacture of the war was the propaganda focus on the
demonised personality of Saddam Hussein, president of Iraq. He was
personally represented as a global threat, a monster, an evil madman
daring to challenge the New World Order, the new Hitler (Keeble, 2000,
p.65).

The cases of MiloSevi¢ and Saddam are not unique, however. As Duffield

argues,
The condemnation of all violent conflict by liberal peace means that the
leaders of violent conflicts are automatically problematised. By their
own actions, they risk placing themselves beyond the limits of
cooperation and partnership. This is regardless of whether they are guilty
of war crimes, as many are, or defending themselves from dispossession
or exploitation, which some may be (Duftield, 2001, p.129).

The fact that war leaders are increasingly deemed as outlaws and criminals can

be linked to another important development, namely the normative turn that

has accompanied the growing influence of Liberalism in contemporary IR.

? According to Halliday. “This is simplistic, dishonest, and irresponsible” (Halliday. 2004,
p.268).



Section 2 — The Normative Turn in IR
Throughout the Cold War era, moral questions were heavily marginalized. As
Chandler argues, “During the Cold War and most of the history of international
relations, the research agenda was dominated by rationalist approaches which
subordinated morality to the interests of power” (Chandler, 2005, p.149)."% In
a similar vein, Smith and Light argue that, in the past,
Policy-makers, steeped in realism, tended to scoff at normative
theory...and at those who suggested that it should inform government
policy. National interests, they insisted, should be the basis of foreign
policy; discussing ethics was inappropriate (Smith and Light, 2001. p.2).
When the Cold War ended, however, “the research focus shifted away from

fixed identities and narrow material interests to one which emphasised the

power of norms and ideas” (Chandler, 2005, p.152).

Normative issues now play an increasingly prominent role in IR. In the words
of Gelb and Rosenthal, “Values now count in virtually every foreign policy
discussion...The cases where ethics must be factored in these days are startling
in number and complexity” (Gelb and Rosenthal, 2003, p.3). In their view,
humanitarian intervention, as in Kosovo in 1999, “is perhaps the most dramatic
example of the new power of morality in international affairs” (Gelb and
Rosenthal, 2003, p.3). Thus, “For the government, as Blair made clear from

the start, the war over Kosovo was a moral crusade” (Hume, 2000, p.70).

1 The Realists’ subordination of morality to power is exemplified by Machiavelli’s work “The
Prince”, in which he argues that, “A prince should care nothing for the accusation of cruelty so
long as he keeps his subjects united and loyal; by making a very few examples he can be more
truly merciful than those who through too much tender-heartedness allow disorders to arise
whence come killings and rapine” (Machiavelli. 1993, p.92). It should be noted that not all
Realists share such views. E.H Carr, for example, maintains that, “any sound political thought
must be based on clements of both utopia and reality™ (Carr, 1939, p.118). In his view,
however. “The fatal dualism of politics will alwayvs keep considerations ot morality entangled
with considerations of power™ (Carr, 1939, p.302).
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Many of the NGOs involved in humanitarian work, such as Oxfam and
Meédecins sans Frontiéres, have themselves embraced this normative trend. To
cite Chandler, “The desire to politicise involvement in aid provision without
sacrificing their neutral and ‘non-political’ status led NGOs to seek to justify

their strategic choices through the language of morals and ethics rather than

politics” (Chandler, 2002a, p.28).

Another example of the normative tumn in IR is the notion of an “ethical foreign
policy”. This idea is often linked to a speech delivered on 17 July 1997 by the
late Robin Cook, in which he declared that, “Our foreign policy must have an
ethical dimension and must support the demands of other peoples for the
democratic rights on which we insist for ourselves. We will put human rights
at the heart of our foreign policy” (cited in Brown, 2001, p.16). Thus,
according to Hammond, today Western governments, having lost the stable
framework of the Cold War, “couch their foreign policy in the language of

human rights and morality” (Hammond, 2002, p.191).

The normative turn in IR has also had an important impact in the media world,
giving rise to what has been termed “journalism of attachment”. Hammond,
for example, who particularly associates this “journalism of attachment” with

the former BBC war correspondent Martin Bell and CNN’s Christiane

Amanpour, argues that,

A striking feature of media coverage of post-Cold War conflicts has been
the emergence of a “journalism of attachment™ or ‘advocacy journalism’.
which explicitly rejects neutral and dispassionate reporting in favour of
moral engagement and seeks to influence Western public opinion and
policy (Hammond, 2002, p.176).



Not only does this “journalism of attachment” lack impartiality. It also tends to
over-simplify today’s wars, by means of its strong moral reductionism. Thus.
according to Hume, “In Bosnia, a generation of crusading journalists set the
pattern for seeing the complex conflicts in the Balkans as a simple morality
play, to be understood and reported in terms of God against Evil” (Hume,
2000, p.76). Similarly, “Like Bosnia, Rwanda became a morality play,

presented in simple, black-and-white terms” (Hammond, 2002, p.186).

The rise of this “journalism of attachment” can help to explain why Western
media vilified the Serbs during the wars in the former Yugoslavia. To cite
O’Ballance, the Serbs were “demonised and drenched in odium” by the end of
1991 (O’Ballance, 1995, viii). More importantly, it helps to explain why the
blame for the wars was overwhelmingly placed squarely on the shoulders of
Slobodan Milo$evi¢. In the words of Little, “Suddenly it was OK to describe
Mr MiloSevi¢ as the driving force of the war. Suddenly it did not sound
‘unbalanced’ or ‘partisan’ to lay the blame squarely on the shoulders of one

regime” (cited in Hammond, 2002, p.182).

If there has been a shift towards a more normative agenda in IR, there has also
been a shift in attitudes towards war. Today, war is increasingly viewed as

illegitimate, irrational, and even criminal.
Section 3 — Changing Attitudes Towards War

Historically, war has been seen as something normal. As Howard argues.

“War has been throughout history a normal way of conducting disputes
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between political groups™ (Howard, 1983, p.7). This is no longer the case,
however. In the words of Mueller, “Over the last century or two, war in the
developed world has come widely to be regarded as repulsive, immoral, and

uncivilized” (Mueller, 1990, p.9).

Attitudes towards war have changed in a second important respect. The
traditional Clausewitzean view of war as a rational instrument of national
policy has become far less acceptable. Instead, war today is widely viewed as
something irrational. Finally, there exists a widespread belief that today’s

conflicts are far more violent and brutal than previous conflicts.

(i) War is Illegitimate

As Gelb and Rosenthal argue, “From the dawn of human history, there have
been laws about the initiation and conduct of war” (Gelb and Rosenthal, 2003,
p.2). For example, in 1863, the US War Department promulgated the Lieber
Code, to govern the conduct of the United States Army during the Civil War.
The following year, in Geneva, twelve European governments signed the first
international agreement on war, the Convention for the Amelioration of the
Condition of the Wounded in Armies in the Field. In 1928, the Kellog-Briand
Pact codified the principle that unilateral aggression is illegitimate, and
renounced war as an instrument of policy except in self-defence: and four

Geneva Conventions were adopted in 1949, explicitly designating certain acts

as war crimes.
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Just as we have witnessed the increased regulation of warfare, we have also
seen attitudes towards war change, particularly as a result of the two World

Wars. According to Mueller, for example,

The experience of the First World War clearly changed attitudes war in
the developed world. In an area where war had been accepted as a
fixture for thousands of years, the idea now gained currency that war was
no longer an inevitable fact of life and that major efforts should be made
to abandon it (Mueller, 1991, p.1).
Furthermore, “World War Two substantially destroyed the notion that war was
admirable and desirable, and eventually war romanticism died out in the
developed world” (Mueller, 1990, p.220). Indeed, at the end of the Second
World War, the International Military Tribunal in Nuremberg explicitly
criminalized war. It declared that,
War is essentially an evil thing. Its consequences are not confined to the
belligerent states alone, but affect the whole world. To initiate a war of
aggression, therefore, is not only an international crime; it is the supreme
international crime differing only from other war crimes in that it
contains within itself the accumulated evil of the whole (cited in Green,
2000, p.11).
Changing attitudes towards war can be linked to several factors. One factor is
developments in warfare and technology, which have increased the lethality
and sheer destructiveness of war. Even in 1925, Winston Churchill observed
that war was now “the potential destroyer of the human race...Mankind has
never been in this position before” (cited in Mueller, 1991. p.17).
Developments in warfare have undermined the notion that war is something
normal. In the words of Von Strandmann,
Over the last 140 years, major wars have changed so much in character
that the notion of normality for all types of conflict seems
inadequate... The tremendous development in destructive power and the

increasing awareness of it has rendered the term ‘normal’ meaningless
for potentially major conflicts after 1945 (von Strandmann, 1991, p.47).
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Another factor is Liberalism and its growing influence in the post-Cold War
world. For realists, war is a rational response by states to the security dilemma
that the anarchical international system creates. In contrast “Liberalism was
and is, in large part, an expression of revulsion against illegitimate violence:
that of tyrants at home and of aggressors abroad” (Hoffman, 1995, p.160).
Consequently, “...liberalism has made an important contribution to challenging
the position of war as a standard feature of international political life”
(MacMillan, 1998, p.281). This is because,
Part of liberalism, at least, has become internalised: war is increasingly
perceived to be a human choice, a cultural practice that has social and
political roots rather than being an integral part of political life, a factor
of racial identity, or an immutable feature of an anarchic international
system. There is, then, preliminary evidence that societal consciousness
regarding the legitimacy of the jus ad bellum and jus in bello'' has
evolved as liberal principles have become more firmly established
(MacMillan, 1998, p.89).
(ii) War is Irrational
Traditionally, war has been viewed as a rational instrument of national policy,
as a contest for power between states. In his famous treatise On War (1832),
for example, Clausewitz argued that, “...War is not merely a political act, but
also a real political instrument, a continuation of political commerce, a carrying
out of the same by other means” (Clausewitz, 1982, p.119). Today. in contrast,
wars are often portrayed as irrational. In the words of Collins, “Analysts of
these ‘New Wars® stress the irrational and uncontrollable nature of modem

conflicts, alleged to be driven by a dangerous internal dynamic™ (Collins, 2002,

p.158).

' The initiation of war and conduct in warfare, respectively.
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According to Keane, for example, “Some of today’s conflicts appear to lack
any logic or structure except that of murder on an unlimited scale” (Keane,
1996, p.137). For his part, Snow argues that today’s internal wars
are somehow different from the wars we have traditionally thought of as
civil conflicts. They seem, for instance, less principled in political terms,
less focused on the attainment of some political ideal. They seem more
vicious and uncontrolled in their conduct...these wars often appear to be
little more than rampages by groups within states against one another
with little or no apparent ennobling purpose or outcome; they are, indeed,
uncivil wars (Snow, 1996, p.1).
It is suggested, however, that the labelling of these conflicts as irrational has
less to do with their actual nature than with our own limited understanding of
them. As Brown argues, “Unfortunately, the causes and consequences of
internal conflict are not well understood” (Brown, 1996, p.ix). One reason for
this is that the context within which these conflicts occur is unfamiliar and
uncertain — the post-Cold War world. This world does not have the clear
structure that characterized the Cold War world, and thus arguably appears
more confused and complex. To cite Litwak, “It is a telling sign of our
collective confusion about the ‘post-Cold War era’ that we are able to

characterize the current period of international relations only in terms of what

preceded it” (Litwak, 2000, p.19).

A second reason is that wars today occur mainly within states, rather than
between states, which arguably makes them more difficult for outsiders to
understand. Consequently, there is a tendency to dismiss these wars, and those
who take part in them, as irrational. This is a fundamental distortion and
oversimplification, as certain authors are keen to emphasize. In his discussion

of the wars in the former Yugoslavia, for example, Gagnon asks, “Why 1s there
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the focus on irrationality and emotion, rather than on the clearly strategic
rationales behind the wars themselves?” (Gagnon, 2004, p.7).12 In his view.
there was nothing irrational about these wars. Rather,
The evidence shows quite clearly that the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s
were the result of certain parts of the elite creating wars for their own
purposes...the violence was planned and carried out in very strategic
ways by conservative elites in Belgrade and Zagreb, working closely
with allies in the war zones (Gagnon, 2004, p.179).
For her part, Seaton argues that,
a discussion of the instrumental rationality of some groups who further
and prosper from the savage civil conflicts is so at odds with how the
wars have been described that it has frequently been ignored.
Consequently the conflicts appear all the more strange and irrational — in
other words, ethnic (Seaton, 1999, p.57).
The leaders of these conflicts are similarly portrayed as irrational. We saw in
the previous chapter that MiloSevi¢ has been described as “mad” and
“irrational”. Saddam Hussein has been depicted in a similar way. According
to Mearsheimer and Walt, for example,
...the Bush administration deems Saddam Hussein reckless, ruthless, and
not fully rational. Such a man, when mixed with nuclear weapons, is too
unpredictable to be prevented from threatening the United States, the
hawks say (Mearsheimer and Walt, 2003, p.1).
The authors, however, reject such portrayals of Saddam. They maintain that,
«“ .a careful look at Saddam’s two wars shows his behavior was far from

reckless. Both times, he attacked because Iraq was vulnerable and because he

believed his targets were weak and isolated” (Mearsheimer and Walt, 2003.

p-2).

1214 1992, for example, the US Acting Secretary of State, Lawrence Eagleburger, described the
conflict in the former Yugoslavia in the following terms — “This war is not rational. There 1s
no rationality at all about ethnic conflict. It is gut, it is hatred; it’s not for any set of values or
purposes: it Just goes on. And that kind of warfare is most difficult to bring to a halt™ (cited in

Valentino, 2004, p.238).
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Post similarly highlights how “Saddam Hussein, President of Iraq, has been
characterized as ‘the madman of the Middle East™”. Like Mearsheimer and
Walt, Post sees this characterization of Saddam as highly problematic. In his
view,
This ‘pej‘orative diagnosis is not only inaccurate but also dangerous.
Consigning Saddam to the realm of madness can mislead decision-
makers into believing he is unpredictable when in fact he is not. An
examination of the record of Saddam Hussein’s leadership of Iraq for the
past 34 years reveals a judicious political calculator who is by no means
irrational but is dangerous to the extreme (Post, 2003, p.335).
What is interesting is that although the “criminal” leader often acts rationally,
his rationality is usually denied. On the one hand, he is portrayed as irrational.
On the other hand, actions that are in fact rational are presented as evidence of
the criminal leader’s badness. David, for example, argues that,
In one sense, the MiloSevi¢s of the world are ‘bad’ in that they
exacerbate hatreds to further their own ends. But can we really expect
leaders to act in ways that would undermine their tenure in office?...The
bad leaders model simply begs the question of when you get bad leaders
and what does ‘bad’ really mean when it may just indicate leaders who
are rational and self-interested (David, 1997, p.566).
(iii) War is More Violent Than in the Past
The belief that today’s wars are more violent and brutal than previous wars can
help to explain why these wars are widely seen as illegitimate and irrational.
Some authors attach the prefix “new” to today’s wars, in order to emphasize
that they are qualitatively different from earlier wars. To cite Henderson and
Singer,
In the past decade...there has been a growing tendency to suggegt new
types’ of wars and to urge that these ‘new’ wars are quite unlike and
appreciably different from all wars we have known and studied, and thus

must be examined and described as a separate genus (Henderson and
Singer, 2002, p.165).

90



Keane, for example, argues that, “...at least some of today’s battles are best
described as a new type of uncivil war...” (Keane, 1996, p.137); and Kaldor
uses the term “New Wars”. According to her, “The new wars can be
contrasted with earlier wars in terms of their goals, the methods of warfare, and
how they are financed” (Kaldor, 1999, p.6).13 For his part, Kaplan refers to
“the transformation of war” (Kaplan, 1994). In his view,
The plethora of short-lived ceasefires in the Balkans and the Caucasus
constitute proof that we are no longer in a world where the old rules of
state warfare apply. More evidence is provided by the destruction of
medieval monuments in the Croatian port of Dubrovnik: when cultures,
rather than states, fight, then cultural and religious monuments are
weapons of war, making them fair game (Kaplan, 1994).
Not only are cultural and religious monuments “fair game”, however. Today’s
wars are seen as being particularly brutal on the grounds that they specifically
target civilians. Snow, for example, argues that many of these wars “are hardly
wars at all, because the ‘combat’ consists primarily of one or more sides
terrorizing and savaging innocent civilians rather than engaging each other
militarily” (Snow, 1996, p.155)."*  Similarly, the Carnegie Commission on
Preventing Deadly Conflict maintains that,
These internal conflicts commonly are fought with conventional weapons
and rely on strategies of ethnic expulsion and annihilation. More
civilians are killed than soldiers (by one estimate at the rate of about nine
to one), and belligerents use strategies and tactics that deliberately target
women, children, the poor, and the weak (The Carnegie Commission,
1997, p.xvii).

The fact that today’s wars challenge classical Realist notions about war can

perhaps help to explain why it is that they are widely seen as more violent and

I3 These “new™ wars are also of longer duration than previous wars. According to Collier,
“The expected duration of a civil war is currently about eight years — double what it was betore
the 1980s. Wars therefore do more damage now and thus more powerfully provoke turther
conflict” (Collier, 2003, p.42).

"4 Daalder argues that the wars in Croatia and Bosnia “exacted a high civilian toll because the
Serb tactic of choice was to exploit their advantage in heavy weapons by shelling urban areas
relentlessly™ (Daalder, 1996, p.5+4).
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brutal than previous conflicts.> Not only do wars today occur mainly within
states rather than between states. They also frequently occur in situations
where the state in question no longer has the monopoly of organized violence.
As Kaldor argues, “The new wars arise in the context of the erosion of the

autonomy of the state and in some extreme cases the disintegration of the state”

(Kaldor, 1999, p.4).

An important consequence of this is that, “In the 1990s, most of the fighting is
done by irregulars — the casualties of collapsing societies — or by paramilitary
gangs that combine banditry with soldiery” (Ignatieff, 1999, p.128). This, in
turn, is significant because, “As war passes out of the hands of the state into
those of warlords, the rituals of restraint associated with the profession of arms
also disintegrate” (Ignatieff, 1999, p.128). Thus, according to Ignatieff, the
“codes of a warrior’s honor” have now broken down. Without these codes,

“war is not war — it is no more than slaughter” (Ignatieff, 1999, p.117).

If true, this would help to explain why the violence that occurs in today's wars
is often seen as uncontrolled and unstructured. Keane, for example, claims
that in at least some of today’s “uncivil” wars, the basic ground-rules are swept
aside. Thus, “...on the ground and in the air the law of battle is
straightforward: kill, rape, pillage, burn, destroy everything that moves,
breathes or twitches™ (Keane, 1996, p.139). For his part, Shawcross argues

that, ...at the end of the eighties, Liberia exploded in an orgy of uncontrolled

IS §tedman, however, maintains that, “Civil wars today are no more bloody than those past.
The U.S civil war cost upwards of 600,000 lives: the Spanish civil war of the 1930s and the
Nigerian civil war of the late 1960s killed on similar scales™ (Stedman, 1993, p.4).
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and undirected factional violence where drugged young men in carnival masks

killed each other” (Shawcross, 2000, p.195).

The erosion of the State’s monopoly of organized violence has had another
important consequence - the lines between war and crime have become
increasingly blurred. To cite Van Creveld, “Once the legal monopoly of force,
once claimed by the state, is wrested out of its hands, existing distinctions
between war and crime will break down...” (cited in Kaplan, 1994). This has
given rise to the notion of “criminal” wars. To cite Kalyvas, “Most versions of
the distinction between old and new civil wars stress or imply that new civil
wars are characteristically criminal, depoliticised, private and predatory...”

(Kalyvas, 2001).

Thus, Snow describes the war in Sierra Leone as a “criminal insurgency”
(Snow, 1996, p.78); and Shawcross contends that by 1998, “Almost a third of
sub-Saharan Africa’s countries were consumed by wars — civil, international,

guerrilla or merely nihilistically criminal” (Shawcross, 2000, p.322).

If war is seen as abhorrent, repulsive and irrational, it is logical that leaders
who are deemed to be the cause of war will be looked upon in the same way.
Furthermore, if today’s wars are regarded as criminal, it follows that their
leaders will be similarly viewed. In the words of Duffield, “Following the
experience of Bosnia and Rwanda, a new trend has emerged involving a
recognition that leadership may not be as anarchic as often depicted: instead, it

is theorized as criminal” (Duffield, 2001, p.130).
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The gradual erosion of the principle of sovereign immunity, however. means
that the criminalization of leaders need not be confined to the realm of theory.

It can now also occur in practice, in the form of prosecution in a court of law.

Section 4 - The Erosion of the Principle of Sovereign Immunity

The Treaty of Versailles (1919) contained a provision requiring that Kaiser
Wilhelm II of Germany be prosecuted. This, however, did not happen because
“Most European governments were not willing to have a precedent established
that their heads of states, especially monarchs, would be held criminally
accountable” (Bassiouni, 2004, p.ix). As Lord Slynn of Hadley pointed out in
the Pinochet case, the notion of State or Head of State Immunity is “a well

established principle of international law” (Lord Slynn, 1998).

This concept of sovereign immunity, however, is slowly being eroded.'
According to Jones and Powles, for example, it was at the end of the 1990s
that, “...impunity was first seriously called into question — by the Pinochet
case, the Rome Treaty for the ICC!", the Lockerbie proceedings, and the use of
force to stop atrocities in Kosovo and East Timor” (Jones and Powles, 2003,
p.xx). For his part, Shawcross argues that, “Impunity is still the cloak of
warlords and killers everywhere...But that is beginning to change. Tentatively,

a new global legal architecture is being created” (Shawcross, 2000, p.212).

'® Some argue, however, that what we are witnessing is less an erosion of sovereign immunity
than an erosion of sovereign equality. According to Chandler, for example, ~...it may be that
we are seeing a redistribution of sovereign power: or rather. the acceptance of sovereign
inequality” (Chandler, 2002a. p.121). More about this will be said in chapter 8.

17 The International Criminal Court (ICC) was established by treaty on 17 July 1998, and the
Rome Statute entered into force on 1 July 2002.
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The doctrine of individual criminal responsibility was incorporated into Article
7 of the Nuremberg Charter and Article 6 of the Tokyo Tribunal Charter. In
the Nuremberg judgement, it was said that those who commit acts which are
condemned as criminal by international law
cannot shelter themselves behind their official position in order to be
freed from punishment in appropriate proceedings...the very essence of
the Charter is that individuals have international duties which transcend
the national obligations of obedience imposed by the individual State.
He who violates the laws of war cannot obtain immunity while acting in
pursuance of the authority of the State if the State is authorizing action
moves outside its competence under international law (Jones and Powles,
2003, p.423).
In recent years, the doctrine of individual criminal responsibility has been
reaffirmed. Thus, for example, Article 7(2) of the Charter of the ICTY and
Article 6(2) of the Charter of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda
(ICTR) provide that, “The official position of any accused person, whether as
Head of State or Government or as a responsible Government ofticial, shall not
relieve such person of criminal responsibility nor mitigate punishment” (Jones
and Powles, 2003, p.422). According to Lord Slynn of Hadley, therefore,
There is thus no doubt that States have been moving towards the
recognition of some crimes as those which should not be covered by
claims of State or Head of State or other official or diplomatic immunity
when charges are brought before international tribunals (Lord Slynn,
1998).
The notion of sovereign immunity is being eroded not only in theory, but also
in practice. In September 1998, for example, the ICTR sentenced Jean
Kambanda, former Prime Minister of Rwanda, to life imprisonment for crimes
against humanity. In March 1999, the House of Lords, overruling the High
Court’s decision that Augusto Pinochet was protected from prosecution by

traditional sovereign immunity, ruled that Pinochet had no sovereign immunity

and could, therefore. face prosecution.
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Giving his decision in the case, Lord Millett stated that,
In future, those who commit atrocities against civilian populations must
expect to be called to account if fundamental human rights are to be
properly protected. In this context, the exalted rank of the accused can
afford no defence (Lord Millett, 1999).
According to Economides, “This was a significant shift in the direction of
endorsing the concept of holding individuals of all rank and status responsible
for their criminal actions and violations of agreed conventions and treaties in
international law” (Economides, 2001, p.116). Two years later, on 28 June

2001, Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was extradited to the ICTY. In short, the normative

construct of the “criminal leader” is now assuming a more legalistic aspect.

It must be emphasized, however, that just as “‘leadership’ is an essentially
contested concept” (Elgie, 1995, p.2), so too is the concept of the criminal
leader. While there is a strong consensus that MiloSevi¢ is a criminal leader,
there is far less consensus about what makes a criminal leader in general terms.
It is, therefore, important to try and develop the concept, using MiloSevic¢’s
construction as a criminal leader as a starting point. To cite Gerring, ~...the
more contexts in which a given concept makes sense, the better that concept

will be (ceteris paribus)” (Gerring, 2001, p.54).

Section 5 — Developing the Concept of the Criminal Leader

It is argued that the four particular developments in IR that this chapter has
explored provide us with the two key dimensions of a criminal leader. In
section 1, it was claimed that there has been a shift in IR towards agency-based
explanations of war. We saw in chapter 1. for example, that Western literature

holds Milogevi¢ most responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Thus.
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we can conclude that a defining element of the criminal leader is his behaviour:

the criminal leader causes war. This behavioural dimension, comprising

actions and intentions, is crucial.

Sections 2 and 3 addressed two further developments in IR — the normative
turn within the discipline, and changing attitudes towards war. These
developments are important in terms of the standards we use to judge leaders
and their conduct. In chapter 1, for example, it was argued that MiloSevi¢’s
construction as a criminal leader is heavily influenced by liberal norms and
values. The conclusion we can draw is that the criminal leader is an externally
constructed concept, driven by Western liberal norms. This policy dimension
of the criminal leader concept is so important that it can be seen as its

constitutive element.

Finally, section 4 looked at how the principle of sovereign immunity is being
slowly eroded. This important development further demonstrates that the
criminal leader is an externally constructed concept, not just in normative terms
but also in legal terms. It is primarily Western powers that decide whether and
when a criminal leader should be put on trial, how he should be tried, and what

crimes he should be tried for. 18

¥ 1n 1991, for example, the German foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, submitted to
the twelve EC states the idea of an international court to judge Saddam Hussein. “But very
quickly the political will of Europe and the United States to move forwarfi slackengd...The
West abandoned the idea, granting de facto immunity to a man responsible for war crimes and
genocide”™ (Hazan, 2004. p.10).
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We have thus identified the two key dimensions of a criminal leader - a
behavioural dimension and a policy dimension. There are, however, two other

important dimensions to discuss — a character dimension and an institutional

dimension.

Dimensions of a criminal leader

(1) Behavioural dimension This refers to actions and intentions

(i1) Character dimension This refers to motivations, and to
personality and psychology

(1i1) Institutional dimension This is about regime type

(iv) Policy dimension This is about who decides whether and

when a leader is “criminal”

MiloSevié¢’s actions and intentions play a crucial role in his construction as a
criminal leader. His motivations, personality and psychology are also
important elements in his criminalization. For the purpose of developing a
general concept of the criminal leader, these different elements can be

subsumed under the headings of behaviour and character.

Chapter 1 did not specifically refer to the institutional and policy dimensions.
However, it identified both a comparative element in MiloSevi¢'s construction
as a criminal leader (his comparison with other “criminal” leaders) and a
theoretical element (the construction’s Liberal underpinnings). Both of these
elements can be incorporated within the broader institutional and policy

dimensions of the criminal leader concept.
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We can now explore each of the four dimensions in turn. Throughout,
reference will be made to certain leaders who, according to the concept we are
developing, can be considered as criminal leaders, most notably Saddam
Hussein. It is important to emphasize that the concept of the criminal leader
has not been defined elsewhere. The concept of the criminal leader developed
below, therefore, is necessarily an ideal type. It constitutes, however, an

important basis for further research.

(i) The Behavioural Dimension — Actions and Intentions
The behavioural dimension is crucial — actions and intentions define a criminal
leader. First and foremost, the criminal leader causes war. Moreover, the wars
that he initiates are illegitimate. They are wars of aggression and territorial
expansion that threaten regional stability. Adolf Hitler and Saddam Hussein
can thus be considered as archetypal criminal leaders. In a speech to the
United Nations, on 12 September 2002, for example, President Bush
emphasized that,
Twelve years ago, Iraq invaded Kuwait without provocation. And the
regime’s forces were poised to continue their march to seize other
countries and their resources. Had Saddam Hussein been appeased
instead of stopped, he would have endangered the peace and stability of
the world (Bush, 2002c¢).
Similarly, in a speech delivered on 26 February 2003, Bush claimed the Iraqi
people were living under “a dictator who has brought them nothing but war.
and misery, and torture” (Bush, 2003a). These words recall a speech given by

Bill Clinton in March 1999, at the start of the Kosovo war, when he described

Milosevi¢ as ...a dictator who has done nothing since the Cold War ended but
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start new wars and poor gasoline on the flames of ethnic and religious

division” (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.730).

Linked to the criminal leader’s responsibility for war, he is also responsible for
war crimes — that is, crimes that are intimately attached to a state of armed
conflict - and other human rights violations. Examples include Charles Taylor,
the former President of Liberia, and the leaders of Rwanda during the genocide
of 1994-95. A leader who violates human rights is not necessarily a criminal
leader. Various African leaders, past and present - such as Uganda's former
president Idi Amin (1971-1979), Haiti’s former president Jean-Claude “Baby
Doc” Duvalier (1971-1986), and Zimbabwe’s President Mugabe - are
commonly regarded more as corrupt dictators than as criminal leaders. In the
case of Mugabe, however, it can be argued that this is beginning to change and

that he is being increasingly criminalized."”

A leader who violates human rights is more likely to be deemed criminal when
these violations constitute war crimes — in other words, when they occur in the
context of a war that the criminal leader has provoked. In some cases,
however, the scale and gravity of human rights abuses for which a leader may
be deemed responsible are such that his criminalization does not depend on
these abuses occurring in a war situation. The example of Saddam Hussein

illustrates this point. In a speech delivered in Sedgefield, on 5 March 2004, for

1 Some would argue, however, that Mugabe’s construction as a criminal leader is based less
on his human rights violations than on his refusal to co-operate with the West. Elich, for
example, claims that, “The process of land reform is at root a struggle for justice and a
challenge to the Western neoliberal model. The refusal to serve Western interests 1s what
motivates U.S and British hostlity™ (Elich, 2005). This underscores the policy dimension of
the criminal leader.
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example, Prime Minister Blair referred to Saddam’s “appalling brutalisation of

the Iraqi people...” (Blair, 2004).

The case of Augusto Pinochet further demonstrates that a nexus between
human rights violations and war is not essential to establishing a criminal
leader. Giving his judgement in the Pinochet case, Lord Browne-Wilkinson

emphasized that,

There is no real dispute that during the period of the Senator Pinochet
regime appalling acts of barbarism were committed in Chile and
elsewhere in the world: torture, murder, and the unexplained
disappearance of individuals, all on a large scale. Although it is not
alleged that Senator Pinochet himself committed any of those acts, it is
alleged that they were done in pursuance of a conspiracy to which he was
a party, at his instigation and with his knowledge (Lord Browne-
Wilkinson, 1999).

It should be emphasized, however, that Western powers are — and have always
been - likely to turn a blind eye to a leader’s human rights violations if policy
considerations require this. Herman, for example, remarks that,
Pol Pot was a Communist enemy...Indonesia under Suharto and since his
ouster has been a US client state and Western ally. It is a notable fact
that both the media and human rights groups have found the Indonesian
abuses in East Timor less noteworthy, less deserving of indignation and
less the basis of urgent calls for humanitarian intervention than the
abuses of Pol Pot (Herman, 2002, p.xii).
In chapter 1, we saw that the literature accuses MiloSevi¢ of inciting ethnic
hatred. Although this does not directly define a criminal leader in the way that
causing war and committing/supporting war crimes do, it is indirectly
important. This is because the incitement of hatred will often facilitate and

accelerate both the descent into war and the commission of war crimes therein.

Hitler's fostering of anti-Semitism is one obvious example. Another is the
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hatred that Rwanda’s Hutu leaders stimulated vis-a-vis the country’s Tutsi

minority.

In some instances, the criminal leader’s personal, visceral hatred of other
groups lies behind his efforts to cultivate and promote ethnic animosity, as in

the case of Hitler’s profound loathing of Jews.*’

In other instances, however.
the criminal leader incites hatred to serve his personal ends. Thus, hatred
serves an instrumental purpose. For example, in Rwanda, “the leaders who

engineered the slaughter had shaky claims to power, which they attempted to

bolster by fomenting conflict between groups” (Kressel, 1996, p.118).

Let us now turn to the intentions that underlie and fuel the actions of a criminal
leader. Whilst it is often difficult to decipher a person’s precise intentions - in
most cases, we can only speculate - intentions are nevertheless a key element in
defining what constitutes a criminal leader. Firstly, the actions of a criminal
leader are not simply unintended consequences of his policies. Rather, they

flow from his malignant intentions.

Secondly, deliberate defiance of the international community helps to define
the criminal leader. Saddam Hussein exemplifies this. In a speech delivered
on 5 March 2004, for example, Prime Minister Blair referred to “Saddam’s
programme to develop long-range strategic missiles in breach of UN rules™
(Blair, 2004). For his part, in a speech to the United Nations, on 12 September

2002, President Bush emphasized that, “Iraq has answered a decade of UN

" Carr. for example, refers to Hitler's “paranoid hatred of Jewry” (Carr, 1987, p.69): and
Kershaw writes of Hitler's “anti-Jewish paranoia™ (Kershaw, 1987, p.230).
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demands with defiance” (Bush, 2002c). Later, in a press conference about
Iraq, held on 6 March 2003, Bush declared, “These are not the actions of a
regime that is disarming. These are the actions of a regime engaged in a wilful
charade. These are the actions of a regime that systematically and deliberately

is defying the world” (Bush, 2003b).

In short, a leader who co-operates with the West is highly unlikely to be
deemed criminal.?’ Thus, his determination to portray himself as a Western
statesman helps to explain why the former president of Croatia, Franjo
Tudjman, was not branded a criminal leader, at least not while he was alive.
However, it can be argued that Tudjman, who died from cancer in December
1999, has been posthumously criminalized, in particular for his involvement in

Operation “Storm” (“Oluja”).”

For example, on 19 February 2004, The Hague Tribunal amended its original
indictment against Ante Gotovina, the overall operational commander of the
Croatian forces deployed as part of Operation “Storm™.>> According to the

amended indictment, “During and after Operation Storm, at all times relevant

to this Amended Indictment, Ante Gotovina, with others including...President

2l Not only political co-operation, but also economic co-operation is important. To cite
Duffield, “a state’s willingness to adopt neo-liberal economic policy and co-operate with
lender demands” provides “a fresh, if superficial, way of distinguishing the good from the
bad...” (Duffield, 1998, p.88).

22 (roatian forces launched Operation “Storm™ on 4 August 1995, with the aim of re-taking the
Krajina region in Croatia. Three days later, the Croatian government announced that the
Operation had been successfully completed. Some 200,000 Krajina Serbs had been forced to
flee their homes in what amounted to the largest single act of ethnic cleansing in the wars in
former Yugoslavia.

3 After four years on the run, Gotovina was arrested in a restaurant in Tenerife’s Playa de Las
Americas resort, on 8 December 2005, Gotovina had been number three on the Hague
Tribunal’s most wanted list. after Mladi¢ and Karadzi¢. His arrest thus marks a significant
breakthrough for the Tribunal.



Franjo Tudjman, participated in a joint criminal enterprise...” (The Prosecutor
of the Tribunal against Ante Gotovina, 2004). This revised indictment thus
explicitly criminalizes Tudjman as a participant in such an enterprise.”* In
contrast, the original indictment makes no mention at all of any joint criminal

enterprise.

This poses a key question: at what point does a leader become criminal? In
1995, for example, when MiloSevi¢ helped to negotiate the Dayton Accords
that brought an end to the three-year war in Bosnia, he was not seen as a
criminal leader. Rather, he was hailed as a “man of peace”. Thus, the Hague
Tribunal’s initial indictment against MiloSevi¢ was confined to allegations
about crimes in Kosovo; it made no mention of crimes committed in Bosnia.
To cite Bissett,
It would not do to have the man Madeleine Albright hailed as ‘a man of
peace’ at the time of the Dayton Accords indicted for crimes in Bosnia
after he had played such a pivotal role in bringing about an end to the
bloodshed there (Bissett, 2001a).
Subsequently, however, Milo3evi¢ was criminalized and indicted, inter alia, for
crimes allegedly committed in Bosnia, notwithstanding that these crimes had
already occurred at the time of the Dayton peace negotiations. What 1is

important to emphasize, therefore, is that the concept of the criminal leader is

externally constructed, a point to which we shall return.

* In the trial judgzement of Prosecutor versus Kmojelac, on 15 March 2002, a joint criminal
enterprise was described as “an understanding or arrangement amounting to an agreement
between two or more persons that will commit a crime” (Mettraux, 2005, p.287).
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(it) The Character Dimension — Motivations and Psychology
It will be recalled from the previous chapter that according to the literature.
what primarily motivated MiloSevi¢ was a lust for power. Similarly, we can
argue that one of the features of a criminal leader is an extreme hunger for
power that knows no bounds. Prepared to go to any lengths to win and
maintain power, a criminal leader is often cruel and ruthless. He puts his own
interests first, whatever the cost for his own people. For example, in a speech
delivered in Texas, on 8 April 2002, Prime Minister Tony Blair argued that,
The regime of Saddam is detestable. Brutal, repressive, political
opponents routinely tortured and executed: it is a regime without a qualm
in sacrificing the lives of its citizens to preserve itself, or starting wars
with neighbouring states, and it has used chemical weapons against its
own people (Blair, 2002a).
As a consequence of his insatiable appetite for power and the extremes to
which it propels him, a criminal leader appears as a hardened individual with
little or no feeling for others. In short, he displays a total lack of humanity.
Speaking to the House of Commons on 24 September 2002, for example, Tony
Blair described Saddam Hussein as “a cruel and sadistic dictator” (Blair,
2002b). For his part, David Crane, a prosecutor at the Special Court for Sierra
Leone and a former Pentagon lawyer, described Charles Taylor, the indicted

war criminal and former president of Liberia, as “a regional monster” (cited in

Bravin and Block, 2003, p.A15).

In addition to the motivations and personality of a criminal leader, the third
clement relating to character is his psychology. His mental state is somewhat
ambiguous., and while this does not define him as criminal, it sets him apart as

somehow abnormal. His abhorrent and ruthless behaviour so offends our own



sensibilities that we do not want to try and rationalize it. Instead, we prefer to
see the behaviour as irrational. What is interesting, however, is that a criminal
leader’s impaired mental state does not in any way excuse his criminal
behaviour. In short, madness does not mitigate badness; rather, it simply
reinforces it. The example of Hitler particularly illustrates this. To cite
Kressel, “Most psychologists and psychiatrists agree that, in some sense, Hitler

was nuts” (Kressel, 1996, p.132).

(iii) The Institutional Dimension — Regime Type

In developing the concept of the criminal leader, we have thus far focused on
the leader himself — on his behaviour and his character. A third important
dimension, however, is an institutional dimension, focused on regime type.
The fundamental point here is that the regime of a criminal leader is non-
democratic, and for liberals non-democratic regimes pose a major threat to
international peace and security.”> In short, “The liberal view is that not

democracies but authoritarian states launch mass killing” (Mann, 2001, p.70).

Speaking on 26 February 2003, for example, President Bush declared that,
“The world has a clear interest in the spread of democratic values, because
stable and free nations do not breed the ideologies of murder. They encourage
the peaceful pursuit of a better life” (Bush, 2003a). Hence, by definition, non-
democratic regimes and, by extension, their leaders represent a potential threat

to liberal peace, and may thus be deemed criminal.

25 Speaking on 8 April 2002, for example, Tony Blair argued that in the absence of democracy,
»...regimes act unchecked by popular accountability and pose a threat; and the threat spreads™

(Blair, 2002a).

106



It should be noted that the concept of “criminal regimes”™ is more developed
than the concept of criminal leaders. The former are characterized by their
links with terrorist organizations. Rotfeld, for example, argues that,
....th'e main threat to international security today are dictatorial and
criminal regimes (mainly outside the OSCE area) that support, finance
and shelter international terrorist networks on a global as well as regional
and local scale (Rotfeld, 2003).
Although not in all cases, the regime of a criminal leader may be deemed
“criminal” in this particular sense. For example, both President Bush and Tony

Blair have consistently emphasized Saddam Hussein's links with terrorist

groups. %

What is interesting is that following the wars in Kosovo and Iraq, there have
been calls for Bush (as well as his predecessor, Clinton) and Blair to be put on
trial for war crimes. Velko Valkanov, for example, the founder and chairman
of the International Committee to Defend Slobodan Milosevi¢ (ICDSM),
maintains that, “If any people should be tried for crimes against peace and
humanity, these are first and foremost the leaders of the United States and other
NATO member states” (Valkanov, 2005). This, therefore, raises a fundamental

question: can the leader of a democratic regime be criminal?

Whilst this is possible in theory, it is argued that the realities of international
politics make this unlikely. That is to say that because liberal democracies
generally stick together — according to the democratic peace thesis, they do not

go to war against each other — it is very improbable that they would construct

*® In a press conference on 6 March 2003, for example, President Bush argued that, “Iraq is a
country that has got terrorist ties. It's a country with wealth. It's a country that trains
terrorists. a country that could arm terrorists™ (Bush. 2003b).
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one of their own as criminal. This brings us to the key dimension of the

criminal leader concept — the policy dimension.

(tv) The Policy Dimension — The Concept is Externally Constructed

It is argued that the criminal leader is an externally constructed concept.
Ultimately, therefore, there are no hard and fast rules as to what constitutes a
criminal leader. In view of this, perhaps the crucial question that we need to
ask ourselves 1s not what makes a criminal leader, but rather who decides when

a leader is criminal.

Let us take the example of Charles Taylor who, in 2003, was indicted on
seventeen counts of crimes against humanity. On the basis of the three
dimensions of a criminal leader explored in this section — namely, behaviour,
character and regime-type — Taylor can be considered as a criminal leader.
However, it can be argued that he has not been criminalized in the way that
Milo$evi¢ and Saddam Hussein have been, for example, and although he is an
indicted war criminal, the United States has appeared in no hurry to put him on
trial. According to a columnist for the Washington Post,
Taylor poses a clear and present danger to West Africa and U.S interests.
Yet the State Department continues to respond to congressional inquiries
with bland assurances that everything is fine and Taylor is no longer a
problem. It’s not true (Farah, 2005).
The journalist emphasizes that Taylor has not only escaped answering for his

crimes so far, but “may be given an opportunity to repeat them if the United

States does not act™ (Farah, 2005).
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The case of Saddam Hussein is also very useful for highlighting that the
criminal leader is externally constructed. What is interesting about Saddam is
that while he is widely considered a criminal leader, he has been criminalized
for his actions during the nineties, but not for his behaviour during the eighties.
For example, during the Iran-Iraq war, “Washington, fully aware that Saddam
was using mustard and nerve gas against Iranian civilians, calculated that it

was better to keep backing him as the lesser of two evils”(Prison Planet, 2004).

What this shows is that the criminalization of leaderships is closely linked to
policy considerations. During the Iran-Iraq war, Saddam was useful to the
United States and thus was not deemed criminal, despite committing heinous
crimes. During the nineties, however, Iraq had become a “rogue state” and
Saddam had become a major threat to the American people, to the “civilized”
world, and to freedom itself — in short, a criminal leader. After the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait in 1991, for example, Margaret Thatcher and President
George Bush
publicly evoked the necessity of trying Saddam Hussein. This public
effort was an attempt, among other things, to criminalize the master of
Baghdad and thereby legitimize in the name of universal morality...the
validity of the Gulf War campaign against this tyrant (Hazan, 2004, p.9).
In the case of Saddam Hussein, there is an overlap between the concept of a
criminal leader and the concept, also externally constructed, of a “rogue state™.
According to President Bush, rogue states
(i) brutalize their own people and squander their national resources for
the personal gain of the rulers; (ii) display no regard for international law.
threaten their neighbors, and callously violate international treaties to
which they are party; (iii) are determined to acquire weapons of mass
destruction, along with other advanced military technology, to be used as

threats or offensively to achieve the aggressive designs of these regimes:
(iv) sponsor terrorism around the globe; and (v) reject basic human
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values and hate the United States and everything for which it stands
(Bush, 2002b).
However, as with the concept of the criminal leader, what ultimately counts is
the policy dimension. Thus, a state that meets the above criteria is not a rogue
state until it is constructed as such. In other words, the criteria are not rigid.
For example, “a country such as Syria that generally met them was
nevertheless not described as a ‘rogue state’ because of its strategic

importance” (Chancellor, 2002b).

Just as certain states are grouped together as “rogue states” or, more recently,
as constituting an “axis of evil™*’, so too certain leaders are grouped together as

criminal, through the use of comparison.?®

We saw in chapter 1 that
comparison is an important element in MiloSevi¢’s criminalization. However,
for the purposes of developing a more general concept of the criminal leader,
what is important to note is that the origin of such comparisons 1s external,

rather than internal.® This comparative element can, therefore, be considered

as part of the policy dimension of the criminal leader.

To conclude, it is argued that policy considerations are inextricably bound up
with the criminalization of leaders, that it is powerful Western states that

decide whether and when a leader is to be deemed criminal and that, as a result,

27 {1 his State of the Union Address, delivered on 29 January 2002, President Bush argued that
states such as Iran, Iraq and North Korea “constitute an axis of evil. arming to threaten the

peace of the world™ (Bush, 2002a).
2% On 8 April 2000, for example, the headline of The Globe and Mail (Toronto) read,

~Zimbabwe’s Hitler Wages War of Land” (Gowans. 2002). ‘
2 A< we shall sce in the data chapters, the interviewees overall do not support the use of such

comparisons.
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the concept of the criminal leader is not of universal application. Instead. it

only applies in certain cases.

Conclusion

The concept of the criminal leader developed in this chapter is only an ideal
type. It is based upon a particular case-study — the criminalization of Slobodan
MiloSevi¢ — but this case-study cannot tell us everything. Future case studies
of other “criminal” leaders, such as Saddam Hussein would, therefore, be
extremely valuable and would help us to develop the concept further. Given
that the criminal leader is externally constructed, however, perhaps the key
point to be made here is that it is likely to remain an essentially contested and

rather slippery concept without clear parameters.

If defining the criminal leader is problematic, so too is the question of how one
studies a criminal leader. We saw in chapter 1 that Western literature takes a
very top-down, leader-centric approach in its construction of MiloSevi¢ as a
criminal leader. Other leaders who fit the concept of the criminal leader
developed in this chapter, such as Hitler and Stalin, have also traditionally been
studied in a similar way. As we shall now see, however, this is beginning to
change as importance is increasingly being given to the view from below. In
keeping with this, the main argument that chapter 3 seeks to make is that the

criminal leader should be studied both from the top down and from the bottom

up.
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Chapter 3
Studying Criminal Leaders;
The Case for a Bottom-Up Approach

Introduction

A key aim of this thesis is to explore whether and to what extent ordinary
people in Serbia support the dominant Western image of Milo3evi¢ as a
criminal leader. This particular chapter seeks to demonstrate the importance,
in both theory and practice, of examining the view from below, through posing

and answering the question of how one should study a criminal leader.

The present chapter focuses on two particular leaders who, according to the
dimensions of a criminal leader outlined in chapter 2, can be considered as
archetypal criminal leaders — Hitler and Stalin. Traditionally, studies of the
Hitler and Stalin regimes have concentrated on the two leaders themselves',
while devoting little attention to the ordinary people who lived under these
regimes.” However, this has begun to change as a new wave of scholars,
including Stephen Kotkin, Sheila Fitzpatrick, Detlev Peukert, and Ian Kershaw,
have sought to challenge orthodox historiography. Rejecting narrow, leader-
centric approaches as inadequate, these scholars emphasize the importance of

exploring the view from below.

Influenced by the work of these individuals, this chapter argues that a

comprehensive study of the criminal leader requires us to focus not only on the

' There are a vast number of studies focusing on the leadership and personalities of Hitler and
Stalin, including William Carr’s Hitler; 4 Study in Personality and Politics (1978), and Alan
Bullock’s Personality and Power: The Strange Case of Hitler and Stalin (1995).

? According to Peterson, “The natural tendency of historians has been to shine their flashlights
of knowledge at the figure of the "leader’, perforce ignoring the vast gray world of the

followers™ (Peterson, 1969, p.3).



leader himself, but also on the ordinary people who directly experienced his
“criminal” leadership. Their voices should also be heard. As Shkilnyk
maintains, “There is no evidence more powerful than that drawn directly from
what people say in their own words about their life experiences™ (cited in
Magid, 1991, p.64). Thus, four chapters of the thesis are devoted to exploring
the opinions that ordinary people in Serbia have of Milosevi¢.>® Few Western
authors have sought to interview ordinary people. Those who have conducted

interviews as part of their research have typically interviewed elites.

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section will begin by
explaining why the view from below is important for studying criminal leaders.
It will then demonstrate this, using examples of bottom-up research vis-a-vis
the Hitler and Stalin regimes. Section 2 will examine some of the main
criticisms of this type of research. Finally, in order to highlight the value of a
bottom-up perspective more generally, section 3 will provide some examples

of such research vis-a-vis the former Yugoslavia.

Section 1 — Hitler, Stalin, and the View From Below

It is argued that we cannot study a criminal leader simply by focusing on the
leader himself. Rather, we must also consider the view from below. There are
four main reasons for this. The first reason relates to the nature of leadership

itself. In short, leadership is a relationship. To cite Mazlish,

3 The thesis’ concern to give a voice to those - both Serbs and national minorities in Scrbia -
whom we seldom hear is shared by scholars from the Subaltern Studies Group. Objecting to
the fact that hitherto Indian history has been written from a colonialist and elitist point of view.
these scholars - such as Ranajit Guha and Partha Chatterjee - seek to rewrite the history of
colonial India from the distinct point of view of the masses.
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...the lea@er does not exist, fully formed, before the encounter with the
group he. is to lead. He discovers himself, forms and takes on his identity
as a particular kind of leader in the course of interacting with his chosen
group. He also finds a public style, which may be quite separate from his
private style. Itis a creative encounter (Mazlish, 1986, p.276).
Thus, we cannot adequately study a criminal leader if we ignore one half of the
leadership relationship — ordinary people. This can give us only a very narrow
and incomplete picture. The thesis, therefore, favours an interactionist
approach to leadership.” In the words of El gie,
For interactionists, the extent to which leaders are able to influence the
decision-making process is considered to be contingent upon the
interaction between the leader and the leadership environment in which
the leader operates (Elgie, 1995, p.7).

The ordinary people who either support or challenge the leader are clearly a

fundamental part of this leadership environment that cannot be ignored.

The second reason for looking at the view from below relates directly to the
concept of the criminal leader. Chapter 2 emphasized that this is an externally
constructed concept. It is, therefore, important to examine whether and to what
extent external views of the leader are congruent with domestic views. What
the interview data reveals is an important discrepancy between external
(Western) and domestic (Serbian) views of MiloSevi¢. As we shall in chapter
7, the Serbian interviewees in the sample view MiloSevi¢ above all a “bad™

leaders, not as a criminal leader.

¥ According to Tucker, there are two ways of approaching leadership. The first is to apprgach
it as “an interactional process, a relation between leaders and followers™. The second way is to
approach leadership as “a kind of activity that leaders seek to perform in their capacity as

leaders” (Tucker. 1981, p.24). _ ‘ '
S Central to this concept is the idea that Miloevi¢ cared only about himself and his power. and

not about the Serbian people he ruled.
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A third important reason for exploring the view from below is that, in order to
make an informed assessment of a particular regime, it is not sufficient to
concentrate solely on leadership. This is to address only one dimension of
regime type and to ignore the three additional dimensions of regime type
highlighted by Linz and Stepan — pluralism, ideology and mobilization (Linz
and Stepan, 1996, p.41). The Western literature reviewed in chapter 1
essentially focuses only on the leadership dimension. By examining the view
from below, the present research, in contrast, also addresses a second
dimension of regime type - pluralism. The term “pluralism”, as used in this
context, should not be understood in its strict sense. The thesis is not looking
at civil society in Serbia, but it is concerned with ordinary people and their

opinions of Milo3evi¢.

The final reason for examining the view from below is that just as good
research requires us to use more than one source, so it requires us to consider
more than one perspective. Confining ourselves to a narrow top-down
perspective is inadequate. The view from below is a particularly valuable
perspective to explore, because it can provide important and fresh insight,
thereby adding complexity and richness to conventional top-down approaches.
In his work on Rwanda, for example, Pottier argues that bringing ordinary
people back into the frame allows us “a new way of viewing the situation”
(Pottier, 2002, p.3). For him, the complex voices of those with nuanced
stories to tell. such as refugees and survivors of genocide, constitute “an
antidote to the easy readings that obliterate context and detail...” (Pottier,

2002. p.202). The fact that the Western literature examined in chapter |



heavily neglects the view from below makes the “insider” view of ordinary

people in Serbia even more important to explore.

These four reasons explain why, in theory, the view from below is important
for studying criminal leaders. In order to demonstrate the value of the view
from below in practice, the remainder of this section will explore the bottom-
up turn in studies of two particular leaders — Hitler and Stalin — who can be

seen as “crucial cases” in the study of criminal leaders.®

The concern of the scholars whose research forms the focus of this section is to
produce a more bottom-up account of the Hitler and Stalin regimes. Their
argument is that we cannot study these regimes without considering the micro
level of everyday life. Their work, therefore, explores and seeks to reconstruct
the everyday life experiences of ordinary people who lived under these
regimes, using a variety of sources. These include interviews and oral history,

archives, diaries and letters, photographs and newspapers.

It should be emphasized at the outset that the argument these scholars make 13
not about criminal leaders and how we should study them. However, since
both Hitler and Stalin can be regarded as criminal leaders — according to the
dimensions of a criminal leader set out in the previous chapter — bottom-up
research vis-a-vis their regimes can be used for the purpose of illustrating and

supporting the argument that we cannot study the criminal leader by focusing

¢ According to Gerring, “A basic version of a crucial case is that the case is chosen because it
has come to define. or at least to exemplify, a concept or theoretical outcome”. For example.
“France is a crucial case in the study of revolution™ (Gerring. 2001. p.219).
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only on the person of the leader himself. The research discussed in this section

supports each of the four above-made arguments in favour of examining the

view from below.

In Germany, the birth of the Alltagsgeschichte’ movement, in the mid-1970s,
had a significant impact on traditional historiography of the Hitler regime.
Intent on developing a more qualitative understanding of ordinary people’s
circumstances and everyday lives, A/ltag historians, such as Alf Ludtke, focus
not on structures, class antagonisms or economic fluctuations, but rather on
values, beliefs, mentalities and lifestyles. The French Annales School, which
developed in the 1920s, offered an important model. In a similar vein, the so-
called “Revisionists”, such as Sheila Fitzpatrick and Ronald Grigor Suny, have
re-examined and challenged traditional historiography on the Stalin regime, by
shifting the focus away from the State and the person of Stalin to the sphere of

everyday life.

At the beginning of this section, it was argued that one of the reasons why
studies of the criminal leader should include the view from below is that we
should not restrict ourselves to one particular perspective — a top-down
perspective. The above-mentioned “historians of everyday life”, “social
historians™ and “Revisionists” similarly emphasize the importance of exploring
different perspectives. For example, they regard a narrow focus on the State as
inadequate. As Andrle argues vis-a-vis the Stalin regime,

...once it is accepted that the state was not monolithic in its practices ot
policy implementation, that it struggled to control the population with

" The history of evervday life”.
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only a mixed success, and that its policies were replete with unintended
effects, then the history of the Stalin era is no longer adequately
represented by the study of political dictatorship, its ideology and its
power apparatus alone (Andrle, 1994, p.198).
What is important is not the State per se, but rather the interconnections
between the practices of the State and everyday life, between the macro and
micro levels. Kotkin, for example, describes his work on the USSR as “an
inquiry into the minutiae of urban life and how certain ways of thinking and

accompanying social practices fit into the grand strategies of Soviet state

building during the formative period of the 1930s” (Kotkin, 1995, p.23).

It was also argued at the beginning of this section that since leadership is a
relationship, the study of criminal leaders requires that we explore both halves
of that relationship — the leader and his followers. Similarly, the new wave of
scholarship on the Hitler and Stalin regimes emphasizes that we should not
only focus on the person of the leader. To cite Bessel,
No longer is it possible to regard the horrific history of Nazi Germany as
the product of a few demonic politicians (or even more pointedly, “the
will of a single madman”) who entranced millions of Germans and sent
them down a path towards war and mass murder (Bessel, 1987, p.xiv).
Similarly, Peterson contends that Hitler “did not operate in a vacuum; there
were millions of others involved. One reality cannot be understood without the
other” (Peterson, 1969, p.430). For his part, Voegelin maintains that,
Therefore one cannot in any way isolate Hitler and analyze him as a
single personality. Instead, one can see the phenomenon of his rise to

power only in connection with a disposition of the German people. which
brought Hitler into power (Voegelin, 1999, p.59).8

8 Meier makes a similar argument vis-a-vis Milodevi¢ and the Serbian people. He contends
that, “There had to be a predisposition in the political thinking of a large part of the Serbian
people to ‘solutions’ along the lines of what he represented. This in turn leads one to the
conclusion that the problem is not MiloSevic¢ at all, but rather the political dispositions among
people in Serbia itselt™ (Meier, 1999, p.44).
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What all of this means in practice, according to Peukert, is that a study of
everyday life in the Third Reich includes the interaction between the Nazi
system and the people - interaction rather than domination of “top™ over
“bottom”. Thus, we must look not only at “the shaping of life-styles by the
demands of the system”, but also - in the other direction — at “the impact that
was made on the Nazi movement by prevailing attitudes, expectations, and

forms of behaviour” (Peukert, 1987, p.25).”

What is clear, therefore, is that those who adopt a more bottom-up approach to
the Hitler and Stalin regimes do not confine themselves to exploring only one
of the dimensions of regime type identified by Linz and Stepan — leadership.
For example, various scholars look at a second dimension — mobilization.
They examine how the regimes of Hitler and Stalin mobilized the masses.
According to Andrle, for example, “The activities of Stalin’s state were largely

kRl

defined by mobilizing people...”. Thus, the Stalinist regime can be described
as “a mobilization regime” (Andrle, 1994, p.198). For his part, Schoenbaum

refers to the Hitler regime’s “mobilization of disaffection™ (Schoenbaum, 1966,

p.15).

Finally, it was argued that exploring the view from below is important in terms
of allowing us to ascertain the degree to which external and domestic views of
the externally constructed criminal leader coincide. At the same time, the new

insight that we gain from examining the view from below can make us

® Similarly, Kershaw maintains that, *...it is reasonable to ask to what extent popular opinion
and *popular opposition’ influenced Nazi policy, whether in tact it had any impact at all on the
Nazi leadership, or whether the regime could ignore it altogether” (Kershaw. 1983, p.378).
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question and re-evaluate our opinions. A parallel can be drawn here with

bottom-up research on the Hitler and Stalin regimes.

Such research particularly questions and problematizes the idea that ordinary
people were merely the victims of these regimes. In other words, it seeks to
demonstrate that this concept of victimized masses is flawed and of limited
validity. Instead, it assumes, and endeavours to show that the relationship
between State and society was far more complex than a simple
oppressor/victim relationship. According to Fitzpatrick, for example,

no political regime, including Stalin’s, functions in a social vacuum.
There were social pressures and constituencies influencing Stalinist
policy formation...More importantly, there were social constraints, social
responses and informal processes of negotiation between the regime and
social groups that had a very significant impact on policy implementation
— that is, on Stalin’s ‘revolution from above’ in practice (Fitzpatrick,
1986, p.372)."°

For his part, Peukert argues that,

Active consent — popular approval of Nazi policies — was conditional
upon the regime’s ability, by invoking a constant supply of genuine or
ostensible achievements, to meet peoples’ basic everyday needs for
security, progress, and a sense of meaning and purpose in life (Peukert,
1987, p.76).

By emphasizing the reciprocal nature of regime/society relations, these
scholars thus portray ordinary people as actors in their own right, rather than

1

simply as passive victims.!! Indeed, for the Revisionists and A//tag historians,

we do a great injustice to ordinary people if we portray them merely as victims.

19 Toft makes a similar argument in more general terms. She emphasizes that, ...leaders
maneuver within boundaries whose areas are determined by forces beyond their control. This
is a crucial point because it counters the tendency to see leaders as always forming public
opinion ex nihilo, rather than representing a preexisting public opinion™ (Toft. 2003, p.84).
Western literature on the MiloSevi¢ regime, with its emphasis on clite manipulation,
exemplifies such a tendency.

' Goldhagen, however, takes the argument one stage further. According to his controversial
thesis. ordinary German people were “Hitler's willing executioners” (Goldhagen. 1997, p.454).
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To cite Ludtke, “It is obvious that the historical actors were (and are) more

than mere blind puppets or helpless victims” (Lidtke, 1995, p.5)."2

These scholars are, therefore, interested in understanding active passive
resistance to, or support for, these regimes. According to Peukert, rather than
explain popular support for a system of ideology in terms of elite manipulation,
we must instead “explain what were the fundamental needs and activities in
which the population’s active consent, or passive participation, took root”
(Peukert, 1987, p.68). In other words, rather than starting at the top and

working down, we should instead begin at the bottom and work up.

Although the present research has been influenced by the work of Revisionist
and Alltag scholars, it cannot claim to be social history. For example, it does
not seek to reconstruct the everyday lives of ordinary people who lived through
the MiloSevi¢ years; and while it aims to provide the reader with some insight
into what everyday life was like during this period, in particular economically,
it is more concerned with exploring the views and opinions that ordinary
people in Serbia have of MiloSevi¢, in order to find out whether they

themselves see him as criminal.

However, the thesis shares the concern of social historians to do justice to the
view from below. As Kotkin argues, “there is no substitute for letting people

speak in their own words as much as possible™ (Kotkin, 1995, p.21). In this

12 Western literature tends to portray the Serbian people as victims of MiloSevic and his
propaganda. Cohen, for example, describes the Serbs as being “delirious”™ and “brainwashed™
(Cohen, 1998, p.194); and Melchoir contends that the Serbian nation was “majoritairement
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way, it seeks to redress an important top-down imbalance in the existing
Western literature. While Suny rightly claims that, “For too long Russian
history has been written not only from the top down, but with the bottom left
out completely” (Suny, 1987, p.3), we could easily replace the words “Russian
history” with “Western accounts of the Milogevi¢ regime”. In attempting to
redress this imbalance, the thesis makes a significant contribution to the
existing Western literature by providing important insight into domestic views

of MiloSevié.

This section has argued the case for using a bottom-up approach. It has also
sought to demonstrate the value of such an approach, using examples of
bottom-up research vis-a-vis two particular leaders, Hitler and Stalin, who can
be seen as paradigm cases of the criminal leader. While such research
constitutes a welcome addition to a traditionally, leader-centred historiography,

it has also been heavily criticized.

Section 2 — Some Criticisms of “Everyday Life” Approaches
Contemporary studies of everyday life during the Hitler and Stalin regimes

have proven very controversial. The main criticisms fall into four groups.

(i) Moral Criticisms
Moral criticisms are perhaps the most numerous and the most significant. The
critics” basic contention is that the emphasis on “ordinariness™ and “ordinary.

everyday life” detracts from the more brutal and violent aspects of the regime.

aveuglée par |'orientation destructrice du leader serbe™ (“overwhelmingly blinded by the
destructive tendencies of the Serb leader™) (Melchotr, 1993, p.47).



According to advocates of the “totalitarian” version of the Stalin era'?
revisionist arguments ‘“sanitize” the Stalinist regime by highlighting the

“trivial” elements of everyday life and government social policy, at the expense

of the dreadful atrocities perpetrated by the regime.

Kenez, for example, claims that consciously or unconsciously, revisionists “de-
demonize Stalin and his Politburo, so much so that Stalinism disappears as a
phenomenon. In their presentation, the politics of the 1930s was humdrum
politics” (Kenez, 1986, p.396). Meyer similarly claims that by questioning the
degree of control that Stalin actually possessed, the revisionists are to some

extent absolving the dictator from blame (Meyer, 1986, p-404).

It is, however, over-simplistic to argue that by focusing on the sphere of
everyday life, we thereby “sanitize” the regimes of Hitler and Stalin. In the
words of Norbert Elias, “an attempt to explain is not necessarily an attempt to
excuse” (cited in Aygoberry, 1999, p.7). In the case of MiloSevié, for example,
we do not gloss over his crimes by exploring the everyday life experiences of

ordinary people. On the contrary, we thereby gain fresh insight into his crimes.

The interview data, analyzed in chapters 5-8, tells us about MiloSevié's crimes
against his own people and about what the interviewees consider to be his

biggest crimes. Not only is this information important in helping us to make

¥ In the aftermath of World War Two, studies of the Stalin era developed around the
totalitarian model. Exemplified by Merle Fainsod’s case study of Smolensk province, in 1958,
this approach focused on the issue of state control and its extension over more and more areas
of thought and action. Thus. for Fainsod, “...Stalinism spelled the development of a full-
blown totalitarian regime in which all the lines of control ultimately converged in the hands of
the supreme dictator” (Fainsod, 1959, p.12).
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sense of the interviewees’ opinions of Miloevié. It is also important because
the existing Western literature typically focuses on Milosevi¢'s crimes against
Bosnian Muslims, Kosovar Albanians and other non-Serbs, telling us little

about what the Serbian people themselves suffered.

(ii) Methodological Criticisms

Approaches that focus on everyday life are also ﬂawéd, according to the critics.
on the grounds that their methodology is too vague. Decisions about what
should be included in the analysis are highly subjective, with the risk that only
a very impressionistic and selective picture of a situation can be given."
Kenez, for example, heavily criticizes Fitzpatrick's decision to avoid looking at
the terror perpetrated by the Stalinist regime. Fitzpatrick justifies this on the
grounds that it would be moralistic to look at the terror. Kenez, however,
rejects this argument, maintaining that if the emphasis on terror betrays a
certain moral dimension, so too does the denial of its significance (Kenez,

1986, p.399).

Others criticize everyday life approaches as lacking scientific rigour. Wehler,
for example, criticizes Alltagsgeschichte as a kind of “bland, conventional
oatmeal” dished up as historical science (cited in Lidtke, 1995, p.10), and
Kocka argues that 4/ltagsgeschichte is ~fundamentally unscientific™. In his

eyes, history as a science is based on the conception of what is basically a

4 Even those who practice an evervday life approach concede that that there are problems
regarding the quality of the data. For example, in her study of popular opinion in Stalinist
Russia. Davies admits that much of the data can only yield a rather “1mpressionistic” picture

(Davies. 1997, p-16).
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unified history. The mass of myriad individual (hi)stories is far less significant

(cited in Liidtke, 1995, p.9).

Yet, judgements about whether or not something is scientific are themselves
highly subjective, and closely related to one’s theoretical position. For
example, some quantitative researchers dismiss qualitative research as “soft”
and unscientific.' Douglas, however, maintains that, “The only valid and
reliable (or hard scientific) evidence concerning socially meaningful
phenomena we can possibly have is that based ultimately on systematic
observations and analyses of everyday life” (Douglas, 1971, p.12). This is
because social actions “must be studied and explained in terms of their

meanings to the actors themselves” (Douglas, 1971, p.4).

(iii) Conceptual Criticisms

Some criticize everyday life approaches on the grounds of the particular
terminology used. The very term “everyday life” is somewhat vague and ill-
defined. What exactly should it include? As one might expect, scholars’ views
on this are extremely diverse. For example, Fitzpatrick understands
“everyday” to mean primarily the sphere of family life. Others, however. look
primarily at work-life and at the behaviours and attitudes generated at the

workplace'®, while scholars of everyday life under totalitarian regimes often

' There is an overlap between some of the criticisms made of everyday life approaches and
criticisms of qualitative research in general. For example, the criticism that ™...one weakness
of ‘everyday history’ is its preoccupation with the minutiae of narrative, which has prevented
historians of plebian concerns from ascertaining the representativeness of their data and from
determining the context of their findings™ (Jackson, 1990, p.244) is a criticism that 18
frequently made about qualitative research.

1® For example, Steve A. Smith (1987).



concentrate on active and passive resistance to those regimes'’. As to the term
“ordinary, everyday people”, Liidtke himself acknowledges that this is “as

suggestive as it is imprecise” (Lidtke, 1995, p.3).

Problems of terminology clearly exist, but these can be minimized if authors
clearly define what they mean by terms such as “everyday life”. It should also
be pointed out that problems of terminology are not specific to everyday life
approaches. For example, it is striking how many Western authors use terms
such as “Serbian nationalism” and “Greater Serbia” without ever actually

defining them.

(iv) Practical Problems

Finally, in addition to the above criticisms, there are potential practical
problems involved in doing bottom-up, everyday life research, thus giving
further ammunition to the critics. For example, practitioners of “everyday
history” typically use a rich variety of sources, including oral history, memoirs,
letters, diaries, old photographs, archives, newspapers, pamphlets and
statistical compilations. However, as Andrle argues, “The canvas is broader,
the dangers of over-generalization greater, and the material more fragmented”

(Andrle, 1994, p.x).

As well as being fragmented, the material can also be unavailable, inaccessible.
or very limited. In his study of everyday life in Magnitogorsk, for example,

Kotkin admits that “the greatest deficiency of the source base of the present

' For example. Sarah Davies (1997).
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monograph is...the failure to uncover any diaries or personal letters, and thus
to reach people’s intimate thoughts” (Kotkin, 1995, p.373)% Similarly,
Lidkte points out that “It is rare to find letters or documents written by the
individuals themselves (or consciously passed on, handed down to others)”
(Ludtke, 1995, p.13); and Kershaw explains that,
One of the greatest general difficulties in trying to establish patterns of
development in political attitudes during the Third Reich is that direct,
authentic expressions of opinion in their original form are few and far
between (Kershaw, 1983, p.6).
In their concern to give a voice to the masses, scholars from the Subaltern
Studies Group have also encountered difficulties in finding adequate sources.
Guha, for example, suggests that one way of combating elitist bias in the
literature “could perhaps be to summon folklore, oral as well as written, to the
historian’s aid”. He goes on to point out that,
Unfortunately, however, there is not enough to serve for this purpose
either in quantity or quality...For one thing, the actual volume of
evidence yielded by songs, thymes, ballads, anecdotes, etc, is indeed very
meagre, to the point of being insignificant, compared to the size of
documentation available from elitist sources in almost any agrarian
movement of our period (Guha, 1997, p.14).
Micro-level research is also very labour-intensive and time-consuming. Good
contacts are essential, and the researcher must be very flexible, patient and
resourceful. He/she must also be prepared for many disappointments along the
way. Nevertheless, it is argued that the practical difficulties are outweighed by
the satisfaction and rewards that one can get from doing this type of research.
These rewards can be both academic — for example, making an important and

original contribution to an existing literature — and personal, such as learning

new skills and making new friendships.

'® In the present rescarch, attempts to gain access to diaries were similarly unsuccessful.
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Thus far, this chapter has argued, and sought to show, that the view from below
is both an important and necessary perspective to explore in the study of
criminal leaders. However, the value and usefulness of a bottom-up approach
is not confined to the specific case of the criminal leader. The final section of
the chapter, therefore, will look at some more general examples of bottom-up
research, relating to the former Yugoslavia. This thesis both situates itself

within this particular body of research, and makes a worthy contribution to it.

Section 3 — Examples of Bottom-Up Research vis-a-vis the Former
Yugoslavia

In view of the emphasis that this thesis places on the view from below, it is
extremely encouraging that other researchers working on the former
Yugoslavia have similarly acknowledged the importance of this particular level
of analysis and have sought to make a more bottom-up contribution to the
existing literature. This section will survey some of the research that has been
undertaken so far, before making some suggestions as to future micro-level

research.

Those who have adopted a more bottom-up approach tend to come from the
disciplines of sociology and social anthropology. An early example of micro-
level research in the field is Joel Halpern and Barbara Kerensky Halpern’s
ethnographical study of a Serbian village, OraSac, during the 1970s.
Underscoring the importance of the view from below, the authors argue that,
“With urban life in Serbia having grown in significant measure out of village

traditions, by looking at the village here we are looking in a very specitic way
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at the genesis of the modern Serbian nation” (Halpern and Kerensky Halpern

1972, p.45).

More recently, Tone Bringa followed a Muslim community in Bosnia over a
period of six years. Sharing the concern of the Subaltern Studies Group and
social historians to give a voice to those who are seldom given the opportunity
to speak, Bringa explains,
This book is concerned with the voices behind the headlines, the lived
lives behind the images of endless rows of refugees and war victims

deprived of past and future, defined by others solely in terms of what
they have lost — as refugees (Bringa, 1995, p.5).

Bringa clearly sees the villagers in her study as victims. For her, these people
bear no responsibility for the war. As she argues,
Neither my material nor this book can or intends to explain the war for
the simple reason that the war was not created by those villagers who are
the focus of this account. The war has been orchestrated from places
where the people I lived and worked among were not represented, and
where their voices were not heard (Bringa, 1995, p.5).19
For his part, Mart Bax has spent more than a decade conducting research in
Medjugorje, a peasant village in the southwest of Hercegovina. For him,

moreover, there is a clear need for further research focusing on the view from

below. In his words,

The conclusion seems obvious that for a better comprehension of the
present-day problems in Bosnia Hercegovina, attention should be more
intensely and systematically devoted to processes and developments on
the lower levels of social integration (Bax, 1995, p.xix).

Ger Duijzings similarly adopts a bottom-up approach, declaring that,

19 This thesis seeks to portray the Serbian people neither as victims nor as perpetrators. Rather,
it aims to demonstrate that by examining the views and opinions that ordinary people have of
Milogevi¢. and by exploring their everyday life experiences during his vears in power. we can
thus gain a richer, more textured understanding of MiloSevic’s leadership and regime.



The anthropological approach adopted in this study is identifiable in the
perspective “from below’, looking at wider developments from the
viewpoint of small communities which have been affected by events and
decisions that are far beyond their control (Duijzings, 2000, p.209).
Highlighting the importance of exploring the view “from below™. Duijzings
points out that the concerns and objectives of the masses are not necessarily the
same as the concerns and objectives of the elite. He maintains that,
While all Serb politicians share the idea that Serbian rule over the
province [Kosovo] is an almost inalienable and sacrosanct right. ..it is my
own experience that many ordinary Serbs appear to be less adamant and
more pragmatic. They are indifferent to the teachings of the Kosovo
myth, they are too much occupied with their daily struggle to
survive....(Duijzings, 2000, p.205).
What this suggests is that elite theories that portray the masses as being like

sponges, soaking up the ideas that filter down to them from the top echelons of

society, are over-simplistic and reductionist.

One such idea is Serbian nationalism. Western literature tends to focus on the
nationalism of elites, such as Dobrica Cosi¢ and Vojislav §e§elj, and various
elitist institutions, such as SANU and the Serbian Orthodox Church. What it
fails to do, however, is to look at what nationalism means to ordinary Serbian
people. Research conducted by Alvin Magid, between 1983 and 1984, thus
constitutes a rare exception. Magid’s interviews with ordinary Serbs challenge
the assumption, often made in Western literature, that if a person is a Serb
nationalist, he/she therefore supports the creation of a “Greater Serbia”. For
example, one interviewee, an artist, told Magid. “I am not a fierce Serbian
nationalist with a delusive urge to construct a latter-day “Great Serbia’...1 am a

Serbian cultural nationalist, not an advocate of Serbian political nationalism™

(Magid, 1991, p.296).



Another interviewee, a low-level factory supervisor, expressed a similar view —
I know it is neither possible nor desirable for any part of Yugoslavia to
control all the other parts. We have some Serbian nationalists who wish
it could be otherwise; they dream the madman’s dream of a "Great

Serbia’ at the center of Socialist Yugoslavia, as its political head and

brain. | myself am a proud Serb but I do not have that mad dream
(Magid, 1991, p.391).

What we might draw from this is that, if we are to gain a deeper understanding
of Serbian nationalism - which the literature rarely defines - it is necessary to
look at how nationalism is understood by ordinary Serbian people and at how
nationalism manifests itself at the level of both elites and masses. It is also
necessary to discard, or at least to rigorously re-examine, the simplistic idea

that all Serbian nationalists seek a “Greater Serbia”.

Aleksander Pavkovi¢ focuses on the national ideologies involved in the
creation and fragmentation of Yugoslavia. He himself does not adopt a
bottom-up approach, explaining, “I do not explore, in any systematic way, the
extent to which these ideologies were accepted — and how they were
interpreted — by their rank-and-file supporters” (Pavkovi¢, 2000, p.x).
Acknowledging the importance of the view from below, however, he adds,
“This question, I think, warrants a separate comparative study of this crucial
period in the spread of national ideologies” (Pavkovi¢, 2000, p.x). At the same
time. Pavkovi¢ dedicates his book to “the victims of the wars in Yugoslavia
whose voices and suffering it fails to record” (Pavkovi¢, 2000, p.xi). Thus, we
see that, like Bringa, Pavkovi¢ views ordinary people primarily as victims,

rather than as actors.



Continuing with the theme of nationalism, Ana Devi¢ suggests that studies of
nationalism should incorporate the sphere of everyday life (Devi¢, 2002).
Devi¢ is concerned with the everyday grievances of ordinary Serbs, in
particular with their increasing sense of powerlessness?’, and it is within this
context that she situates the mobilization of ethnicity. For the author, what is
important is not elite manipulation per se, but rather the context — “the
grievances that the ordinary inhabitants of Yugoslavia had experienced in their

everyday lives” — within which this manipulation occurred (Devié, 2002).

For his part, Eric Gordy underscores the importance of everyday life in helping

to explain how the MiloSevi¢ regime remained in power. In Gordy’s view,
the regime’s strategies of self-preservation can be found in everyday life
— in the destruction of alternatives. Specifically, the regime maintains
itself not by mobilizing opinion or feeling in its favor, but by making
alternatives to its rule unavailable (Gordy, 1999, p.2).

He discusses the regime’s destruction of political alternatives, information

alternatives, musical alternatives, and its destruction of sociability, and thus

conceptualizes the domain of everyday life as a contested space. As he argues,
The destruction of alternatives is a struggle of the state against the
society, in which the state seeks to assure that alternatives to its rule
remain unavailable, while social actors try to keep channels of
information, expression and everyday activity open (Gordy, 1999, p.206).

Thus, ordinary people are participants in, rather than simply victims of, this

struggle, which “cannot be ‘won’ by either side™ (Gordy, 1999, p.206).

* Through this emphasis on the “powerlessness” of ordinary Serbs, they are once again
presented to us as victims, rather than actors. In contrast, as we have seen, bottom-up rescarch
on the Hitler and Stalin regimes is far less likely to portray ordinary people merely as victims.
Peukert, for example. argues that while it would be unjust to condemn a whole generation of
Germans, “this generation was undoubtedly implicated in guilt, either through participation or.
at least, through failure to offer resistance™ (Peukert, 1987, p.22).



In recent years, some prominent academics in Belgrade have conducted
important bottom-up research in Serbia. In late 2001 and early 2002, a team
led by Zagorka Golubovi¢, Ivana Spasi¢ and Porde Paviéevi¢ conducted 303
in-depth interviews with ordinary citizens in nineteen Serbian cities and towns.
as part of a project entitled Politika i svakodnevni Zivot; Srbija, 1999-2002
(“Politics and Everyday Life; Serbia, 1999-2002”). The authors conclude that,
This study has provided us with elements to build a more realistic picture
of the citizens of Serbia — how they experience their everyday in the
context of contemporary political events, how they perceive the recent
past and the present, how they see themselves within these frameworks,

and what attitudes they assume towards the future (Golubovi¢, Spasic,
Pavicevi¢, 2003, p.306).

These three academics are highly respected, and their book has generated
considerable interest among other scholars in Belgrade. It is, therefore, to be
hoped that there will be further research, concentrating on the lives and
experiences of ordinary people, in the very near future, like the research
undertaken by staff at the War Documentation Centre in Belgrade. They have
produced two books, Ratovanja (“Warfare”) (2003) and Sudbine Civila (“The
Fate of Civilians”) (2004), which contain a series of interviews with ordinary

people about the wars in the former Yugoslavia.

A further example to note of recent research that addresses the view from
below is the work of two respected Belgrade journalists, Dragan Bujosevi¢ and
Ivan Radovanovi¢. Their book, The Fall of MiloSevi¢; The October 5t
Revolution (2003), is “the outcome of conversations with 60 people —
politicians, police, soldiers, and members of the public - who were in Belgrade

that day” (Bujo$evi¢ and Radovanovi¢. 2003, p.v).
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The present thesis makes a further important bottom-up contribution to the
literature. Limited time, limited resources and difficulties in finding
appropriate sources meant that it was not possible to perform the very detailed,
micro-level research undertaken by scholars such as Kotkin and Peukert. The
thesis does not reconstruct everyday life during the MiloSevié years, as social
historians would do. However, it does attempt, through the use of rich,
qualitative interview data, to give the reader some sense of what life was like
during the MiloSevi¢ years, thus gesturing towards an everyday life approach.
By exploring the views and opinions that ordinary people in Serbia have of
MiloSevi¢, the thesis also provides an original and valuable bottom-up view of

MiloSevi¢’s leadership.

It is argued that further research focused on the view from below would prove
extremely fruitful. Such research vis-a-vis the Milo§evi¢ regime, for example,
could help us to gain a better understanding of why people in Serbia either
supported or opposed the regime. It could also enrich our knowledge about
certain groups in Serbia, such as ethnic minorities, who have received little
attention in Western literature. We know very little, for example, about what
life was like for minorities living under the MiloSevi¢ regime. Knowing more
about this could give us new insight into the character of the regime, which has
been variously described in the literature as “nationalist-authoritarian™ (Gordy.
1999, p.8; LeBor, 2002, p.159); as an “unusual dictatorship™ (Cox, 2002,
p.163); a “television dictatorship” (Doder & Branson, 1999, p.68); and as a
“soft™ dictatorship (Cohen. 2001, p.xiv) that developed into a “desperate hard-

boiled dictatorship” (Cohen, 2001, p.345).



Another group that Western authors have tended to overlook is the Kosovo
Serbs.®' This is, therefore, an area where micro-level, bottom-up research
could be very valuable. For example, the suffering of the Kosovar Albanians
has been extensively chronicled. In contrast, we know very little about what
everyday life was like for the Kosovo Serbs, either before or during the

. v ., 2
Milosevié era.?

We also know very little about what everyday life is like today for those Serbs

who have remained in Kosovo.”?

It would be extremely interesting to explore
the effects of war and population displacement on Serbian areas in Kosovo,
such as Kosovska Mitrovica and Gracanica. The population of both areas has
swollen, due to an influx of internally displaced persons (IDPs) fleeing from
other parts of Kosovo. The Serbian village of Gracanica, for example, used to
have a population of 4,000 people. Today, however, it has a population of

10,000. This has created problems such as over-crowding and increased

traffic.

It would also be useful to look at how well the new arrivals have been
integrated into these Serbian areas. In Kosovska Mitrovica, for example, one

female interviewee said that there is some level of distrust between the town’s

2l gome academics in Serbia, however, have conducted research on this topic. For example,
The Migration of Serbs and Montenegrins from Kosovo and Metohija; Results of the survey
conducted in 1985-1986, written by RuZa Petrovi¢ and Marina Blagojevi¢, was published 1n
Belgrade in 1992. Later, in 2003, a book written by Mario Brudar was published, with the title
Nada, Obmana, Slom; Politicki Zivot Srba na Kosovu 1 Metohiji (1987-1999) (“Hope,
Delusion, Ruin: The Political Life of Serbs in Kosovo and Metohija™).

2 For example. “...television in 1998-9 mostly showed Kosova as an exclusively Albanian
society, with the Serbs more or less exclusively seen as part of an repressive foreign military
apparatus” (Pettifer, 2005, p.156).

** Today, only 100,000 Serbs remain in Kosovo. The Kosovar Albanians constitute 90% of the

population of Kosovo.



original inhabitants and those who moved there from other parts of Kosovo.
More generally, to what extent have refugees been integrated into Serbian

society as a whole? This is another topic that should be researched.

Finally, it is suggested that we could gain a deeper understanding of Serbian
nationalism — which the literature does not adequately define - by using a more
bottom-up approach. To cite Jonathan Glover,
...once we go beyond economic interests or the interests of colonizers-",
we can see the psychological needs that are met by the sense of
nationhood and by the nation-state. A deeper explanation of nationalism
requires exploration of other needs (Glover, 1997, p.13).
A particularly interesting area of inquiry would be to look at the relationship
between social exclusion and Serbian nationalism. Are those who are socially
excluded more likely to embrace extreme forms of nationalism? A study of

grassroots supporters of the Serbian Radical Party (SRS) could help us to

answer this.

Conclusion

This chapter began by focusing on some of the academics that have studied the
Hitler and Stalin regimes from the bottom up, rather than from the top down.
Whilst acknowledging that this type of research has proven controversial and
has been heavily criticized, as we saw in section 2, it was argued that the view
from below is extremely important for studying criminal leaders; in particular,
it gives us an “insider” perspective on the particular “criminal” leader in

question. This, in turn, has important implications for the concept of the

> \Ve can replace the word “colonizers™ with the word “elites.

—
(9]
(o)



criminal leader developed in the previous chapter. This concept, it is argued.
should now be modified to include an additional, fifth dimension — a domestic

dimension — the importance of which the interview data chapters will seek to

demonstrate.

A clear case has been made for studying criminal leaders “from below™.
However, it is necessary to emphasize that like any approach, a bottom-up
approach has certain limitations; these will be discussed in the introduction to
the data chapters. As the present chapter has, therefore, made clear, exploring
the view from below does not mean that we should ignore or neglect the view
from above. The two perspectives are not mutually exclusive. Rather, they
complement each other. Thus, as argued at the end of chapter 2, the criminal

leader must be studied both from below and from above.

The thesis gives particular weight to the view from below, not least because
Western literature dealing with the break-up of the former Yugoslavia has
tended to heavily neglect this valuable perspective. However, in constructing
Milo3evié as a criminal leader, Western literature has also neglected a
particular top-down perspective. That is to say that while speculating about
MiloSevié’s intentions, it has in fact paid little attention to what he himself
actually said. Chapter 4, therefore, will analyze Milogevi¢'s main speeches,
with the aim of finding out whether his words and the way in which he

presented himself as a leader are consistent with the dominant Western image

of him as a criminal leader.
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Chapter 4
Milosevi¢ in His Own Words;
An Analysis of His Main Speeches

Introduction

Western literature focuses heavily on the person of Milosevi¢, yet it pays little
attention to his speeches, which have not been systematically analyzed.! When
his speeches are referred to, they are fundamentally misrepresented through
highly selective quoting. Particular sentences or paragraphs from two or three
speeches are typically cited, totally out of context, and given an interpretation

that becomes problematic when the speeches are taken as a whole.

MilosSevi¢’s speeches constitute an important primary source and should,
therefore, be examined in detail. For the purposes of the present research, the
value of these speeches is three-fold. Firstly, they allow us to assess whether
there is any evidence in what MiloSevi¢ actually said to support two specific
claims that Western literature makes - that he incited ethnic hatred and planned
the wars in ex-Yugoslavia. In particular, studying his speeches enables us to

ascertain whether MiloSevi¢ possessed “criminal” intent.

Secondly, analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches provides us with insight into a

neglected aspect of his leadership — how he saw and presented himself.

! One possible explanation is that the speeches are not readily accessible. MiloSevi¢’s main
speeches are contained in two particular books. The first of these books, Les Années Décisives
(“Decisive Years”), published in 1990, covers the speeches that Milo3evi¢ made between 1984
and 1990. It is also available in Serbian, under the title Godine Raspleta (1989). The second
book, Od Gazimestana do Seveningena (“From Gazimestan to Scheveningen”), 1s a collection
of Milo3evi¢’s main speeches from 1989 to 2000. It was published in Belgrade in 2001. Some
of Milo3evic's speeches are available in English, however. The book The Kosovo Conflict, 4
Diplomatic History through Documents (2000). edited by Auerswald and Auerswald, and the
website www.slobodan-milosevic.org are two examples. These were the four principal sources

used for this chapter.
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Chapter 1 looked at how Western liberals see MiloSevi¢. Chapters 5 to 8
examine how the Serbian and national minority interviewees view him. In
addition to these external and domestic perspectives, however, it is also
important to explore how MiloSevi¢ portrayed himself and how he appealed to
the masses. How he presented himself as a leader is especially significant,
given the strong tendency of Serbian citizens to

define, favour or reject a certain political option on the basis of a

prominent individual. At that, an equally strong impression may be

gathered on the basis of one statement only, of public appearance,

manner of presentation, perceived temperament, even physical
appearance (NDI, 2003, p.17).

Thirdly, there are various precedents in other literatures for examining the
speeches of particular individuals, including César Chavez, Che Guevara, the
Sandinista leaders, Eisenhower, Tony Blair, and members of the Ba'th party in
Irag. A frequently invoked reason for doing so is that these individuals are
thereby allowed to “speak for themselves”.? Given that MiloSevi¢ gave few
interviews and rarely appeared in public, allowing him to speak for himself is

very important.

The speeches will be examined thematically, but also chronologically, in order
to show how MiloSevié's rhetoric changed over time. Narrow, MiloSevi¢-
centric approaches that focus on MiloSevi¢’s actions and intentions are
problematic because their heavy emphasis on agency means that insufficient
attention is given to the role of circumstances. Just as it is inadequate to
examine Milosevi¢’s leadership solely from the top down, so it is

unsatisfactory to neglect the context within which he exercised his leadcrship.

2 Iy his book about the speeches of Che Guevara, for example, Deutschmann savs, “This
book...has a simple purpose: to let Che's ideas speak for themselves™ (Deutschmann, 1987,

p.7).



MiloSevi¢’s actions and intentions were influenced and affected by

circumstances, and we can clearly see this by analyzing his speeches

chronologically.

The chapter comprises three main sections. The first section will focus on the
two speeches that have received the most attention in Western literature,
namely MiloSevi¢’s Kosovo Polje speech, in April 1987, and his Gazimestan
speech, in June 1989. Section 2 will concentrate on the speeches that
MiloSevi¢ made between 1990 and 1998. It will explore both the major themes
that emerge, and the type of language used. Finally, section 3 will analyze the
speeches that MiloSevi¢ made in 1999 and 2000. It will argue that these are
fundamentally different, thematically and stylistically, from his earlier
speeches. Throughout the chapter, there will also be a small number of
references to some of the speeches that Milosevi¢ made during the eighties, in

order to illustrate or accentuate certain points.

Before we proceed to an analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches, it should be noted
that, according to some commentators, what MiloSevi¢ said and what he
actually did in practice were not necessarily the same things. Sell, for example,
claims that, “While he claimed to want to preserve Yugoslavia, he was in fact
pumping arms into the hands of the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia...” (Sell,
2002, p.7); and Doder and Branson maintain that, .. .while preparing for war,
he [Milogevi¢] talked of peace™ (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.75). Does this

mean that Miloevi¢'s speeches are unreliable?
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While it is tempting, especially for MiloSevi¢'s many detractors. to claim that
he was a liar, this is over-simplistic, for three main reasons. Firstly, if one
carefully reads MiloSevi¢’s speeches, one gets the clear impression that he was
someone who liked to keep his options open as much as possible. If, therefore,
he was declaring his support for Yugoslavia while at the same time supplying
arms to Serbs outside Serbia, this could simply mean that he wanted to be

prepared for all eventualities.

Secondly, events may intervene to produce a mismatch between what a person
says and what he/she actually does. To assume that any mismatch was
deliberate on MiloSevi¢’s part attaches too much weight to his intentions and
too little weight to circumstances. In short, “...an ‘intention’ is not an
autonomous force, but is affected in its implementation by circumstances

which it may itself have been instrumental in creating™ (Kershaw, 2000, p.90).

Thirdly, true/false dichotomies are not necessarily appropriate for analyzing
political discourse, because, “The discourse of politicians is a story they are
telling about themselves and about how they would like to be perceived by the
relevant audiences™ (Gagnon, 2004, p.xx). So, for example, “When MiloSevic¢
claimed to be a peacemaker, he was not establishing a truth but rather was
telling a story, creating an image that was meant to influence the behavior of
various domestic audiences” (Gagnon, 2004, p.xx). Thus, his speeches can
provide useful insight into his calculations about how to win popular support,

and into his understanding of the values, thinking and hopes of the Serbian

people.

41



Section 1 — Milo3evi¢’s Kosovo Polje and Gazimestan Speeches

Two particular speeches have received considerable attention — Milogevié's
Kosovo Polje speech and his Gazimestan speech. For many, these speeches,
particularly the latter, reinforce the image of Milo3evié as a criminal leader

who deliberately destroyed Yugoslavia and plunged the country into war.

(i) MiloSevi¢’s Speech at Kosovo Polje, 25 April 1987

In April 1987, Ivan Stamboli¢, the Serbian President, sent Milo3evi¢, his
protégé, to Kosovo Polje, in order to try and defuse the growing tensions in the
province between Serbs and Albanians. Upon his arrival, Milo$evi¢ witnessed
the spectacle of angry and aggrieved Serbs. They were demonstrating not only
against the Albanians, but also against the Communist State, which they
believed had failed to protect them. They demanded protection, and MiloSevi¢
responded. To cite LeBor, “Fearful of the crowd, but aware he should try and
take command of the situation, he declared, ‘No one should dare to beat you

again!”” (LeBor, 2002, p.82).

This famous sentence is widely seen as extremely significant. For some, it
symbolized MiloSevi¢’s transition from Communist apparatchik to nationalist
demagogue. Sell, for example, claims that after that night in Kosovo,
Milogevi¢ “reinvented himself as a charismatic nationalist™ (Sell, 2002, p.4).
Similarly, Maas contends that, “Milogevi¢’s transition from socialist to
nationalist, from apparatchik to dictator, happened at a precise moment, on 24

April 1987, in an epiphany of mythical proportions™ (Maas, 1996. p.208).
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Despite such claims, the speech that MiloSevi¢ gave the next dav. to a
delegation of Serbs, condemned rather than condoned nationalism. He argued
for example, that,
Nationalism always means isolation from others, a withdrawal within
one’s own limits. This also means lagging in development, for without
cooperation and links in the Yugoslav area and beyond, there is no
progress. Every nation and nationality that closes and isolates itself
behaves irresponsibly toward its own development (cited in Auerswald
and Auerswald, 2000, p.13).
Nationalists, he maintained, “must be opposed by every honest man™, because
nationalists were a threat to brotherhood and unity, and “we must preserve
brotherhood and unity as the apple of our eye” (cited in Auerswald and
Auerswald, 2000, p.11). He further contended that if Yugoslavia was to
become richer and happier, *“...the forces of socialism, brotherhood and unity,

and progress must be separated from the forces of separatism, nationalism, and

conservatism” (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.15).

He expressed concern about the economic situation in Kosovo, on the grounds
that, “Kosovo continues to be underdeveloped, unemployment is high, foreign
loans are high, exports are unsatisfactory, and the number of incomplete
projects is large” (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.12). He also
outlined the measures that had been taken to improve the situation, such as

sustained investment in the material development of Kosovo.

What is striking is that only one small section of this particular speech 1s ever
cited in Western literature. This is the part where MiloSevic told his audience,
...comrades...you should stay here. This is your country. Y our homes.

your fields, your gardens, your memories are here. Surely you will not
Jeave your land because it is difficult to live there and vou are oppressed



by injustice and humiliation. It has never been in the spirit of the Serbian
and Montenegrin peoples to give up before obstacles, to demobilize when
they should fight, to become demoralized - to become demoralized when
the going is difficult. You also should stay here because of your
ancestors and because of your descendants. Otherwise, you would
disgrace your ancestors and disappoint your descendants.
I do not propose, comrades, that in staying you should suffer, carry on,
and tolerate a situation with which you are not satisfied. On the contrary,
you should change it, together with all the progressive peoples here, in
Serbia, and in Yugoslavia (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000.
pp.13-14).
These two paragraphs are habitually cited totally out of context, without any
reference to the rest of the speech. What is more, the short, but significant
paragraph that precedes them is typically omitted. In this neglected paragraph,
MiloSevi¢ declared, “Our aim, however, is to get away from hatred. Our goal
is that all the people in Kosovo shouid live well. The first thing that I want to

tell you in connection with this goal, comrades, is that you should stay here”

(cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.13). He then continued as above.

It is argued here that when this overlooked preceding paragraph is included in
the citation, this necessarily gives a different interpretation to the next two
paragraphs. What MiloSevi¢ said suddenly looks more like an attempt to

defuse, rather than to incite, ethnic tension and hatred.

Regarding the two paragraphs of the speech that are always quoted, many
different versions exist. For example, in Cohen’s version, MiloSevi¢ said, "I do
not propose, comrades, that in staying you should suffer and tolerate a situation
in which you are not satisfied. On the contrary, you should change it™ (Cohen,
2001, p.63). This gives the impression that Milogevi¢ was telling the Serbs and

Montenegrins to take matters into their own hands, and to change the situation
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themselves, independent of others. Yet, in the version cited above (and in
MiloSevié’s book Les Années Décisives), what he actually said was, “You
should change it, together with all the progressive peoples here, in Serbia, and
in Yugoslavia”. In other words, he regarded the process of change as a

combined effort, rather than as a uniquely Serbian effort.

To summarize, it is argued that this speech has been fundamentally
misrepresented through selective quoting, in order to reinforce the image of
MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader who bears greatest responsibility for
Yugoslavia’s demise and descent into bloody war. It is only possible to claim
that MiloSevi¢’s message “was one steeped in ethnic nationalism” (Scharf and
Schabas, 2002, p.10) if we rely on just two paragraphs of the speech, omit the
crucial preceding paragraph, and totally neglect the rest of the speech.
MiloSevi¢’s words at Gazimestan have been similarly distorted and

misrepresented.

(ii) MiloSevi¢’s Speech at Gazimestan, 28 June 1989

On the 600™ anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo (1389), Milosevi¢ addressed a
crowd of approximately one million Serbs and Montenegrins in Gazimestan.
Enormous significance has been attached to this particular speech, and it plays
an important part in MiloSevi¢’s construction as a criminal leader. For many,
the speech is evidence of the fact that MiloSevi¢ not only bears greatest
responsibility for the wars in the former Yugoslavia, but also that he planned
those wars. According to Zimmermann. for example. it was a spcech laced

with “veiled warnings and threats against those who would block Serbia’s
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national aspirations” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.20); and Naimark describes the
speech as “a warning of war and sacrifice” (Naimark, 2002, p.152). Moreover.
extracts of the speech have been used by the prosecution in Milosevié’s trial in
The Hague, with the aim of showing that he had been planning war as early as

the summer of 1989 (LeBor, 2002, p.122).

Like Milosevi¢’s Kosovo Polje speech, however, his speech at Gazimestan is
always cited in a very selective manner. Only one or two paragraphs of the
speech tend to receive any attention. Furthermore, these paragraphs are given
an interpretation that simply does not stand up to scrutiny once the rest of the

speech is also taken into account.

At Gazimestan, as in many of his other speeches, MiloSevi¢ placed strong
emphasis on the need for unity. The urgency of achieving unity was
underscored through a parallel emphasis on the dangers of disunity. He
maintained, for example, that it was “the tragic disunity in the leadership of the
Serbian state” that had significantly contributed to the Serbian defeat in the
1389 Battle of Kosovo (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.31).
Therefore, it was “the obligation of the people to remove disunity, so that they
may protect themselves from defeats, failures, and stagnation in the future”
(cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.33). He further claimed that the
attainment of unity in Serbia “will bring prosperity to the Serbian people in
Serbia and each one of its citizens, irrespective of his national or religious

affiliation” (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.31).
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MiloSevi¢’s insistence on the imperative of unity need not be interpreted as
meaning that all Serbs should be together in an ethnically pure “Greater

Serbia”. He remarked, for example, that,

Serbia has never had only Serbs living in it. Today, more than in the
past, members of other peoples and nationalities also live in it. This is
not a disadvantage for Serbia. 1 am truly convinced that it is its
advantage. National composition of almost all countries in the world
today, particularly developed ones, has also been changing in this
direction. Citizens of different nationalities, religions and races have
been living together more and more frequently and more and more
successfully (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.32).

He emphasized socialism, rather than nationalism, and completely downplayed
national differences. According to him,
The only differences one can and should allow in socialism are between
hard working people and idlers and between honest people and dishonest
people. Therefore, all people in Serbia who live from their own work,
honestly, respecting other people and other nations, are in their own
republic (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.32).
If national differences were unimportant in Serbia, this was also the case in
Yugoslavia as a whole. Underscoring equality among the different nations in
Yugoslavia, MiloSevi¢ maintained that,
Equal and harmonious relations among Yugoslav peoples are a necessary
condition for the existence of Yugoslavia and for it to find its way out of
the crisis and, in particular, they are a necessary condition for its

economic and social prosperity (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald,
2000, p.32).

This emphasis on national equality was linked to a concern MiloSevic
expressed that Yugoslavia should not be less progressive than developed

countries. He argued that,

...Yugoslavia does not stand out from the social milieu of the
contemporary, particularly the developed, world. This world is more and
more marked by national tolerance, national cooperation, and even
national equality (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, p.32).

He continued,
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The modern economic and technological, as well as political and cultural
development, has guided various peoples toward each other, has made
them interdependent and increasingly has made them equal as
well...Equal and united people can above all become a part of the
civilization toward which mankind is moving. If we cannot be at the
head of the column leading to such a civilization, there is certainly no

need for us to be at its tail (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000,
pp.32-33).

As to the Serbs themselves, MiloSevi¢ portrayed them as both victims and
heroes. For example, he highlighted the “tragic disunity” in the Serbian
leadership at the time of the Battle of Kosovo, and contended that,

The lack of unity and betrayal in Kosovo will continue to follow the
Serbian people like an evil fate through the whole of its history. Even in
the last war, this lack of unity and this betrayal led Serbia and the Serbian
people into agony, the consequences of which in the historical and moral
sense exceeded fascist aggression (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald,
2000, p.31).

Counter-balanced against this image of Serbs as victims was a parallel image
of Serbs as brave heroes. For example, MiloSevi¢ claimed that the national and
historical being of the Serbs had always been liberational, and that they
liberated not only themselves but others too, when they could. He further
declared that,
The Kosovo heroism has been inspiring our creativity for six centuries,
and has been feeding our pride, and does not allow us to forget that at
one time we were an army great, brave and proud, one of the few that

remained undefeated when losing (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald,
2000, p.33).

According to Cohen,

In these words, two years before Yugoslavia was engulfed in fighting, the
fate of the South Slav state was foretold. Milo3evi¢'s message was clear
enough: the Serbs — an army that in defeat remained undefeated, a people
that in suicide found redemption — were ready to bury themselves in the
rubble of Yugoslavia in order to liberate themselves from the yoke, real
or imaginary it hardly mattered (Cohen, 1998, p-432).
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This quote from Cohen is paradigmatic of a strong tendency in the literature to
misrepresent MiloSevi¢’s Gazimestan speech.’ Such misrepresentation is
particularly blatant vis-a-vis that part of the speech in which Milogevic alluded
to the possibility of future armed battles.* Significantly, this is very often the
only part of the speech that receives any attention. What MiloSevi¢ said was.
Six centuries later, now, we are being again engaged in battles and are
facing battles. They are not armed battles, although such things cannot
be excluded yet. However, regardless of what kind of battles they are,
they cannot be won without resolve, bravery and sacrifice, without the
noble qualities that were present here in the Field of Kosovo in the days
past (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald, 2000, pp-33-34).
Various authors see this reference to possible armed battles as evidence that
MiloSevi¢ was planning war in Yugoslavia. Zimmermann, for example, argues
that, “For the first time he raised the specter of war..." (Zimmermann, 1996,
p-20). Like many authors, however, Zimmermann cites only two sentences
from the speech — “Six centuries later we are in battles and quarrels. They are

not yet armed battles, though such things should not be excluded yet”

(Zimmermann, 1996, p.20).

For their part, Doder and Branson maintain that at Gazimestan, Milosevi¢
“rattled his saber...as he identified himself with a holy cause and invoked the

spirit of violence. Only when the cause was won could the saber be sheathed”

3 This speech has not only been misrepresented, however. Ramet, for example, claims that
MiloSevi¢ vowed at Gazimestan that, “We shall win despite the fact that Serbia’s enemies
outside the country are plotting against it, along with those in the country” (Ramet, 2002,
p.310). However, these words did not even appear in Milodevi¢’s Gazimestan speech.
Milo3evi¢ actually made this statement in his “Brotherhood and Unity” speech, delivered in
Belgrade, in November 1988.

* Milogevi¢ himself has complained that this part of the speech has been taken completely out
of context. For example, in his Introductory Statement to The Hague Tribunal, on 13 February
2002, he said, " You quoted a fragment of a sentence in which I say that we have many battles
ahead of us. not armed battles. though we must not exclude those either. This 1x a very general
sentence, commonly used by people today. Peace is not a secure and stable category in the
world today. Why do states have armies otherwise? But you calculatingly leave out
evervthing else™ (Milo3evic, 2002, p.140).
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(Doder and Branson, 1999, p.4). They proceed to quote the two sentences of
MiloSevi¢’s speech which, taken by themselves, appear to support their
argument — ““After six centuries, we are again waging struggle and confronting
battles’, MiloSevi¢ said unflinchingly, staring straight ahead as if reviewing the
troops. “These are not armed battles, though that cannot yet be excluded"

(Doder and Branson, 1999, p.4).

Johnstone, however, adopts a very different view of these two oft-cited
sentences. According to her, “To interpret this patriotic rhetoric, typical of any
head of state celebrating a historic battle, as a threat or declaration of genocidal

war 1s either maliciously dishonest or paranoid™ (Johnstone, 2002, p.272).

For his part, Gil-White maintains that, “It is really necessary to omit reference
to any other part of the speech, and to ignore the facts of Yugoslavia at the
time, for the quote — completely out of context — to appear as a threat” (Gil-
White, 2002). The point is, however, that many authors who cite these
particular sentences fail to refer to the rest of the speech. For example, they
ignore what Milosevié¢ went on to say next, namely,
Our chief battle now concerns implementing the economic, political,
cultural, and general social prosperity, finding a quicker and more
successful approach to a civilization in which people will live in the
twenty-first century. For this battle, we certainly need heroism, of
course, of a somewhat different kind, but that courage without which

nothing serious and great can be achieved remains unchanged and
remains urgently necessary (cited in Auerswald and Auerswald. 2000.

p.34).
Thus, we can see that the chief battle with which MiloSevi¢ was concerned was

not an armed battle. Rather, it was a battle to realize Serbia’s prosperity.
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It is important to look at MiloSevi¢’s reference to “armed battles” in the context
of the speech as a whole. However, it is also necessary to consider it in the
context of his other speeches. What these speeches suggest is that Milogevi¢
appeared to regard many things in life as a struggle and a battle. In February
1986, for example, at the 28" session of the Municipal Committee of the
League of Communists of Belgrade, he talked about “...cette bataille pour une
nouvelle approche de I’économie...” (“...this battle for a new approach to the

economy...”) (MiloSevi¢, 1990, p.73).

In July 1988, at Drmno, Milo$evi¢ maintained that Serbs must mobilize for
progress. He added, “S’il faut aujourd’hui déclarer et mener une guerre, alors
que ce soit une guerre contre ’inertie, 1'indifférence et la discorde” (“If today
we must declare and carry out war, then it will be a war against inertia,
indifference, and disunity” (MiloSevié, 1990, p.202). In November of the same
year, in his “Brotherhood and Unity” speech, MiloSevi¢ argued that Yugoslavia
“est le fruit d’un grand combat, nous la défendrons dans un grand combat” ("is
the fruit of a great struggle, we will defend her in a great struggle™) (Milosevic,

1990, p.233).

Much later, at the Fourth SPS Congress, in February 2000, he claimed that the
country was “fighting a battle for freedom and independence” (Milosevic,
2000a). The key point is that when Milo3evi¢ used words such as “fight”,
“battle”, and “struggle”, he was not always using them in a literal sense. For

him, “battles™ did not necessarily mean military battles. In his mind. battles



were also associated with positive achievements, such as the realization of

economic and social prosperity.

Given that references to “battles” and “war” were not uncommon in
MiloSevi¢’s speeches, it is argued that undue significance has been attached to
his Gazimestan speech. The speech, taken in its entirety, does not provide
evidence of MiloSevi¢’s “criminal” intent. It does not support the claim that he
was planning war in the former Yugoslavia unless one focuses narrowly and
exclusively on his reference to ‘“armed battles”. However, it has proven
convenient for MiloSevi€’s detractors to do precisely that, in order to reinforce

the liberal construction of him as a warmonger and criminal leader.

Commenting on the Gazimestan speech, for example, Sell remarks, “Sadly, I
saw the consequences of the wars that MiloSevi¢ first threatened in that
speech” (Sell, 2002, p. xvi). In a similar vein, the International Crisis Group
contends, “That speech contained the first open threat of violent conflict by a

Socialist Yugoslav leader...” (cited in Gil-White, 2002).

Now that we have looked at the two speeches that have received the most

attention in Western literature, we can turn to some of MiloSevi¢’s speeches

that have been largely ignored.

Section 2 — Milosevi¢’s Speeches, 1990-1998
The Yugoslav crisis and inter-ethnic relations constitute a major theme in the

speeches that Milosevi¢ made during the nineties. A second major theme. and

._.
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one that was also very prominent in the speeches he gave during the eighties. is

the economy and economic development.

(i) Yugoslavia and Inter-Ethnic Relations

Central to MiloSevi¢’s construction as a criminal leader is the charge that he
bears greatest responsibility for the wars in former Yugoslavia. Consequently.
his declarations of support for Yugoslavia are often dismissed in the literature
as mere charades. Zimmermann, for example, argues that, “Miloevi¢ poses as
the protector and savior of Yugoslavia. It's all bunk... MiloSevi¢ is not a
Yugoslav; he is a Serbian imperialist” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.249).
Zimmermann further contends that, “He would support unity as long as it
served his purposes; when it didn’t, he was quite prepared to try to tear the

country apart” (Zimmermann, 1996, p.103).

Equally scathing of Milosevic’s expressions of commitment to Yugoslavia,
Sell argues that, “While he claimed to want to preserve Yugoslavia, MiloSevié
was in fact pumping arms into the hands of the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia,

preparing an uprising that he knew would destroy Yugoslavia” (Sell, 2002,

p.7).

Some authors, however, believe that MiloSevi¢ initially did want to preserve
Yugoslavia, but switched to a Greater Serbia policy once he realized that
Yugoslavia was finished. Doder and Branson, for example, contend that,

following the collapse of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, on 22



January 1990°, Milosevi¢ “knew that his hope to replace Tito as the undisputed
master of Yugoslavia was a mirage. And so he began to think in terms of a
Greater Serbia...” (Doder and Branson, 1999, p.74). Thomas, for his part,
regards 1991 as the crucial turning point. He argues that,
Through 1987-1990, MiloSevi¢’s strategy had been formulated within the
framework of a federal Yugoslavia, in which Serbia under his control
would play the leading role. From March 1991, however. Milosevié
became the enthusiastic advocate and executor of ~Great Serb’ ideas
(Thomas, 1999, p.86).
Milo3evi¢’s speeches, however, do not support such arguments and make no
reference to a “Greater Serbia”, despite claims that he “chose to base his own
power on the appeal of ‘Greater Serbia’” (Glover, 1997, p.21). Nevertheless,
by selectively quoting from MiloSevi¢’s speeches, particularly the speech that
he made to Serbia’s municipal leaders on 16 March 1991, his critics can

continue to argue that he was not genuinely committed to preserving

Yugoslavia, and was instead planning war.

Speaking in Bor, in eastern Serbia, on 1 November 1990, Milosevi¢ described
Yugoslavia as a “zajedni¢ka domovina svih jugoslovenskih naroda” (“a
communal home of all Yugoslav peoples”). He underscored Serbia’s support
for Yugoslavia and stressed that “Srpski narod je kroz svoju istoriju mnogo
ulozio u formiranje Jugoslavije” (“The Serbian nation has, throughout its

history, invested a great deal in the making of Yugoslavia”) (MiloSevi¢, 2001.

p-37).

S At this Extraordinary Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, the Slovene
delegation walked out, which resulted in the Congress being adjourned indefinitely. [t was

never to resume.



In an earlier speech to the Serbian Parliament, on 25 June 1990, he stressed the
sacrifices Serbia had made for the sake of Yugoslavia. He also claimed,
however, that these sacrifices were never recognized or rewarded. Instead,
“...cette nation s’est vu sans cesse, depuis 1918 jusqu'a nos jours, attribuer
I'image d’un peuple oppresseur” (*...this nation has continually, from 1918
until today, had attributed to it the image of an oppressor nation™) (Milosevi¢,
1990, p.319). Clearly bitter about Serbia’s treatment in Yugoslavia, Milo3evi¢
further claimed that the provisions of the 1974 Constitution (and of its
predecessor, the Constitution of 1971) were evidence of a “politique antiserbe”

(“an anti-Serb policy”) (MiloSevi¢, 1990, p.318).

Reform of this Constitution had, therefore, been a priority for MiloSevi¢ upon
coming to power.® He always stressed that he simply wanted Serbia to have
the same rights as the other republics, and in his speeches he consistently
underscored his commitment to the principle of equality. In his speech to the
Serbian Assembly, on 25 June 1990, for example, he said that the Yugoslav
Federation was only workable if the equality of all its constituent republics was
fully respected (Milosevi¢, 1990, p.316). Similarly, in Bor, on 1 November
1990, he declared his commitment to Yugoslavia as “Drzava u kojoj su narodi 1
ljudi ravnopravi” (“A State in which all nations and people are equal™). Not
only would nations and peoples in Yugoslavia be equal — they would also live

in peace and harmony (MiloSevi¢, 2001, p.37).

¢ NMore about this will be said in chapter 5.



MiloSevi¢’s speech in Bor, however, is never cited. Instead, great attention is
often given to a speech that he delivered on 16 March 1991 Only a tiny part of

this speech, however, is ever quoted.

Tim Judah first mentions this speech on page five of his book. He writes.
“Later, he [MiloSevi¢] was to roar, ‘If we don’t know how to work well...at
least we know how to fight well’” (Judah, 2000a, p.5). Judah gives no further
details of the speech, and indeed does not refer to it again until page 172 of his
book. Even then, he quotes from it very selectively. In short, Judah cites only
those parts of the speech that, taken in isolation, can be used to support the
argument that MiloSevi¢ wanted war. Similarly Thomas, who describes the
speech as “aggressive”, only cites this one particular sentence (Thomas, 1999,

p.86).

To put this sentence into context, the day after the resignation of Borisav Jovié,
the Serbian President of the Federal Presidency, Milo3evi¢ called a private
meeting of Serbia’s municipal leaders. In response to a question by the
municipal leader of Svetozarevo about Serbia’s strategy in the event of
Yugoslavia’s break-up, MiloSevié replied,

Da li ¢emo mi da saopstimo preko radija Sta ¢emo da radimo? Ja mislim
da to ne mozemo da u¢inimo. A ako treba da se tu¢emo, bogami ¢emo
da se tu¢emo. A nadam se da nece biti toliko ludi da se sa nama tuku.
Jer ako ne umemo dobro da radimo 1 privredujemo, bar ¢emo znati dobro
da se tu¢emo (Will we announce on the radio what we will do? [ do not
think that we can do that. And if we need to fight, by God we will fight.
And I hope that they will not be so crazy as to fight us. Because if we
don’t know how to work well and to do business, at least we know how

to fight well) (MiloSevi¢, 1991, p.41).
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Despite the significance that has been attached to these sentences, it is argued
that they do not allow us to say anything concrete about Miloseviés intentions.
He was not firmly committing himself to war. What he was basically saving
was that if x happens, then y will happen, and this was in keeping with his
overall style of leadership. He often kept his options open. To cite the
Belgrade intellectual Aleksa Djilas, “MiloSevi¢ always kept himself in the
centre, and this gave him room to manoeuvre”.” The fact, moreover, that
MiloSevi¢ was apparently making preparations for war does not necessarily
mean that he wanted war or that he was planning war, notwithstanding claims
to the contrary.® Similarly, the fact that he spoke at Gazimestan, in June 1989,
about the possibility of armed battles in the future does not necessarily mean

that he was actually planning these battles.’

It is necessary to reiterate that context is extremely important when looking at
Milogevié¢’s speeches. Individual sentences must not be extracted and looked
at is isolation — they must be analyzed and interpreted within the context of the
particular speech as a whole. We must also pay attention to comparative
context. When looking at a particular speech, we should situate it within the

context of other speeches that MiloSevi¢ made.

For example, while enormous attention has been given to Milosevi¢’s claim

that, “And if we need to fight, by God we will fight”, he did in fact made

" Interview, Belgrade, 20 May 2004 .
8 7immermann, for example, describes Milo3evi¢ as “devising and pursuing a strategy that led

directly to the breakup of the country and to the deaths of over 100,000 of its citizens™
(Zimmermann, 1996, p.212): and Sell refers to “Milosevic's drive to destroyv Yugoslavia®
(Sell, 2002, p.127). ' 3 o .

9 | eBor claims that “It was in Croatia and Bosnia that MiloSevi¢ and his allies were planning
the ‘armed battles’ of which he had spoken at Kosovo in 1989™ (LeBor. 2002.p.139).
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similar sorts of comments elsewhere. In his speech in Bor. on 1 November
1990, MiloSevi¢ stressed that Serbia would not tolerate violence against Serbs
living outside Serbia, and warned that there would be “consequences” for the
perpetrators of such violence (Milosevié¢, 2001, p-37). Later, in his speech at
the Sava Centre, on 20 October 1994, MiloSevi¢ said that Serbia *...bi se
borila, kao $to bi se branila i svaka drzava na svetu, ako bi bila napadnuta”
(“...would fight, just as any State in the world would defend itself, if she was

attacked”) (MiloSevi¢ 2001, p.85).

These examples suggest that for MiloSevi¢, any military action that Serbia took
would be purely defensive. Serbia would not be the initiator of such action, but

' This perhaps helps to

would be merely responding to the actions of others.
shed new light on the speech he gave to Serbia’s municipal leaders on 16

March 1991. Was he being aggressive, or was simply saying that Serbia would

do what was necessary in the circumstances?

Let us now turn to the theme of inter-ethnic relations. We saw in chapter 1 that
various authors have accused MiloSevi¢ of inciting and encouraging ethnic
hatred. It is argued, however, that MiloSevi¢’s speeches neither expressed nor
fomented hatred of other Yugoslav nations. Speaking in Pirot, for example, on
7 September 1990, MiloSevi¢ pointed out that Slovenes and Croats could not
be held responsible for Serbia’s economic difficulties (MiloSevi¢. 2001, p.33).

This is significant because if he had wanted to incite Serbian hatred of

1% Milosevi¢ repeatedly argued that the Yugoslav wars were purely defensive wars for Scrbia.
He also frequently claimed that Serbs had only ever fought defensive wars. In his speech at the
Sava Centre, for example, on 20 October 1994, he declared that, “Kroz ¢itavu svoju istoriju,
Srbija je vodila isklju¢ivo oslobodilacke ratove™ (“Throughout her entire history, Scrbia has led

exclusively liberating wars™) (Milo3evi¢, 2001, p.85).

._.
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Slovenes and Croats, he could have done so by blaming these two nations for
Serbia’s economic problems. What Milosevié’s speeches actually emphasized

was peace and equality between Yugoslav nations.

Just as MiloSevi¢ underscored equality between the different nations in
Yugoslavia, he also stressed the importance of equality within Serbia itself.
Thus, for example, in a speech in Kosovo, in December 1992, he declared,
“Residents of Kosovo Polje! I wish to tell you that we adhere to the policy of
ethnic equality throughout Serbia” (Milosevi¢, 1992b). In keeping with this
promise, he called upon Serbs in Kosovo to develop “unity, understanding, and
love with all those who live in Kosovo”. He did not indiscriminately attack all
Kosovar Albanians. Instead, he reserved his wrath for the Kosovar Albanian
leaders and their supporters. He argued that,
We know that there are many Albanians in Kosovo who do not support
the separatist policy of their nationalist leaders. They are under pressure,
intimidated, and blackmailed, but we shall not respond with the like. We
must respond by offering our hand, living with them in equality, and not
permitting that a single Albanian child, woman or man be discriminated
against in Kosovo in any way (Milo3evi¢, 1992b).
He continued, “We must, for the sake of all Serbian citizens, insist on the

policy of brotherhood, unity, and ethnic equality in Kosovo” (MiloSevic,

1992b).

Although Milosevi¢ repeatedly emphasized the value of equality between
nations, he did, on occasion, declare - or imply - that Serbia was, in fact.
superior. For example, in the speech that he gave in Belgrade, on 24 December
1996, he argued that despite all the pressures and misfortunes to which Scrbia

had been subjected, and which would have destabilized any other country, she
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had not been destabilized (Milosevi¢, 2001, p.91). He was thus hinting that
Serbia was special. Yet, context is very important here. Serbia had. as
MiloSevi¢ pointed out in this speech, been through an extremely difficult
period, leaving many people feeling disillusioned and hopeless. Thus. it could
reasonably be argued that what MiloSevi¢ was trying to do in this speech was

to restore a sense of pride and dignity in his people.

Even if one does not accept that MiloSevié was genuine in his declared
commitment to national equality, the fact is that when he spoke about inter-

ethnic relations, he underscored equality and peace, not hatred and violence.

To conclude this section, it is simply impossible to know what Milo3evi¢ really
wanted and what he genuinely believed. Yet, on the basis of the speeches he
made in the period 1990-1998, three important observations can be made.
First, there is nothing in his speeches to support the claim that his objectives
radically changed in 1990/91, from wanting to preserve Yugoslavia to wanting
a Greater Serbia. Secondly, there is no evidence in his speeches that MiloSevi¢
was planning war. Thirdly, his speeches do not support the claim that he

incited and promoted ethnic hatred.

While some commentators maintain that there is a lacuna between what
Milosevi¢ said and what he actually did, it can be argued that there is a gap
between what these commentators themselves say and do. They are happy to

comment on Milo3evi¢'s character and intentions, yet few of them have taken

the time to explore his speeches in detail.
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(i) The Economy

That the economy constitutes such an important theme in Milogevié’s speeches
is very significant. Firstly, contrary to the image of MiloSevi¢ as a warmonger,
it shows that MiloSevi¢’s priorities were primarily economic development and
progress, rather than territorial expansion and the creation of a Greater
Serbia.!"  Secondly, Milosevi¢’s emphasis on economic issues challenges
claims that he appealed to, and relied upon, ethnic hatred and chauvinism.
Instead, it suggests that his appeal was more practical than ideological, and that

what he instilled in people was not ethnic intolerance but the hope of a better

life.

In the period 1990-1998, MiloSevi¢’s speeches focused heavily on the
economy and the need for economic development. In his speech in Pancevo,
for example, on 10 May 1990, he said that Serbia was resolved upon a
programme of economic and social reforms (MiloSevi¢, 2001, p.22); and in his
speech at the Sava Centre in Belgrade, on 20 October 1994, he said that Serbia
must draw upon all her resources to bring about economic stabilization and
development, and to raise both community and individual standards

(Milosevi¢, 2001, p.84).

Milosevié was very good at setting targets (the creation of an efficient market
economy, social and economic prosperity, modernization, advances in

technology, economic integration with the rest of the world). but he generally

" The only type of expansion that MiloSevi¢ talked about was economic expansion, not
territorial expansion. In Drmno, for example, in July 1988, he maintained that Serbia “doit
mobiliser pour son expansion économique...” (“must mobilize for her economic expansion”)

(Miloevi¢. 1990, p.201).
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said very little about how he planned to achieve those targets. For example, in
the speech he gave on 24 December 1996, in Belgrade, he said that Serbia
wanted to create numerous rights, including the right of workers to return to
their jobs, the right of workers to live and to be paid well, the right of peasants
to be paid on time for their produce, et cetera (Milogevi¢, 2001. p.91). Yet, he
did not explain how such rights would be realized. He simply said, “Sve te
pravde mi treba da ostvarimo” (“We need to create all of these rights™)

(Milo3evi¢, 2001, p.92).

Perhaps unsurprisingly, MiloSevi¢ did not fulfill his grand economic promises.
However, he himself accepted no responsibility for this failure. Instead, he
blamed the international community and sanctions. In his Closing Statement to
the Second SPS Congress, in October 1992, for example, he said,
Although the crisis we are facing is not only the result of developments
in Serbia, but largely the consequence of international interests and the
policy pursued in keeping with those interests, we here in Serbia are
obliged to do our best in order to weather the crisis as soon as possible. [
here have first of all in mind the sanctions...(MiloSevi¢, 1992a).
He also repeatedly claimed that there were various forces, internal and
external, seeking to harm Serbia. In Pirot, for example, on 7 September 1990,
he referred to the existence in Serbia of “konzervativnih, primitivnih 1
rusilatkih snaga...” (“conservative, primitive and destructive forces...)”
(Milosevi¢, 2001, p.33). In a similar vein, speaking in Belgrade. on 24
December 1996, he claimed that a strong Serbia was not in the interests of

many powers outside Serbia, and that these powers were working with a “fitth

column™'? inside Serbia to destabilize the country (MiloSevic. 2001. p.91).

12 He was referring here to the Serbian Opposition, namely, the Zajedno (" Togcther™) coalition.
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It proved extremely useful for MiloSevi¢ to emphasize the existence of these
enemies and ill-wishers, not least because it provided a way to unite the nation
behind him. In his speech in Belgrade, on 24 December 1996, for example, he
declared that despite efforts to weaken and destabilize Serbia, “Iza¢i ¢emo ne
slabiji nego jacCi, jer se Srbija pod pretnjama i pritiscima uvek ujedini ¢vrice i
snaznije” (“We will emerge not weaker but stronger, because when threatened
and pressured Serbia unites more firmly and strongly™) (Milosevi¢, 2001,

p.92).

While portraying Serbia as a victim of both internal and external forces,
MiloSevi¢ also promoted the image of brave and courageous Serbia, remaining
strong in the face of outside pressures. This further served to detract attention
from his own responsibility for Serbia’s economic crisis. For example, in his
speech at the Third SPS Congress, on 2 March 1996, he said that Serbia “is
quite understandably very exhausted economically, but even in the course of
these several difficult years it kept going as best as such grave circumstances
permitted”. He then added, optimistically, “It is quite understandable to expect

Serbia’s economy to recover rapidly” (MiloSevi¢, 1996).

In view of his many promises regarding the economy, Milo3evi¢ could not
speak only about Serbia’s economic difficulties.'® Thus, the opening of a new

factory. railway, or motorway was heralded as a great event and a sure sign of

13 Ag will be seen in the data chapters. many of those interviewed as part of this rescarch argue
that Milosevié did not paint a true picture of the economic situation in his speeches. Rather

than addressing the economic crisis. he glossed over it.

163



Serbia’s economic recovery.14 On these occasions, Milogevié¢ once again
promoted the idea of brave and resilient Serbia who, against the odds, had
made great progress. Thus, for example, on 7 July 1995, he declared that
Serbia had succeeded in creating “najmoderniju i najlepsu podzemnu
Zeleznicku stanicu u Evropi” (“the most moderm and most beautiful
underground railway station in Europe™), despite having been under a total
international blockade and subjected to unprecedented and continuing pressure

(MiloSevi¢, 2001, p.85).

Similarly, in his Inaugural Speech as Yugoslav President, on 23 July 1997,
MiloSevi€ said that Serbia had suffered numerous “blows™ in the preceding six
years, and that “These blows were brought about by the historical whirlpool
that engulfed this part of the world” (MiloSevié¢, 1997). He continued, “We
could not fully protect ourselves from it, but we managed to resist its blows
more than many other countries in a similar or even more favourable position
than we were in” (MiloSevi¢, 1997). As we shall see in the next section, the
idea that Serbia had succeeded where others would have failed and simply
conceded defeat became an increasingly prominent theme in MiloSevi¢’s

speeches.

Throughout the nineties, Serbia was in the grip of an economic crisis, which
created widespread poverty, fear, and feelings of insecurity and helplessness.

Given these circumstances, MiloSevi¢'s pronouncements on the economy

14 On 7 July 1996, for example, Milosevi¢ opened a satellite station near the village ot [vanica.
He told the gathering that the satellite signified Serbia’s “continuing rapid development apd
movement forward in terms of our connections with the surrounding countries and the outside

world” (cited in Thomas, 1999, p.225).
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would have sounded extremely appealing. Indeed, it is suggested here that
MiloSevi¢’s economic promises were a significant reason for his widespread
popularity, particularly during the first half of the nineties. This is borne out by
the fact that his greatest supporters came from low-income social groups, such

as pensioners, peasants, and housewives.

Yet, the economy proved to be a double-edged sword for MiloSevi¢. It helped
to strengthen his grip on power, but also to weaken it, and ultimately it helped
to bring down his regime. Milosevi¢’s failure to fulfill his economic promises
was a major reason why so many Serbs turned against him."” For example, the
results of 840 interviews conducted in Serbia by the NDI'®, in the last week of
September 1999, showed that 64% of interviewees blamed the Serbian
government and MiloSevi¢ for Serbia’s poor economic situation. By contrast,
only 3% blamed sanctions, and just 2% blamed the NATO bombing (NDI,

1999).!7

The part that the economy played in MiloSevi¢’s fall from power is further
evidenced by the results of public opinion polls conducted by 7SN Medium
Gallup, in April, June and August 2000. These polls, which used national
representative samples, showed that for the majority of respondents, economic
issues were the most urgent. In April 2000, out of a total of 1088 respondents.

32 4% selected economic issues as the most pressing. In June 2000, the figure

15 According to Professor Vojin Dimitrijevi¢, from the Belgrade Centre tor Human Rights.
“MiloSevi¢ was immensely popular, until somewhere in 1998. He discovered in the
demonstrations of 1996-1997 that, after a long period of peace, the citizens of Serbia now
realized that the standard of living was lower and lower, that inflation was high. that there was
general impoverishment” (Interview, Belgrade, 26 May 2004).

16 This is an American-based political institute that has an office in Belgrade.

'7 Similarly, the Serbian interviewees. as will be seen in chapter ~. overwhelmingly blame

Milosevic for Serbia’s economic crisis.
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was 28.9% (out of a total of 1095 respondents); and in August 2000, 45° of

the 1096 respondents selected economic issues as being the most important

(TNS Medium Gallup, 2000).

These poll results show that by the late nineties, popular dissatisfaction with,
and opposition to, the regime were growing. In the final two years of its life,
the MiloSevi¢ regime became more and more desperate. It was increasingly

running out of options, and thus had to employ new tactics.

Section 3 — MiloSevi¢’s Speeches, 1999-2000

The speeches that MiloSevi¢ made in 1999 and 2000 were quite different, both
thematically and stylistically, from his earlier speeches. Two particular themes
dominated MiloSevi¢’s speeches in these final two years — the NATO bombing
and the role of the Serbian Opposition. Although these were new themes, they
were not unrelated to some of the themes in his earlier speeches. For example,
we have seen that he blamed the international community for many of Serbia’s
problems. In 1999 and 2000, his attacks simply became more specific —
NATO was now the target. Furthermore, while his earlier speeches had
consistently identified the existence of ill-defined “forces™ seeking to harm

Serbia and her interests, they now identified a far more concrete threat — the

Serbian Opposition.

These two new themes effected a change in the style and tone of Milosevic’s

speeches. The most noticeable change was in the type of language he used. In
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contrast to his earlier speeches, Milosevié’s speeches in 1999 and 2000 were

characterized by strong colonial-type language.

The tone of his speeches also became more dramatic, and more complex.
Some speeches had a triumphant tone, created by Milogevié's repeated claims
that “small Serbia” had defeated the mighty NATO. Other speeches had an
aggressive and confrontational tone, produced by Milosevié's increasingly
bitter attacks on the Serbian Opposition. Finally, in the speeches that
MiloSevi¢ made shortly before the fall of his regime, on 5 October 2000, the

tone was increasingly desperate.

(i) The NATO Bombing

In many of the speeches he made in 1999 and 2000, MiloSevi¢ bitterly
condemned the NATO alliance and its “aggression” against the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia. In Leskovac, on 11 October 1999, for example,
MiloSevi¢ accused NATO of committing genocide against Serbs and other non-
Albanians in Kosovo, with the help of Albanian criminals, terrorists, and drug-
dealers (MiloSevi¢, 2001, p.131). He also described NATO as an armada of
the most heavily armed murderers in the world, “koje ne znaju ni koga ni zaSto

ubijaju...” (“who do not know either who or why they are they killing™)

(Milogevi¢, 2001, p.130).

Later, at the Fourth SPS Congress, on 17 February 2000, he referred to the

NATO war as a “disgraceful and cruel war” (MiloSevi¢. 2000a). and claimed
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that, “In 1999, new Fascism focused on little Serbia, with a tendency of

singling out several streets with maternity hospitals™ (MiloSevi¢, 2000a).

MiloSevi¢'s speeches also emphasized how Serbs had bravely defended the
country against the NATO “aggressor”. In his New Year message in January
2000, for example, he declared that Serbs had heroically defended the
fatherland in front of the whole world (MiloSevié, 2001, p.134).18 The irony is
that while MiloSevi¢ consistently stressed the courage with which Serbs had
defended their country, the reality is that few Serbs had been willing to fight, or
to sacrifice themselves for the sake of Kosovo. For example, a poll taken by
the independent newspaper Nedeljeni Telegraf, on 11 March 1998, showed that
more than 70% of those asked were against sending a close relative to fight in

Kosovo (Liotta, 1999, p.32).

According to MiloSevié, Serbs had been forced to defend not only their
country, but also their freedom. During a visit to the Zastava factory in
Kragujevac, for example, on 15 September 2000, he declared that the NATO
alliance “ima za cilj kolonizaciju nafe zemlje, Balkana 1 celog sveta,
verovatno™ (“has as its objective the colonization of our country, of the
Balkans, and probably of the entire world”) (Milosevi¢, 2001, p.152). Later, n
his Address to the Nation, on 2 October 2000, he claimed that, “These imperial
powers do not want peace or prosperity in the Balkans. They want this to be a

zone of permanent conflicts and wars which would provide them with an alibi

18 According to a female interviewee in Belgrade. “Miloevi¢ assured us every night that we
had won the war and that we had won against NATO [laughs]. Well. what can you say? The
country was destroyed completely, but we won [laughs]. What was worse than the bombing
was the propaganda that came after” (G).
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for maintaining a lasting presence” (MiloSevi¢, 2000b). The following month
at the Fifth SPS Congress, on 25 November 2000, he described NATO's

presence 1n Kosovo as a new and contemporary form of colonization

(MiloSevic, 2000c).

Such language constituted an important stylistic change in MiloSevié speeches.
The tone of MiloSevi¢’s speeches also changed, becoming increasingly
triumphant, even nationalistic. For example, in his Closing Statement to the
Fourth SPS Congress, he proclaimed, “The entire world is aware that in this
war we have offered resistance in all ways — by arms, media and morally. And
that in all of the three ways we were superior” (MiloSevi¢, 2000a). Similarly,
in a speech in Negotin, on 12 September 2000, MiloSevi¢ claimed that Serbs
had demonstrated to the world their superiority as a civilization (MiloSevi¢,

2001, p.150).

At the same time, however, MiloSevi¢ also portrayed the Serbs and Serbia as
victims. In Leskovac, for example, on 11 October 1999, he declared that
during the past ten years, Yugoslavia, and especially Serbia, had suffered every
possible social and natural misfortune, including “i ratovi i izbeglice 1 sankcije
i zemljotresi i poplave i neprekidni politicki i medijski pritisci” (“wars and
refugees and sanctions and earthquakes and floods and constant political and
media pressure”)(Milosevié, 2001, p.132). Later, in his Closing Statement to

the Fourth SPS Congress. he referred to the “tyrants” tormenting Serbia

(Milogevi¢. 2000a).
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In his trial in The Hague, MiloSevi¢ has continued to promote the image of
Serbia as a victim, indeed an eternal victim. In his Introductory Statement on

13 February 2002, for example, he argued that,

What you are .trying to prove here is that there is great suffering in war.
that people die, that people suffer, that victims suffer greatly. Well
everyone knows that, especially us, since we were the victims of most
wars in Europe (MiloSevi¢, 2002, p.212).

(ii) The Serbian Opposition

Sell writes that,

Toward the end, MiloSevi¢ thought he was much more secure than he
actually was, according to insiders, and this sense of complacency may
have contributed to the relative ease with which MiloSevié¢ fell under
pressure of street demonstrations in October 2000 (Sell, 2002, p.181).
Others share this view. Professor Svetozar Stojanovié, from the University of
Belgrade, for example, argues that when MiloSevi¢ called early elections', this
was “a crucial mistake” and “another of his self-delusions™. According to
Stojanovié, “MiloSevi¢ somehow persuaded himself, and was persuaded by his
wife, that his standing among the Serbs was so high that he would defeat

everybody in the elections, although he did not have to call those elections™.?’

In a similar vein, Milorad Vuceli¢, the current vice-president of the SPS and

the former director of Radio Television Serbia (RTS), argues that,

In the end, MiloSevié¢ lost touch with reality. He called elections a year
early because he believed he had never been stronger. This is what the
people around him were telling him. He also believed that the
Opposition would not be able to unite against him.”'

19 Milosevic s mandate did not expire until July 2001, but he called elections for 24 September

2000.
20 1hterview, Belgrade, 29 June 2004
2 nterview, Belgrade, 5 June 2004
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Notwithstanding these arguments, the fact that Milogevié's speeches
increasingly attacked the Serbian Opposition, and sounded more and more
desperate, suggests that he may have been aware of his own vulnerability. It is
also significant that whereas Milosevi¢ had always made very few public

appearances and rarely gave interviews?

, In the second half of 1999 he
suddenly began to appear in public far more frequently. For example, three
days before the election he had scheduled for 24 September 2000, he made two
campaign appearances in one day, for the first time since coming to power in

1989. This again may suggest that he knew he needed to try and regain his

former popularity.

In his earlier speeches, MiloSevi¢ had avoided making direct attacks on his
political opponents. As Thomas argues, “MiloSevi¢ rarely insulted opposition
leaders, preferring to regard them as politically irrelevant” (Thomas, 1999,
p.75). When MiloSevi¢ did refer to the Opposition, he generally did so in a
non-hostile way. For example, in 1992, in his Closing Statement to the Second
SPS Congress, he simply commented that while the Party “has no reason to
avoid or shirk from such criticism” by the Opposition, at the same time “it 1s
not the task of the ruling party to make unprincipled concessions to opposition
parties, nor to determine its programme, organisation and personnel policy

according to the criteria set by its political adversaries” (MiloSevi¢, 1992a).

22 Borisav Jovi¢. a close Milosevié associate, recalls how Milosevi¢ never wanted to walk
through the streets of Belgrade and always asked, “Zasto nam to treba?” ("Why do we need to

do that?”) (Jovic, 2001, p.15).

171



However, as MiloSevi¢’s regime became less secure® , 1t increasingly targeted
the Opposition.  This is particularly well illustrated by Milosevi¢’s Closing
Statement to the Fourth SPS Congress. In that speech, he declared that Serbia
did not have an opposition. She simply had “a group of bribed weaklings and
blackmailed profiteers and thieves” who were exploiting the situation and
manipulating the Serbian people (MiloSevi¢, 2000a). Later, on 21 September
2000, in rallies in Belgrade and Montenegro, “he delivered slashing attacks on
the Opposition, calling them ‘rabbits, rats, and even hyenas’ who wanted to
turn Serbia into a ‘permed poodle’ and had ‘the loyalty of dogs™ to the NATO

masters ‘who bribe and pay them’” (Sell, 2002, p.337).

MiloSevic¢ attacked the Opposition in two main ways. Firstly, he portrayed it as
totally incompetent. For example, at the Fourth SPS Congress, he argued that
in those towns where local governments had been set up “as branch offices of
some Western governments”, there was no longer any public transport (and if
there was, it was too expensive for people), the streets were not cleaned,
corruption was rampant, et cetera. He further claimed that these local
authorities had committed evil against the Serbian people, “because they

became the present-day janissaries” (MiloSevic, 2000a).**

Secondly, Milosevi¢ accused the Opposition of serving the interests of foreign
powers. For example, in his Address to the Serbian Nation, on 2 October 2000,

he claimed that, “For a long time there has been a grouping among us which,

3 By mid-2000, according to Cohen, the Milosevic regime was “debilitated and angst-ridden”
(Cohen, 2001, p.xv). . ‘ |
M The brutal behaviour of the janissaries in the Pashalik of Belgrade, during the Ottoman

occupation, was a major catalyst for the First Serbian Uprising (1804-1813). led by

Karadjordje.
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under the guise of being pro-democratic, have in fact represented the interests
of the governments attacking Yugoslavia, especially Serbia™ (Milosevié,
2000b). He further argued that the real leader of the Democratic Opposition of
Serbia (DOS) was not Vojislav KoStunica, but rather Zoran Dindi¢, who
“collaborated with the military alliance that attacked our country” (Milogevié.

2000b).

This speech, MiloSevi¢’s first televised address to the Serbian people since the
end of the Kosovo war, was made on the day of the run-off election with
Kostunica.”> The very fact that Milosevié spent the entire speech attacking the
Opposition shows just how vulnerable he was feeling (and with good reason,
given that just three days later his regime was spectacularly toppled). In short,
the speech was “a desperate address by a desperate man”, trying desperately to

cling on to power (Cohen, 2001, p.422).

In this 2 October 2000 speech, MiloSevi¢ said nothing at all about his own
policies, other than “It is precisely our politics which guarantees peace and
theirs [the politics of the Opposition] which guarantees lasting conflict and
violence...” (MiloSevié, 2000b). Instead, MiloSevi¢ spent the entire speech
describing what life would be like in Serbia if the opposition were to come to
power. The irony is that while he stressed all the dreadful and unpleasant

things that would happen, many of these things had already happened — under

his rule.

25 K ostunica and other opposition leaders refused to participate in run-off elections. and instead
called for a series of protest meetings throughout Serbia.
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For example, he warned that,

All countries finding themselves with limited sovereignty and with
govemmpnts ' controlled by foreign powers speedily become
impoverished in a way that destroys all hope for more just and humane
social relations (Milo$evi¢, 2000b).
Yet, the majority of people in Serbia were already very poor.”® He also
claimed that if the Opposition came to power, there would be a large socio-
economic divide between a poor majority and a rich minority.  Again,
however, such a divide already existed. For example, in 1993, according to

one survey, the richest 10% in Serbia had at their disposal 37% of national

income, while the poorest 10% had only 1.6% of it (Nikoli¢, 2002, p.88).

Having painted a picture of what life would be like if the Opposition were in
power, and having spoken about invasions and colonization, at the end of his
speech MiloSevi¢ said, “Citizens, you must make up your own minds whether
to believe me or not” (MiloSevi¢, 2000b). It was almost as if he anticipated
that many people would not believe what he was telling them. As if to prove
his trustworthiness and credibility, he continued,
My motive in expressing my opinion in this way is not personal; not at
all. I was twice elected president of Serbia and once president of
Yugoslavia. It should be clear to all, after the past ten years, that NATO
isn’t attacking Serbia because of MiloSevi¢; it is attacking MiloSevic

because of Serbia (Milosevi¢, 2000b).

This final claim was a last-ditch attempt by Milo$evi¢ to convince the Serbian

people that he himself was not the problem.

It has emerged from this analysis that there was a clear relationship between

how secure MiloSevi¢ felt and how he treated the Opposition. When his

26 As will be seen in chapters 5 and 7, many of the Serbian interviewees emphasize how poor

they were during the MiloSevic vears.
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position was very secure, he rarely mentioned the Opposition, and certainly did
not attack it. Yet, as his position became more and more untenable, the
increasingly united Opposition became a major target for him. Milo3evié tried
desperately to discredit the Opposition in every way he could, in particular by

claiming that it was serving the interests of foreign powers.

The problem for MiloSevi¢, however, was that his growing sense of insecurity
and desperation was reflected in his speeches, and in this way he perhaps
contributed to a growing disillusionment with his regime. When he came to
power, MiloSevi€ appeared strong and confident, and this was arguably another
reason why he had such strong popular appeal. It is normal for people, and not
just Serbs, to want a strong and capable leader. If a leader appears weak and

vulnerable, people are less likely to support him.

By the end of the nineties, after everything the country had been through, the
Serbs needed a leader who could take the country forward, a leader with fresh
ideas and vision. Yet, Milo$evi¢ did not offer this — he could only attack the
Opposition. His objective was to discredit the Opposition yet, paradoxically.
he may have done the very opposite. The extent to which, in his Address to the
Serbian Nation on 2 October 2000, he concentrated on the Opposition, was
very revealing. He evidently regarded the Opposition as a formidable threat,
and if it was a threat, then it was not simply a group of “bribed weaklings.

blackmailed profiteers and thieves™. as Milosevi¢ had claimed at the Fourth

SPS Congress.
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Conclusion

This chapter began by looking at the two MiloSevié¢ speeches that have
received the most attention in Western literature — his 1987 Kosovo Polje
speech and his 1989 Gazimestan speech. It argued that through selective
quoting and neglect of context, both speeches have been strongly
misrepresented, to create and reinforce the image of Milosevi¢ as a criminal

leader and warmonger.

Section 2 looked at some of the speeches that MiloSevi¢ gave between 1990
and 1998, focusing on two recurrent themes — Yugoslavia and inter-ethnic
relations, and the economy. It was argued that these speeches do not support
claims that MiloSevi¢ wanted to create a “Greater Serbia”, just as they do not
substantiate claims that his regime fostered intolerance and ethnic hatred. It
was also contended that excessive focus on, and misrepresentation of, one
particular speech — the speech that MiloSevi¢ gave on 16 March 1991 — has
served to reinforce the view of him as a criminal leader who planned the wars
in the former Yugoslavia. Regarding the economy, it was argued that
MiloSevié’s attractive economic promises help to explain both his initial
popularity and growing unpopularity, and that he appealed to citizens on the

basis of economic issues, rather than on the basis of nationalism and ethnic

hatred.

Finally, section 3 concentrated on the speeches that Milosevi¢ gave during his
last two years in power. It argued, and demonstrated, that these speeches were

thematically and stylistically different from Milosevi¢'s earlier speeches, and
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suggested that these changes can be attributed to the regime’s growing
desperation and sense of vulnerability. MiloSevi¢'s increasing attacks on the
Serbian Opposition, which he had previously tended to ignore, show that he
had come to view it as a fundamental threat to his position.’ It was also
during his final two years in power that MiloSevi¢’s speeches became more
overtly nationalistic, in particular by emphasizing Serbia’s superiority vis-a-vis
the West. To say that there were elements of nationalism in Milosevié’s
speeches should not, however, be taken to mean that they encouraged war and

hatred; they did not.

In the introduction to this chapter, it was argued that an important reason for
analyzing MiloSevi¢’s speeches is that they enable us to see how MiloSevic
portrayed himself as a leader, a dimension of his leadership that has received
little attention in Western literature, and how he sought to win popular support.

Now that we have examined his speeches, the following points can be made.

The first and most important is that MiloSevi¢ did not in any sense portray
himself as a war leader. Apart from the war in Kosovo in 1999, MiloSevi¢
never mentioned the wars in his speeches, except indirectly when he referred to
Serbian refugees.28 Just as he never referred to the wars directly, so he never

actually declared Serbia’s war aims. To cite Tanner, “Time and time again the

*7 This is particularly significant given that. "In the history of Serbia the Opposition only ever

won one election, that of 1888 (Stevanovic, 2004, p-57).
8 For example, in his Closing Statements to the Second SPS Congress and to the ‘Fourth
Coneress. Milosevic talked about the assistance that Serbia had given to Scrbian refugees.

SPS

177



complaint was raised that Serbia’s goal in the war had never been stated. No

one knew what frontier the Serbs were fighting” (Tanner, 2001, p.270).%*

Secondly, MiloSevi¢ portrayed himself as a strong, competent leader who
would modernize Serbia and bring prosperity to its citizens. His speeches were
not fluffy and ruminative. They typically called for action of some sort. To
cite Judah, “What Mr MiloSevi¢ really likes to do is to make speeches about
building high-speed railway lines. He likes to talk about being “constructive’
and ‘resolute’” (Judah, 2000b, p.33). Thus,
In the early stages of his rise, Milo3evi¢ successfully developed the
image of a young, decisive and modern leader who would lead Serbia
away from the shibboleths and stagnation of self-management socialism
into a more dynamic and prosperous future (Sell, 2002, p.51).
Thirdly, we have learnt that MiloSevi¢ did not start to make direct attacks on
the Serbian Opposition until 1999, when he felt increasingly vulnerable. By
avoiding such attacks until this time, MiloSevi¢ portrayed himself as being
somehow above politics. He presented himself as a statesman, rather than as a
politician, and this perhaps helps to explain why he continued to inspire trust.
For example, survey research conducted in 2000, by the Office of Research of

the US Department of State, showed that even as late as the period March 1998

to June 2000, Milosevi¢ remained the most trusted leader in Serbia (Cohen.

2001, p.361).

Fourthly, particularly in his later speeches, Milosevi¢ portrayed the Serbs. and

by extension himself as a victim of Western, imperial powers. In his tnal in

29 At the same time, Miloevi¢ did not conduct himself as a war leader. For example, he never
visited Serb soldiers at the front or wounded soldiers in hospital, and during the war in Koso\'o.‘
in 1999. “He did not even think of visiting the Kosovo he had so courageously defended or ot
taking a walk in the Belgrade that loved him so” (Stevanovic, 2004, p.157).
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The Hague, he has continued to present himself as a victim. For example. in
his Introductory Statement, on 13 February 2002, he spoke of “my crucifixion
here...” (Milosevig, 2002). As we shall see in chapter 7, a significant number
of the Serbian interviewees also regard MiloSevié as a victim who was

sacrificed on the altar of Western interests.

Finally, as we have seen, the economy constituted a major theme of
Milosevi¢’s speeches. It can, therefore, be argued that what Milosevi¢
primarily appealed to in his speeches was not nationalism or chauvinism, a
critical point in view of the literature’s claim that he incited ethnic hatred.
Rather, what he mainly appealed to was peoples’ hopes for a better and more

30

prosperous life.” In other words, his appeal was more practical than

ideological.

At the same time, by portraying himself as a strong and able leader who would
take Serbia’s economy in hand, he was also thus appealing to Serbian political
culture, in particular authoritarianism® 1, a “fatalistic attitude™ towards change
(Mihailovi¢, 1997, p.26), “the century-old propensity of the Serb people to

follow authoritarian leaders” (Pribiéevié, 1997, p.114), and the notion that

*® The fact that MiloSevi¢ failed to fulfill his economic pledges, in the eves of the Serbian
interviewees, helps to explain why so many of them emphasize his poor mismanagement of the
economy and economic crimes, as will be seen in chapter 7. According to the interviewees.
rather than giving them a better life, MiloSevi¢ actually made them extremely poor.

*! The Serbian psychologist Bora Kuzmanovi¢ understands authoritarianism primarily as “an
uncritical attitude towards authority and the principle of hierarchy in social relations — i.e. as
authoritarian submissiveness and, at the same time, authoritarian dominance and
aggressiveness towards those who violate conventional norms™ (Kuzmanovic’t 1995, p.l”’-t).
Vujovi¢ similarly defines authoritarianism as “the uncritical bestowal of trust in and
submission to a supreme leader™ (Vujovic, 2000, p.124).
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Serbs are eternal victims.”> That Milo3evié appealed to peoples” wants. needs

and values helps to explain why he initially enjoyed strong popular support.

In the introduction to this chapter, a second important reason was given for
analyzing MiloSevi€’s speeches. It was argued that this analysis would allow
us to find out whether there is anything in what MiloSevi¢ actually said that
supports two of the particular claims, central to his construction as a criminal
leader that Western literature makes about him. The first of these claims is that
he incited ethnic hatred and intolerance; the second is that he planned the wars
in the former Yugoslavia. Having examined the speeches, it is argued that they
do not support either of these claims. Only if we deal with the speeches in a
highly selective, partial and context-oblivious manner is it possible to argue

that certain speeches — or rather particular sentences - substantiate these claims.

However, when the speeches are systematically analyzed, and when certain,
oft-cited sentences are looked at in both the context of the particular speech as
a whole, and in the context of other speeches more generally, they do not in
any way lend weight to Milo§evi¢’s construction as a criminal leader. More
specifically, they do not provide any evidence of his “criminal” intent. Thus,
on the basis of analysis of MiloSevi¢’s speeches, the question of whether he is a

criminal leader can be answered in the negative.

32 Ramet refers to the Serbs’ “victim complex™ (Ramet, 1995, p.119). The Serbian Orthodox
Church has played an important role in nourishing this idea of Serbs as victims. Father Nikolaj
Velimirovi¢, for example, one of the most influential Serbian Orthodox theologians of the
twentieth-century, claimed that, “*Since the ancient people of Israel. I see no other people in the
world’s history with a more tragical fate than that of the Serbian people™ (Velimirovi¢, 1916,

p.75).
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Milosevi¢'s speeches clearly constitute a valuable primary source that provides
fresh insight into his leadership. Speeches, however, are intended for an
audience, in this case Serbian citizens. Thus, now that we have explored the
speeches themselves, we can tumn our attention to the recipients of these

speeches — ordinary people in Serbia.

Leadership is a relationship that should be studied both from the top down and
from the bottom up. This bottom-up perspective is especially valuable for
studying a criminal leader. As emphasized in the preceding chapters, this is an
externally constructed concept. It is important, therefore, to look at how
Milosevi¢ is seen by ordinary people - both Serbs and national minorities - in
Serbia. Do they themselves see him as a criminal leader? This is a question

that the interview data chapters will now seek to answer.
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An Introduction to the Interview Data Chapters

The following four chapters are based on the results of eighty-seven
qualitative, semi-structured interviews. These interviews took place between
May and September 2004 in four main areas of Serbia — Belgrade, Vojvodina
(Novi Sad, Subotica, Kikinda), Central Serbia (Caéak, Kragujevac). and South
Serbia (Ni§, Novi Pazar). Two interviews were carried out in Miloevié's
hometown of PoZarevac, in eastern Serbia. In addition, some interviews were
conducted in Kosovo, in both Serbian areas (Kosovska Mitrovica, Gracanica)

and Albanian areas (Pristina, Vucitrn/Vushtri).

This short introductory section to the data chapters will begin by giving the
reader essential information about the interviewees. It will then discuss
sampling strategies and how the interviews were conducted. Finally, it will

address some anticipated criticisms of the interviews.

The Interviewees

In total, there are ninety interviewees' in the sample, of which sixty-three men
and twenty-seven women. The interviewees fall into three main groups. Since
the thesis aims to generate a more bottom-up account of MiloSevi¢’s leadership
and regime, the vast majority of the interviewees are not elites, but “ordinary”
people, defined as persons who, as individuals, have little direct influence on
national affairs and policy-making. The non-elite interviewees can, in turn, be

divided into two main groups — Serbs and national minorities.

| Two of the interviews were group interviews. There were three interviewees m one group.
and two interviewees in the other group.
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The Serbian group comprises forty-nine interviewees, of which thirty men and
nineteen women. Of these interviewees, twenty-five are under the age of 35
(sixteen men and nine women). Fourteen interviewees are between the ages of

35 and 50 (eight men and six women). Ten interviewees are over 50 (six men

and four women).

Seventeen of these forty-nine interviewees are from Belgrade (ten men and
seven women), seven interviewees are from Vojvodina (five men and two
women), seven interviewees are from Central Serbia (six men and one
woman), three interviewees are from Southern Serbia (two men and one
woman), two interviewees are from the town of PoZarevac (one male and one
female), and eight interviewees are from Kosovo (four men and four women).’
Finally, two interviewees are refugees from Croatia (one male and one female),

and three interviewees are refugees from Bosnia (one male and two females).

Of these forty-nine interviewees, thirty have been to university/are studying at
university, and nineteen have not been to university. Of the thirty interviewees
who have been to university/are at university, twenty-four speak English. Of
the nineteen interviewees who have not been to university, only six speak

English. In total, thirty interviewees speak English and nineteen do not.

In the second, national minority group, there are eighteen interviewees —
fourteen men and four women. Ten interviewees are under the age of 35; six

interviewees are between the ages of 35 and 50; and two interviewees are over

2 I'wo of these interviewees are now living as IDPs Belgrade.
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the age of 50. Within this sample group, there are five Albanians - four men
and one woman. Four of the interviewees are Kosovar Albanians. The fifth

interviewee is an ethnic Albanian living in Belgrade.

There are five ethnic Hungarian interviewees, four men and one woman. Three
of the interviewees have two Hungarian parents. The fourth interviewee has a
Hungarian father and a Serbian mother. The fifth interviewee has a Hungarian
father and a Croatian mother. These last two interviewees will be classed as
ethnic Hungarians because in the former Yugoslavia, a person’s nationality is

determined by the nationality of his/her father.

There are three Muslim interviewees, two men and one woman. The male
interviewees are from the Sandjak of Novi Pazar, and the female interviewee 1s

a Bosnian Muslim from Sarajevo.

In the sample, there are also four Roma interviewees, three men and one

woman, and one male Slovak interviewee.

Of these eighteen national minority interviewees, eleven have been to

university and seven have not. All of them speak English, except three of the

four Roma interviewees.

Since all of the non-elite interviewees were promised anonymity, only their

initials will be used in the following chapters.
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The third and final group of interviewees are “clites”, defined as individuals
who occupy posts of political command, as well as individuals who can
directly influence policy-makers. The decision to include some elites in the
interview sample, notwithstanding the thesis’ emphasis on the view from
below, was based on two particular considerations. Firstly, since it was
anticipated that there would be gaps in the knowledge of the non-elite
interviewees, it was felt that interviewing some elites would be important for
giving us a more detailed picture of MiloSevi¢ and his leadership. Secondly,
given that it was not possible to interview MiloSevi¢ himself, it was judged that
the next best option would be to interview some elites who personally knew

and/or worked with him.

In this elite group, there are a total of twenty-three interviewees, of which
nineteen men and four women. Six of the interviewees are former ministers or
colleagues of Milosevié. Vladislav Jovanovi¢ became the Foreign Minister of
Serbia in August 1991. In April 1992, he took up the post of Foreign Minister
of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY), a position he occupied until
August 1995. Zivadin Jovanovi¢ served as the Federal Minister for Foreign
Affairs between January 1998 and November 2000. He became a member of

the main board of the SPS in 1996, and became one of the four vice-chairmen

of the Party.

Dr Oskar Kova¢ was a member of the Federal Government of Yugoslavia from
1986-1989, and a member of the commission for economic reform that

Milosevié set up at the beginning of the 1990s. Kovac was also deputy Prime



Minister in Milan Pani¢’s government, in 1992, Today, he works at the
Economics Faculty in Belgrade. Professor Kosta Mihailovi¢ was also a
member of the above-mentioned commission for economic reform. and one of
the authors of the 1986 Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and

Arts (SANU).

Professor Mihailo Markovi¢ served on the committee for political reform that
MiloSevi¢ created in 1989. Markovi¢ was also the vice-president of the SPS
from 1990 until 1992. Milorad Vuceli¢ is the current vice-president of the

SPS, and the former director of Radio Television Serbia (RTS).

Six of the elite interviewees work in the media. Sa$a Mirkovi¢ is the general
manager of B-92, an independent radio and television station in Belgrade.
Janko Baljak is a documentary producer at B-92. Aleksander Nenadovié is the
former editor-in-chief of the daily newspaper Politika. Vladimir Mili¢ is a
journalist at TV Mreza, a production company in Belgrade. Ljiljana Smailovi¢
is a journalist for the weekly newsmagazine NIN in Belgrade. She has spent a
considerable amount of time covering MiloSevi¢’s trial in The Hague. Zoran

Milesevié is the owner and director of ¥K 7'V in Kikinda.

Six interviewees are academics. Aleksa Djilas is a Belgrade intellectual and
the son of the famous dissident Milovan Djilas. Vojin Dimitrijevi¢ is a
Professor of International Law and the director of the Belgrade Centre for
Human Rights. Mihailo Panti¢ is a Professor of Literature at the Philological

Faculty in Belgrade. Dr Branka Prpa is a historian and the current director of
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the Historical Archives in Belgrade. Professor Svetozar Stojanovi¢ works at
the Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory in Belgrade. He was a special
advisor to President Cosi¢ and Prime Minister Pani¢ from 15 June 1992 to the
end of May 1993. Professor Ljubinka Trgovéevié was a member of the
Serbian Parliament from 1984 until 1986, and a member of the Serbian
Presidency when Ivan Stamboli¢, MiloSevi¢’s former mentor, was President of

Serbia. Today, she is Vice-Dean of the Political Science Faculty in Belgrade.

Three interviewees are politicians. Goran Svilanovié¢, Serbia’s Foreign
Minister from November 2000 until April 2004, is the current president of the
Civic Alliance Party (GS). Nikola Lazi¢ is the International Secretary of the
Democratic Party of Serbia (DSS). Branislav Kovadevi¢ is a member of the
League for Sumadija party, and a candidate for the post of mayor of

Kragujevac.

The final two elite interviewees are experts on national minorities. Vladimir
Djuri¢ is a Legal Advisor at the Ministry for Human and Minority Rights.
Marija Vujnovi¢ is Project Manager at the Ministry for Human and Minority

Rights.

All of the elite interviewees, with the exception of one, are Serbian.” Eighteen

speak English and five do not.

3 Dr Kovac is an ethnic Hungarian. However, since he was selected for interviewing on the
basis of his economic knowledge and expertise. rather than because he is an ethnic Hungarian,

he will be treated for these purposes as an elite interviewee.
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Since there are no major differences between the elite interviewees and the
non-elite Serbian interviewees in terms of how they perceive MiloSevié. the
two groups of interviewees are not treated separately in the following data
chapters. ~However, as we might expect, the opinions of the Serbian
interviewees (elite and non-elite) fundamentally differ from those of the
national minority interviewees. Consequently, the interview data chapters deal

with them separately.

Sampling Strategies

How were these three groups of interviewees selected? The main sampling
strategy used to find ordinary Serbian people to interview was snowball
sampling. This type of sampling is very practical, and it is particularly useful
when one first enters the field and faces the daunting task of having to locate
people to interview. In snowball sampling, the researcher asks the interviewee
if he or she knows anybody who might agree to be interviewed. If the
interviewee gives the names of three people, the researcher will contact each of
them and, hopefully, arrange to interview them. These three interviewees will
then be asked to suggest the names of other possible interviewees. The process
continues until the requisite number of interviewees is found. In just one
month, snowball sampling produced the initial target number of twenty-five

interviewees. However, this type of sampling also has important limitations, as

will be discussed.

A second type of sampling used was purposive sampling. In purposive

sampling, what is important is the relevance of the sample. The researcher
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seeks to select information-rich cases that will answer the research question s
posed. In this case, purposive sampling was mainly used to find eljte
interviewees, in particular interviewees who personally knew Milosevié¢. and it
proved very effective. Ten of the twenty-three elite interviewees in the sample
knew MiloSevi¢, and seven of these ten interviewees used to work closely with

.4
him.

Purposive sampling was also used to find national minority interviewees. For
example, contact was sought, and later established, with an NGO in Belgrade
that works with Roma. Thanks to this NGO, Roma Heart, it was possible to
visit two Roma settlements in Belgrade and to speak to some Roma people. In
order to establish contact with other national minority groups, it proved
necessary to travel out of Belgrade, to Vojvodina, to the Sandjak of Novi

Pazar, and to Kosovo.

The third and final sampling strategy used was opportunistic sampling. That is
to say that any new opportunities that arose were always taken advantage of.
For example, the invitation by one of the directors of Sloboda’ to attend a
meeting of Sloboda activists was viewed as a good opportunity to establish
contact with some MiloSevi¢ supporters who, up until that point, had been
notably absent in the sample. A group interview with three MiloSevi¢

supporters followed from this meeting. The news that Sloboda would be

* For anyone undertaking this type of research, it is essential to have good contacts. Beny
fortunate enough to have these contacts, as a result of previous trips to Serbia, meant that
gaining access to important public figures. such as politicians and former foreign ministers.
was very easy. Trying to arrange interviews with public figures in the UK would undoubtedly

be far more difficult. . . 4 o
S-Sloboda™ (" The Freedom Association™) is an NGO in Belgrade. It is helping Milosevic with

his defence in The Hague.
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holding a Vidovdan® rally in the centre of Belgrade, on 28 June 2004, was seen
as another valuable opportunity to meet some Milogevié supporters. As a
result of attending this rally, two more Milosevi¢ supporters were found and

subsequently interviewed.

The Interview Process

An interview guide was drawn up prior to entering the field. When it was
piloted, with the aid of six acquaintances in Belgrade, some small
modifications were made. In particular, questions relating to very specific past
events, such as the mass rallies of the late eighties, were taken out. The
piloting showed that these events happened too long ago for people to be able

to say very much about them.

The final interview guide that was used for the interviews comprised twenty-
seven questions, grouped into eight main topics — (i) everyday life during the
MiloSevi¢ years, (i1) MiloSevi¢’s leadership, (iii) MiloSevi¢'s speeches, (iv) the
wars 1n the former Yugoslavia, (v) regime/society relations, (vi) the Media,
(vii) the Hague Tribunal, and (viii) the present and the future. No interviewee
was ever asked all twenty-seven questions, however. It was considered more
important to allow interviewees to freely express their opinions and to discuss

what mattered most to them.

The interviews were kept as informal as possible, in order to put the

interviewees at ease and encourage them to speak openly. Some of the most

¢ Vidovdan commemorates the Battle of Kosovo in 1389. This battle. which was a defeat for
Serbia. is onc of the most important events in Scrbian history.
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successful and useful interviews were conducted in very social and informal
settings, for example in coffee shops and on café terraces. The interviews with
elites were generally more formal, and most frequently took place in

interviewees’ offices.

Most of the interviews lasted approximately one hour, but some were closer to
two hours. The elite interviews tended to be slightly longer than the non-elite
interviews. Two interviews were group interviews, with two and three people
respectively. The rest of the interviews were conducted with just one person at
a time. Most of the interviews were tape-recorded, although this was not
always possible or appropriate, particularly in cases where interviewees were

clearly very nervous.

Some Anticipated Criticisms of the Interview Data

Overall, the interviews were very successful, generating rich empirical data and
thereby making an important contribution to the existing Western literature on
the MiloSevié regime. However, certain criticisms can be anticipated. Some of
these will be standard criticisms of qualitative research in general, such as
issues of validity and representativeness. We shall address these standard

criticisms first, before considering some more specific anticipated criticisms.
According to Silverman, ““Validity’ is another word for truth. Sometimes one

doubts the validity of an explanation because the researcher has clearly made

no attempt to deal with contrary cases™ (Silverman. 2000, p.175). Some critics
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also question the validity of qualitative research by claiming that its findings

are anecdotal. In the words of Bryman,

There is a tendency towards an anecdotal approach to the use of data in
relation to conclusions or explanations in qualitative research. Brief
conversations, snippets from unstructured interviews...are used to
provide evidence of a particular contention. There are grounds for
disquiet in that the representativeness or generality of these fragments is
rarely addressed (cited in Silverman, 2000, p.177).
Regarding the issue of validity, it is important to highlight that the researcher in
the present case did make efforts to deal with contrary cases, namely by
including some national minorities in the interview sample. As to the charge of
anecdotalism, it should be emphasized that the interview data has been treated
in a comprehensive and holistic manner. The following four chapters
incorporate all eighty-seven interviews into the analysis, and aim to display the
full richness and complexity of the data by presenting the variety of viewpoints

expressed on any one particular issue. As will be seen, moreover, the findings

of the research are supported by various Serbian public opinion surveys.

Thirdly, it is important to point out that some of the existing Western literature
itself suffers from anecdotalism. This is particularly true of journalistic
writings, which are very common. Prominent examples of anecdotalism are
the various unsubstantiated claims made about MiloSevi¢, such as “War was a
deliberate choice for the Milogevié regime...” (LeBor, 2002, p.328), and
~There is no doubt that the paramilitaries functioned as one piece of

Milosevi¢’s carefully planned strategy to create a Greater Serbia™ (Sell. 2002,

p.325).
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Let us now turn to the more problematic issue of representativeness.
According to Silverman, “the problem of ‘representativeness’ is a perennial
worry of many qualitative or case study researchers” (Silverman, 2001. p.249).
First of all, it is extremely difficult for qualitative researchers to generate a
representative sample, since the number of interviewees is typically quite small
(ninety interviewees is a relatively large number for a qualitative study). More
importantly, however, most qualitative researchers are not seeking to achieve a
strictly representative sample.” Rather, the aim is to produce a sample that will
enrich and deepen our understanding of a particular phenomenon or problem,
and/or to generate new insight by offering a fresh perspective. To cite Gaskell,
“The real purpose of qualitative research is not counting opinions or people but
rather exploring the range of opinions, the different representations of the

1ssue” (Gaskell, 2000, p.41).

It is, however, recognized that in the present case, there are important issues
relating to the interview sample. One anticipated criticism is that there is not
enough diversity in the total sample. Certainly, one of the trade-offs of using a
snowball sampling strategy is that certain groups are likely to be over-
represented in the sample while others are under-represented. For example,
there are sixty-three male interviewees and twenty-seven female interviewees
in the total interview sample. In other words, the number of male interviewees

is more than twice the number of female interviewees.

7 To cite Jennifer Mason, “The key issue for qualitative sampling is therefore how to focus.
strategically and meaningfully, rather than how to represent”™ (Mason, 2002. p.136).
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Some might argue that this over-representation of male interviewees weakens
the interview sample and the overall research findings. What is important to
note, however, is that there are no significant differences between the attitudes

of the male and female interviewees towards Milosevié.

We can group these attitudes into four main categories — very critical, critical,
mildly critical, and supportive. Interviewees who are very critical of Milosevi¢
hold him directly responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Those
who are critical of MiloSevi¢ accuse him of caring only about himself and his
power, and not about the Serbian people. Interviewees who are mildly critical
of MiloSevi¢ emphasize his weaknesses and mistakes, for example his
stubbornness, his failure to make long-term plans, and his neglect of PR work.
Finally, there is a small, fourth group of interviewees who express support for
Milogevié.? Among the non-elite Serbian interviewees, 23.3% of men and
15.8% of women are very critical of MiloSevi¢; 43.3% of men and 47.3% of
women are critical of him; 20% of men and 26.3% of women are mildly
critical of Milogevié; and 13.3% of men and 10.5% of women express support

for him.

Just as there is a gender bias in the total interview sample, there is also an age
bias. The under-35 age-group is over-represented, and the over-50 age-group
is under-represented. For example, of the forty-nine non-elite Serbian

interviewees. only ten are over 50. One practical reason for this is that the

¥ It is important to point out, however, that these categories - particularly the very critical and

critical categories — are not necessarily mutually exclusive.
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older generation in Serbia typically do not speak English.® What the interview
data shows, however, is that interviewees over the age of fifty are the least
critical of MiloSevi¢. Of those interviewees who are very critical of Milosevié,
28% are under the age of thirty-five; 14.3% are between the ages of thirty-five
and fifty; and only 10% are over fifty. In contrast, of those interviewees that
express support for MiloSevi¢, 8% are under the age of thirty-five: 7.1% are
between the ages of thirty-five and fifty; and 30% are over fifty. The fact that
pensioners were among Milo3evi¢’s strongest supporters'® is thus reflected in

the interview data, despite the under-representation of those over the age of 50.

Although the total interview sample may not be evenly balanced, its strength is
that it includes two particular groups of people who have received little
attention 1n Western literature — ordinary Serbs and national minorities. The
inclusion of these two groups makes the sample far more representative and
more diverse than a sample that includes only elites, the social group that
Western literature typically focuses most heavily upon. Ideally, there would
have been more national minority interviewees in the sample. That there are
only eighteen reflects the fact that it proved far more difficult to find non-Serb
interviewees. However, what we learn from these eighteen interviewees about
their experiences of life during the Milo$evi¢ years, a very under-researched

area, is extremely valuable.

A final anticipated criticism of the interviews relates to the fact that that there

is a preponderance of English-speaking interviewees in the sample. Of the

? Today, many Serbian children learn English in school. Older generations. however. were

more likely to learn Russian.
' This point will be discussed more in chapter 7.
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ninety interviewees in the total sample, sixty-three speak English and twenty-
seven do not. This, it might be argued. constitutes a significant bias, since the
opinions of these English-speaking interviewees are unlikely to reflect popular
opinion as a whole. Certainly, it does appear that there are attitudinal
differences between English-speaking interviewees and non-English speaking
interviewees. In particular, interviewees who do not speak English are less
critical of MiloSevi¢ than interviewees that do speak English. For example, of
the forty-nine non-elite Serbian interviewees in the sample, seven are mildly
critical of MiloSevi¢. Of these seven interviewees, five do not speak English
and two do. Of the same forty-nine interviewees, six express support for
Milosevi¢. Of these six, only two speak English; and of the four interviewees

who admit that they used to support MiloSevi¢, only one speaks English.

However, in response to those who might argue that far more non-English
speaking interviewees should have been included in the sample, the following
points should be made. Firstly, forty-five of the total eighty-seven interviews
took place in Belgrade, chosen as a main base for practical reasons, and many

people in Belgrade do speak English, particularly young people.

Secondly, the use of a snowball-sampling strategy tended to produce
interviewees that spoke English. If the first interviewee had some knowledge

of English, it was quite likely that he or she would know other people who

spoke English.
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Thirdly, employing a professional interpreter is very expensive, even in Serbia.
Since resources were limited, therefore, this was simply not a realistic option.
In those cases where the interviewees did not speak English, friends or
colleagues translated. Four of the interviewees were conducted in Serbian

without any assistance.

Finally, it should be emphasized that gaining the trust and confidence of
interviewees was always a key priority, since it was felt that this would
encourage people to speak openly. In those cases where interviewees spoke
English, this desired trust was usually established. However, in those cases
where it was necessary to rely upon a third person to translate, the possibility
of developing any kind of rapport between interviewer and interviewee was
significantly lessened. In such cases, the primary interaction was between
interviewee and translator, while the interviewer was an outsider. In short,
where the interviewer and interviewee were able to directly communicate,
without the aid of a third party, this created more suitable interview conditions
than was the case when a translator was involved. The use of a translator lent
an air of formality to the interview, and preserved a certain distance between

interviewer and interviewee.

Let us now turn to some more specific anticipated criticisms of the interview
data. Firstly, some might argue that the interviews are of limited value because
they are retrospective. Milo3evi¢ came to power in 1989 and fell from powcr in
2000. The interviews were conducted in 2004. This raises an obvious

question: how reliable are peoples” memories’ Of course, it is incvitable that
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interviewees will not be able to remember everything. As Weiss argues, “The

vagaries of respondent memory make for reports in which some observations
are crystal clear while others are obscured or distorted or blocked" (Weiss.

1994, p.149).

What is striking, however, is the vividness of recall when interviewees talk
about their everyday life experiences during the MiloSevi¢ years. Asked the
question, “Could you tell me something about what everyday life was like for
you during the nineties?” many of the interviewees give highly detailed
descriptions of both their lives and, in some cases, of their feelings at the time.
The fact that the interviewees’ recollections and descriptions are very similar is

an important indication of their reliability.

Furthermore, the thesis seeks to deal with this issue of the interviews being
retrospective through triangulation. It uses public opinion poll data and other
sources, such as the website of the Institute for War and Peace Reporting
(IWPR) and the website Free Serbia, in order to contextualize and add weight

to the interview data.

It is also important to stress that while interviewees may not remember
everything, gaps in memory can themselves be highly significant. In
particular, they can be seen as coping mechanisms. Jansen's study of five post-
war Croatian villages, for example, shows how
largely homogeneous narratives of past and present relied on strategies of
vagueness and selective amnesia. In a context of danger and poverty,

such ways of coping allowed people not to be implicated in potentially
threatening debates (Jansen. 2002. p.88).
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A second possible criticism of the interviews is that because they are
retrospective, they can only tell us how the interviewees feel about
MiloSevi¢ today, not how they felt about him during the 1990s. This
raises the important question of whether the opinions that the
1nt.erv1e\yees hold today are likely to resemble those they held when
MiloSevi¢ was in power. It is significant, for example, that only six of
the forty-nine non-elite Serbian interviewees actually express support for
MiloSevi¢ today (and four interviewees admit that they used to support
him).
Since it is likely, given MiloSevi¢’s initial levels of popularity, that more of the
interviewees would have actually supported MiloSevi¢ in the past, it may be
inferred that their opinions of him have fundamentally changed. However,
because the data does not tell us what the interviewees thought about MiloSevié¢
during the 1990s, we have nothing against which to compare their current

opinions and thereby ascertain in detail precisely how their opinions of him

have changed. Certainly, this is an important limitation of the data.

On the other hand, it should be emphasized that no Western academic
undertook this type of bottom-up research when Milosevi¢ was in power. The
present research makes an important contribution to the existing Western
literature, but it cannot compensate for research that, regrettably, was not done

a decade ago.

It should also be underlined that the image of Milo3evi¢ as a criminal leader is
relatively recent — in 1995 for example, the international community saw
MiloSevi¢ as a peacemaker. Thus, in order to explore whether and to what
extent ordinary people in Serbia support this image of Milosevi¢ as a criminal
leader, it makes most sense to examine how they view him today. The

interviews themselves could be made the basis for future quantitative rescarch,
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for example surveys. Such research would allow us to find out how

representative the opinions of the interviewees actually are.

Thirdly, the interview data raises the important issue of whether the
interviewees are always telling the truth. For example, it is quite likely that
more interviewees in the sample used to support Milo3evi¢ than are willing to
admit. To conclude from this, however, that many of the interviewees are
simply lying is over-simplistic. As Dean and Whyte argue,
...the interviewer is not looking for the true attitude or sentiment. He
should recognize that informants can and do hold conflicting sentiments
at one time and they hold varying sentiments according to the situations
in which they find themselves (Dean and Whyte, 2003, p.258).

The very fact that many of the Serbian interviewees view MiloSevi¢ both as a

“bad” leader and as a victim highlights this.

It is also important to emphasize that, “Respondents tend to give socially
approved answers to our questions, to over-report their virtuous actions and
under-report their vices...” (Aldridge and Levine, 2001, p.103). In the present
case, the fact that the interviewer is a female from the UK might, according to
some, increase the likelihood of interviewees giving what they consider to be
socially desirable answers. For example, is it likely that many interviewees
would want to admit to an interviewer whose country bombed Serbia and

Kosovo just six years ago - precisely because of MiloSevi¢ - that they support

or used to support MiloSevic?

It is impossible to know whether and to what cxtent the interviewer s

nationality has affected the answers that the interviewees give. It would be

200



interesting to find out if a researcher from, for example Hungary or Bulgaria,
would receive similar answers. What can be said, however, is that every effort
was made to gain the trust of the interviewees. For example, as previously
noted, the interviews were deliberately kept as informal as possible. The use of
a snowball sampling strategy, moreover, meant that the interviewees knew
something about the interviewer in advance, from those who had already been
interviewed. It is true that on a couple of occasions, the interviewer was
accused (although not by any of the interviewees) of bombing the Serbs. The
majority of Serbs, however, are able to differentiate between the British

government and an individual British researcher.

In some respects, moreover, the nationality of the researcher (and perhaps also
her gender) was arguably an advantage. Given that the Serbs were so heavily
demonized in the West during the nineties, many of the interviewees seemed
only too happy to have the opportunity to speak, and to give their side of the

story, to a Western researcher.

Finally, some might argue that there is little value in interviewing ordinary
people, on the grounds that ordinary people have only limited knowledge and
opinions that simply reflect those of the elite. Some of the interviewees
themselves admit this. To quote a female interviewee in Belgrade, for
example, “Ordinary people don’t know anything except what is written in the
papers” (MV). For his part, a male interviewee in Novi Sad explains, "It 1s
very difficult to make sense of the MiloSevic years, because cvervthing was

happening behind closed doors™ (DK); and a male ethnic Albanian interviewee
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in Belgrade concedes, “I don’t know much about Milogevié¢'s politics...I feel

that [ can only talk about my own experiences™ (1G).

At the same time, there is a tendency for interviewees to try and appear more
knowledgeable than they may actually be. They do this by making
unsubstantiated claims, often based upon rumour and hearsay.!" One male
interviewee in Belgrade, for example, claims that the American Administration
was planning war in the former Yugoslavia. He also maintains that Tudjman
paid the Clinton Administration to give military help to Croatia in 1995 (SZ).
A female interviewee in Cagak, moreover, claims her son-in-law told her that
Vuk Draskovié, the leader of the opposition SPO, helped Tudjman to win the
elections in Croatia (VS). How would ordinary people know about such

things?

Certainly, there are gaps in the knowledge that ordinary people have, and they
do sometimes make factual errors. For example, several interviewees confuse
Milosevié’s 1987 Kosovo Polje speech with his 1989 Gazimestan speech.
However, this does not mean that there is no value in interviewing ordinary
people. Firstly, any research that gives a voice to ordinary people is to be

welcomed, given the existing Western literature’s heavy neglect of the view

from below.

Secondly, while ordinary people will not necessarily have detailed factual

knowledge, they can give us some important insight into what evervday life

I According to the sociology of rumour, rumour becomes more important in insecure times
when people feel that events are bevond their control. Rumour thus becomex indicative ot

social crisis.
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was like during the MiloSevi¢ years, thus filling a significant lacuna in the

existing Western literature.

Thirdly, while ordinary people do not always perceive and understand things
correctly, the errors they make are themselves important. For example, they
are very relevant in helping to explain inter-ethnic tensions, which are often

fuelled by misunderstanding and the fear that this induces.

Finally, any gaps in the knowledge of ordinary people can be easily filled if we
also include some elites in the interview sample. The knowledge and expertise
of elites will complement and add texture to the picture painted by ordinary

people.
Now that the reader has important information about the interviewees and the

interviews, let us now turn to the interview data itself, which is analyzed in

chapters 5 to 8.
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Chapter 5
Domestic Views on an External Construction;
Part I — The Wars in the Former Yugoslavia

Introduction

The objective of this chapter, and of the chapters that follow, is to explore the
images that ordinary people in Serbia, both Serbs and national minorities, have
of MiloSevi¢, and to find out whether and to what extent they themselves see

him as a criminal leader.

We saw in chapter 1 that the most important element in Miloevi¢'s
construction as a criminal leader is his actions and intentions. Using the data
from eighty-seven semi-structured interviews, the present chapter and the
chapter that follows will look at whether and to what degree the interviewees
agree with the five key claims that Western literature makes with respect to

MiloSevié’s actions and intentions.

This chapter will concentrate on four of these claims, namely the claims that
MiloSevi¢ (i) was most responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia, (ii)
planned the wars, (iii) planned and premeditated the crimes committed by
Serbian forces during these wars, and (iv) used violence to achieve his aims.
Chapter 6 will deal with the fifth key claim made in the literature — that
Milosevié incited ethnic hatred. It will also address the three remaining
elements in Milo3evi¢'s construction as a criminal leader - his motivations. his

personality and psychological profile, and his comparison with other

“criminal’ leaders.



In this chapter, as in the following three chapters, the interview data will be
complemented by public opinion poll data. These public opinion polls were
conducted between 1990 and 2005 by five polling agencies in Belgrade — the
Agency for Applied Sociological and Political Research (“Argument™), Marten
Board International, the National Democratic Institute (NDI), the Strategic
Marketing and Media Research Institute (SMMRI), and TNS Medium Gallup.
The interview data will be also be supplemented with factual information from
the Institute for War and Peace Reporting (IWPR), Radio Free Europe, Free

Serbia, and other similar sources.

This chapter is divided into five sections. Section 1 provides some factual
information about MiloSevi¢’s policies that serves as an important backdrop
against which to view the interview data.  This section focuses on two
particular policy issues that concerned Milo3evi¢ — the status of Serbia and its
two autonomous provinces under the provisions of the 1974 Yugoslav
Constitution, and the position of Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina and
their right to self-determination. It argues that while MiloSevi¢’s concerns
were legitimate, they have been misconstrued as evidence of his determination
to build a “Greater Serbia”. More broadly, it maintains that in constructing

Miloevi¢ as a criminal leader, Western authors have fundamentally

misrepresented his actions and intentions.

Each of the remaining four sections addresses one of the particular claims
made in the literature regarding MiloSevi¢'s actions and intentions. ~Section 2

explores whether the interviewees agree with the claim that it is Milosevi¢ who



was most responsible for the wars in ex-Yugoslavia. Section 3 focuses on the
claim that MiloSevi¢ planned the wars. Section 4 is concerned with the claim
that the crimes Serbian forces committed during the wars were planned and
premeditated, a claim that raises important questions both about the character
of the wars, and about MiloSevi¢’s level of control over the paramilitaries who
committed the worst crimes. Finally, section 5 deals with the claim that
MiloSevi¢ used violence to achieve his aims, by exploring interviewees’

opinions about what constituted MiloSevi¢’s biggest crimes.

As we shall see, there is a clear divide with respect to each of the above claims

between the Serbian interviewees and the national minority interviewees.

Section 1 — MiloSevié’s Policy Concerns

We saw in chapter 1 that central to the construction of MiloSevic¢ as a criminal
leader is the notion that he bears greatest responsibility for the wars in the
former Yugoslavia, and that he planned these wars in pursuit of a “Greater
Serbia”. Before we examine how the interviewees themselves assess
Milogevié's responsibility for the wars and the extent to which his policies
contributed to the wars, it is important to first provide the reader with some key

information about Milo$evi¢’s policies.

This section, therefore, will focus on two particular issues that concerned
Milosevic — (i) the position of Serbia and its autonomous provinces under the
1974 Yugoslav Constitution, and (ii) the position of Serbs living in Croatia and
Bosnia-Hercegovina. It is argued here that while MiloSevi¢'s concerns

regarding these issues were both legitimate and justified. his many dctractors in
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the West have chosen to overlook this. Thus, Milosevié’s acts of curtailing the
autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina, and of arming the Serbs in Croatia and
Bosnia-Hercegovina, are widely viewed as aggressive acts. In this way. the

image of MiloSevi¢ as a criminal leader is reinforced.

(i) Serbia and the position of its Autonomous Provinces
A new Yugoslav Constitution was promulgated on 21 February 1974. Under
this Constitution, “If all the republics were sovereign states, representing their
complete territory, it was clear that Serbia did not possess that attribute™ (Pesi¢,
2000, p.31). This is because Serbia alone had autonomous provinces — Kosovo
and Vojvodina - within her borders. These autonomous provinces, moreover,
were equal to the republics in everything but name. What this meant was that,
...Serbia, according to the provisions of the 1974 Constitution, had
within her political borders two political entities that, for all practical
purposes, had political equality and full representation in the federal
bodies. This considerably weakened the position of Serbia both within
its own boundaries and in negotiations at the federal level (Crnobrnja,
1996, p.94).
For example, laws approved in Serbia had to be confirmed in the provincial
parliaments, but legislation passed in the latter did not go to the Serbian
parliament for approval.l In the judicial system, the court of appeal beyond the
Supreme Court of Kosovo (or Vojvodina) was not the Supreme Court of
Serbia, but that of the Yugoslav Federation. Thus, the provinces could block

Serbia’s passage of laws for the entire territory, yet Serbia could not block the

laws of its own autonomous provinces, even though they were nominally part

''A parallel can be drawn here with the so-called “West Lothian Question™. This ref;rs to a
question posed by Tam Dalyell, MP for the Scottish constituency'of \\'Ees.t Lothian, during the
debate over Scottish devolution in the 1970s. If power over Scottish affairs was devolve@ ta
Scottish Parliament, how could it be right, Dalyell asked, that Scottish MPS at \}'es}mmnstcr
could vote on issues affecting England, while English MPs could not vote on Scotuish issues.
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of the Serbian republic. As Spencer notes, “...there are few other countries in

the world in which the third tier of government is so powerful” (Spencer, 2000.

p-13).

In short, Serbia’s position under the 1974 Constitution meant that ~40 per cent

of the population who were of non-Serbian nationality made decisions about
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‘narrower Serbia’” (that is to say, Serbia without the autonomous provinces)

(Pesi¢, 2000, p.31).

This was clearly a very unsatisfactory situation, and one that MiloSevi¢ — upon
coming to power — sought to rectify, by amending Serbia’s own Constitution.
According to the new Serbian Constitution, “The territory of the Republic of
Serbia is a single whole, no part of which may be alienated™ (Article 4 of the
Constitution of the Republic of Serbia, 1990). Under this Constitution, Kosovo
and Vojvodina were still autonomous, but they were strictly units of territorial
autonomy, without state functions (Article 6 of the Constitution of the Republic

of Serbia, 1990).

From the perspective of Milo3evi¢, and indeed of many Serbs, it was necessary
to reduce the autonomy of the two provinces. in order for Serbia to attain a
position analogous to that of the other republics in the Yugoslav Federation.
Milosevié¢'s many critics, however, have chosen to see something far more
ominous in these constitutional changes. namely an aggressive assertion of

Serbia’s authority that heralded the start of Milosevi¢'s drive for a “Greater

Serbia™.
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It is interesting to note that while much is made in Western literature of the fact
that MiloSevi¢ curtailed the autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina, far less
attention is paid to the actions of his counterpart in Croatia, Franjo Tudjman.
vis-a-vis the Serbian population in Croatia. To cite Hayden, —...rather than
reassure the Serbs of Croatia, the HDZ government [of Franjo Tudjman]
embarked on courses on action that could not have been more alienating to the

Serbs of Croatia had they been intended as such” (Hayden, 2000, p.69).

For example, Croatia’s new Constitution, promulgated on 22 December 1990,
relegated the Serbs to the status of a minority. According to this Constitution,
The Republic of Croatia is hereby established as the national state of the
Croatian nation and a state of members of other nations and minorities
who are its citizens: Serbs, Muslims, Slovenes, Czechs, Slovaks, Italians,
Hungarians, Jews and others (Radan, 2002, p.175).
Furthermore, under Tudjman, an official document called a Domovina (a form
providing proof of Croatian origin) was introduced, and this became an
instrument of differentiation between Croats and non-Croats when it came to
jobs and privileges. Such details, however, are scarcely mentioned in much of
the Western literature on the former Yugoslavia.

(ii) The Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina and the Right to Self-
Determination

According to the 1981 census, 1,958,000 Serbs (or 24% of all Serbs) lived
outside the territory of the Socialist Republic of Serbia (Cohen, 1998, p.139).
In Croatia, Serbs accounted for 12.2% of the population, and in Bosnia-
Hercegovina Serbs made up 31.4% of the population. When Croatia and

Bosnia-Hercegovina seceded from Yugoslavia, by invoking their right to sclf-
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determination, this raised the fundamental question of whether the Serbs in

these two former Yugoslav republics also had a right to self-determination.

According to Hannum,

Perhaps no contemporary norm of international law has been so
vigorously promoted or widely accepted as the right of all peoples to
self-determination. Yet the meaning and content of that right remain as
vague and imprecise as when they were enunciated by President
Woodrow Wilson and others at Versailles (Hannum, 1996, p.27).
As Radan points out, “The critical question for self-determination relates to the
meaning of ‘peoples’” (Radan, 2002, p.4). In the case of the break-up of
Yugoslavia, however, the meaning of “people” was heavily contested. While
the seceding republics claimed that “people” was to be understood in a
territorial sense, the Serbs “maintained that the right to self-determination

belonged to ethnic nations, encompassing, in particular, Serbs in Croatia and

Bosnia-Hercegovina” (Dimitrijevi¢, 1995, p.59).

Unhelpfully, the 1974 Constitution was very vague on the question of self-
determination. It essentially fudged the issue, instead of clarifying it. To cite
Dimitrijevi¢, “...it remained unclear whether the subjects of this right were
ethnic nations, as opposed to peoples in the sense of inhabitants of a state or

territory...” (Dimitrijevi¢, 1995, p.58).

Article 5 of the Constitution stated that, “The frontiers of the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia may not be altered without the consent of all the
Republics and Autonomous Provinces” (Constitution of the SFRY, 1974).
However. Article 3 of the Constitution vested sovereignty not in the republics.

but in the people - “The Socialist Republics are states based on the sovercignty
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of the people...” (Constitution of the SFRY, 1974).  Furthermore, in its
preamble, the Constitution referred to .. .the right of every nation to self-
determination, including the right to secession.. " (Constitution of the SFRY'.
1974). Thus, it can be argued that the preamble to the 1974 Constitution
“recognized a right of secession not to the Federate Republics, but to the

constituent peoples, without in any case regulating it™ (Bernardini. 2005).

According to the traditional rules of legal interpretation, however, *...the
provisions of preambles are not binding but rather are to be used as aids in
interpretation, while those of the operative articles are legally binding”
(Hayden, 2000, p.71). This distinction was important with respect to the issue
of whether the republics of Yugoslavia possessed a right under the Federal

Constitution to secede.

While the constitutional position was far from clear, the seceding republics
justified their secession from Yugoslavia on the basis of the right to self-
determination.” On 20 February 1991, for example the Slovenian Assembly
passed a resolution by which Slovenia disassociated itself from Yugoslavia.
This disassociation, as opposed to secession, was justified ~on the basis of the
permanent and inalienable rights of self-determination of the Slovene nation,

which is one of the basic principles of international law” (Radan, 2002. p.172).

2 Hudson emphasizes that the Croatian and Slovene declarations of- indepenfience, ip 1991,
were illegal under international law, because the international frontiers of Y ugo'sla\'la were
recognized under the Final Act at Helsinki, in 1975. This stated that changes to Yugoslavia N
frontiers could not be made without “the consent of the governments and peoples concerned

(Hudson, 2003, p.86).



On 11 January 1992, in its Opinion 2, the Badinter Commission® gave its
answer to the key question of whether the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina themselves had a right to self-determination.” Opinion 2 dealt
with the Serbs of Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina as a minority and, as such.
held that they did not have a right to self-determination. Yet, as Radan argues,
The Serbs had the same constitutional status under the 1974 Constitution
of the SFRY as did the Croats and the Bosnian Muslims, namely that of
constituent nations...It follows that as Croats, Bosnian Muslims and
Serbs were constituent nations within the SFRY, one could not
discriminate between their rights to self-determination. If the Croats and
Bosnian Muslims of Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, in the exercise of
their right to self-determination, had the right to their own states at the
expense of the borders of the SFRY, then logically the Serbs of Croatia
and Bosnia-Hercegovina, in the exercise of their right to self-
determination, had the same right at the expense of the borders of Croatia
and Bosnia-Hercegovina (Radan, 2002, p.219).
Furthermore, if the Serbs did not have a right to self-determination because
they were a minority, “How could the borders of the SFRY have been changed
by the exercise of the right to self-determination by groups forming sections of
the SFRY’s population?” After all, “These groups were minorities in the
context of the SFRY in that none of them was the largest national group within

that state, just as the Serbs were not the largest group in either Croatia or

Bosnia-Hercegovina” (Radan, 2002, p.217).

3 The Badinter Commission was set up by the European Community in 1991. Composed of the
presidents of the constitutional courts of five EC countries, the Commissign’s role' was to
consider legal questions arising from the break-up of Yugoslavia, including the issue of
recognition. .

4 On 21 December 1990, Serbs in the Knin region of Croatia proclaimed the formation of a
Serb Autonomous District of Krajina (SAD Krajina). Two further autonomous districts - of
Slavonija, Baranja and Western Srem, and of Western Slavonija — were formed soon g.fter.‘ On
28 February 1991, SAD Krajina passed a resolution on the disasgoc1at19n of SAD Krajina trmp
Croatia, justified on the basis of “the internationally recognised right of pegple to selt-
determination”. Similarly, in Bosnia-Hercegovina, the Republika Srpska proclaimed its own
Constitution on 28 February 1992, the preamble of which stated that ‘the .Serb Republic was
based upon “the inalienable and unassignable natural right of the Serbian people to sclf-

determination” (Radan, 2002, p.189).
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Just as MiloSevi¢ had sought to make Serbia constitutionally equal to the other
Yugoslav republics, by limiting the autonomy of the two autonomous
provinces, so he and the SPS maintained that the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina had the same right to self-determination as the Croats, Slovenes.
Bosnian Muslims, and Macedonians. To cite Obradovié,
With the collapse of the SFRY, the SPS emphasized that the same right
of a people to self-determination according to which the Slovenes.
Bosnian Muslims and Macedonians had decided to break away from
Yugoslavia, allowed the Serbian people, on the territory where they
constituted a majority, to decide to remain within the common Yugoslav
state (Obradovi¢, 2000, p.434).
The fact that MiloSevi¢ was simply insisting on equal rights for the Serbs
outside Serbia was frequently overlooked. Instead, after Croatia’s secession
from Yugoslavia, MiloSevi¢’s “subsequent insistence, after the secession
occurred, on the right to self-determination for Serbs in their ethnic territory,
was wrongly interpreted as a bid to create a Greater Serbia” (Mihailovi¢ and

Kresti¢, 1995, p.81). That so many Western authors, as we saw in chapter 1,

maintain that Miloevi¢ was seeking to create a “Greater Serbia”, supports this.

To conclude this section, it is argued here that the construction of MiloSevic as
a criminal leader misrepresents his actions and intentions. The following four
sections will examine how the interviewees assess Milo3evi¢’s actions and
intentions, and whether and to what extent they support the main claims that

Western literature makes with respect to Milogevi¢'s actions and intentions. as

set out in chapterl.
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Section 2 — MiloSevi¢ Was Most Responsible for the Wars

At the outset, it 1s important to emphasize that the question all interviewees
were asked was, “Who do you consider was most responsible for the wars in
the former Yugoslavia?” They were not asked who was most responsible for

- 5 o . : _
specific wars.” In giving their answers, the interviewees similarly did not

distinguish between different wars.

(i) The Opinions of the Serbian Interviewees

The Western, liberal view that MiloSevi¢ was most responsible for the wars in

the former Yugoslavia is one that few of the Serbian interviewees share. Some

of them argue that while MiloSevi¢ was responsible for the wars, he was no

more responsible than any of the other leaders in Yugoslavia. According to

one female refugee from Croatia, for example,
...I think that you cannot divide MiloSevi¢'s responsibility from that of
the other presidents. If you talked only about his responsibility for the
wars on the territory of ex-Yugoslavia, and only about him, you would
have only one side of the story. That is the problem. And if you are
talking about the responsibility of all of them, then it enables you to have
a whole picture (S).

The majority, however, do not regard MiloSevi¢ as being most responsible for

the wars. Instead, they identify two particular culprits — political elites in the

former Yugoslavia and/or the international community. Since the opinions of

the national minority interviewees are very different, they will be treated

separately at the end of this section.

5 Slovenia was the first former Yugoslav republic to descend into war. The war started on 27
June 1991, two days after Slovenia had declared her independence, and lastgd just ten days.
Next it was the turn of Croatia, whose bloody war ended in early 1992, following an agreement
between Serbs and Croats negotiated by Cyrus Vance, the US Secretary of State. Qn 6 Apnl
1993, war began in Bosnia-Hercegovina. It was brought to an end w.ith the signing ot.th‘e
Dayton Accords, on 21 November 1995. The final war took place 1n I'\osm'o. N;\.lOns
seventy-eight day bombing campaign, referred to by many Serbs as “the NATO aggression-,
started on 24 March 1999.



(a) The Responsibility of Politicians in All Former Yugoslav Republics

There is a widespread belief among the Serbian interviewees that political
elites throughout the former Yugoslavia bear the greatest responsibility for the
country’s demise and descent into bloody war. According to one female
Kosovo Serb interviewee in GraCanica, for example, “Yugoslavia could have
been more like Czechoslovakia, but the politicians in the various republics
decided to have a war. It was ‘funny’ to see them shaking hands while people

were killing each other in the streets” (ALD).

These politicians are seen as caring only about their own power. A male
interviewee from Cacak, for example, argues that, “The reason for the break-up
of Yugoslavia was the ambition of politicians in every Yugoslav republic.
They all tried to gain as much power as possible” (L). For her part, a female
refugee from Croatia maintains that, “The aim of all politicians was the same —
to divide people. When you divide the people, then of course you can rule over

them until the end — for as long as you like” (S).

Such views are in keeping with the results of research by Argument, conducted
between 12 and 19 February 2001, on a representative sample of 910 adult
citizens of Serbia. As in the present research, the respondents were asked who
was most responsible for the wars in the former Yugoslavia, and 75% of them

answered political leaders. The international community was identified as the

second main culprit (Gredelj, 2001, p.248).



This emphasis on the responsibility of politicians and political leaders is in
keeping with the top-down, elite-centred approaches that characterize so much
of Western literature on the break-up of Yugoslavia. Such approaches are
problematic. They focus on a very small group of actors and can thus become
over-simplistic and reductionist. Stone, for example, argues that, “Close study
of the political maneuvrings of the elite may conceal rather than illuminate the
profounder workings of the social process” (Stone, 1971, p.62). This narrow
focus, moreover, means that the view from below is often neglected. The
masses are portrayed as naive and gullible. To cite Ivanovi¢, “Some consider
the public to be like empty land — an uncultivated field where just about

anything can be sown” (Ivanovi¢, 1999, p.92).

It 1s, therefore, somewhat paradoxical that so many interviewees implicitly
support this heavy focus on elites. This may attest to feelings of powerlessness
and insignificance, to be discussed more in chapter 7. However, it may also be
a convenient way for them to avoid the painful task of self-scrutiny and self-

reflection.

(b) The Responsibility of the International Community
A prevalent belief among the Serbian interviewees is that the West was

involved in, and indeed wanted, the break-up of Yugoslavia. According to one

male interviewee in Belgrade,

If you analyze the standpoints of European countries, you can see that tl'1e
breakdown of Yugoslavia was wanted. They didn't want such 4 big
country... It's much easier to control smaller countries than bigger
countries. Imagine having to control Yugoslavia as a wholc. rather than
having to control Slovenia and Croatia separately (SC).
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Another male interviewee in Belgrade, and a Milogevi¢ supporter, adopts a
similar line of argument. He maintains that, “Yugoslavia was a very developed
country, but some political circles in Europe wanted to break the links between

Yugoslav people”. Intelligence services, he claims, had an interest in making

Yugoslavia a smaller country (DB).

For one female interviewee in Belgrade, the problem was less Yugoslavia's
size than her socialist orientation. The interviewee argues that, “Yugoslavia
belonged to the bloc of Socialist countries. All socialist countries had to be

knocked down. And it was the turn of Yugoslavia” (MM).

If the international community is widely seen as being most to blame for the
wars in ex-Yugoslavia, one particular country is consistently deemed to be
especially responsible — Germany.® According to a male interviewee in Cacak,
for example, “Foreign countries — above all Germany, but also Great Britain
and France — helped to bring about war in former Yugoslavia™ (V). A male
interviewee, and MiloSevi¢ supporter, in Belgrade similarly highlights
Germany’s role, arguing that, “...the so-called international community — in
the first place Germany, Austria and the Vatican — is mainly guilty for war

starting” (DB).7

8 Germany, an ally of Croatia during WWII, strongly pushed for the recognition of Slovenia
and Croatia, who had declared their independence on 25 June 1991 and 26 June 1991
respectively. For example, on 24 August 1991. the German Ministry issued a statement saying
that if the bloodshed continued unabated, Bonn would “seriously re-exammej’ the question ot
extending recognition to Slovenia and Croatia within their existing fro'ntiers' (Tanner, 2001.
p.254). On 15 January 1992, the EC recognized Slovenia and Croath qs.lndePenfietlt states.

7 Various Western commentators similarly emphasize the responsibility of Western powers.
Thomas, for example, argues that, “The dissolution of Yugoslavia had much to do‘wnh the
political intrusions of the Western powers. especially Gemlany andA the Umted" States. u.1
support of their favoured ethnic groups and to advance their own policy agendas™ (Thomas.

2003, p4).
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Such views are echoed by some of the elite interviewees. Dr Oskar Kovaé. for
example, from the Economics Faculty of the University of Belgrade. maintains
that, even after the war in Slovenia, the descent into further wars could have
been stopped, “But at that point, the Germans twisted the hands of the French

and the British, and then the European Union decided that they wanted to

disintegrate Yugoslavia once and for all”.®

For his part, Vladislav Jovanovié, a former Foreign Minister of Serbia and later

of the FRY, refers to Germany, together with Austria and the Vatican, as

“revanchist forces” with a policy of animosity towards Yugoslavia as a

common state;9 and Professor Mihailo Markovi¢'®, a former vice-president of

the SPS, claims that,
Germany desired to correct the history of the First and Second World
Wars. That’s why Genscher, the foreign minister, so strongly supported
Croatia and Slovenia — Germany’s natural allies. And Genscher went out
of his way to ensure that Croatian and Slovenian sovereignty would be
accepted by the European Community, against the recommendations of
the Badinter Commission.""

(c) The Responsibility of Milosevi¢

In response to the question of who was most responsible for the wars in ex-

Yugoslavia, only a small 