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Abstract

Civil disobedience has become the most effective tool in numerous liberation movements. In my home country of Serbia, a new non-violent movement was developed: Otpor. Student movement was established in October 1998, as a genuine democratic youth movement.  Since the success of Otpor many have ignored several underlying and intriguing questions pertaining to the movement. Firstly, why did Otpor get support from foreign countries, especially the United States? Secondly, after Otpor succeeded in overthrowing the dictator Milosevic, its influence and members seemed to magically disappear: What happened to Otpor?  This paper seeks to answer these questions by reading newspaper accounts in English and Serbian, conducting interviews with former Otpor activists, and by using secondary academic accounts of the overthrow of the Milosevic regime.  It is hoped that unraveling these questions will lead to a better understanding of the democratic transition in Serbia. Finally, it will offer critical interpretation of US foreign policy towards Serbia.
Social Conditions in the Republic of Serbia at the end of 20th century
In order to better understand the rise and fall of Otpor, this paper will first discuss the social conditions in the Republic of Serbia, including Slobodan Milosevic and his regime. It is impossible to understand the rise and fall of Otpor without first understanding the rise and fall of Milosevic. 

Slobodan Milosevic and the One Party State

It is important to remember that Slobodan Milosevic (1941–2006) was a very popular leader.  It was only after a series of events that he lost this popularity.  Today, few people want to talk about this. Slobodan Milosevic was born in the Serbian city of Pozarevac during the Nazi occupation. According to Goran M, author of the numerous articles for International Marxism Tendency, “Milosevic was just a baby at the time that the heroic Partisan movement attracted the most progressive youth of all the Balkan nations and carried out a socialist revolution.”
 Milosevic joined the Yugoslav Communist party in his high school days and he started his business career in the company “Tehnogas” right after he graduated from the University of Belgrade's Law faculty in 1964. He entered the Serbian communist party with more responsibility and power than a regular member, under patronage of the more experience Serbian politician, Ivan Stambolic.  In 1986 Milosevic became the General Secretary of the Serbian Communist Party. According to Goran M. “in those days Milosevic was just another unrecognisable grey suit within the party apparatus, a cautious bureaucrat who repeated the official Titoist line of “brotherhood and unity” like a parrot and was even seen as a fighter against the growing nationalism within the Serbian part.”
 
Stamblic send Milosevic to do jobs that Stamblic did not want to do. He sent Milosevic to Kosmet, southern province in Serbia, as an anti-nationalist functionary to calm down growing ethnic tensions between Serbs and Albanians.
 During his meeting with the local Kosovo leaders on March 24, 1987, Serbian workers wanted to enter the building and to speak directly with the representative from Belgrade. Workers clashed with the Albanian local police. Milosevic went out to talk to the workers, and he claimed: “No one has the right to beat you!”
 The nationalist wing of the bureaucracy in Serbia exploited this event.  It was constantly shown on national television and suddenly “Milosevic sided with the nationalist wing of the Serbian party and became its leader.”

Milosevic gained considerable support from Serbian citizens at the beginning of the 1990s. However, after ten years in power, citizens’ support significantly decreased and the slogan- “Save Serbia and Kill yourself, Slobo!”
 could be heard throughout Serbia. The message sounds strong, but it was the actual feeling of the majority in Serbia. If you were in Serbia at the end of 90s, you would easily conclude that the majority thought Serbia could make any progress under president Milosevic. 

How is it possible that Milosevic enjoyed such overwhelming popular support for years? When trying to answer this question, it is good to keep in mind what was happening on the international level. The Cold War was coming to an end in the late 80s. The communist regime in Eastern Germany had collapsed, as well as in the Soviet Union; revolutions in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and other Eastern countries followed each other. Almost all communist regimes were changed. Capitalism and democracy were intensively implemented in the East European countries; however, Serbia became an authoritarian socialistic country. Milosevic was popular in the context of global insecurity as the Soviet system came crashing down.  Serbs turned to Milosevic because he was able to most convincingly offer security to Serbs who felt insecure at the time.

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) faced its own problems after the death of President Josip Broz Tito (1892-1980). The question became who should become Tito’s successor. Who can hold Yugoslavia together?  Ethnic divisions and conflicts already grew up significantly. These conflicts erupted in a series of ethnic wars in Bosnia and Herzegovina between 1991 and 1995. Bosnia and Herzegovina was the most ethnically mixed republic of former Yugoslavia. According to the 1991 census, the population consisted of Muslims (43.7%), Serbs (31.4%), and Croats (17.3%).
 The political goal of the Bosnian Serbs and Bosnia Croats, backed by Serbia and Croatia, were ‘ethnic cleansing’. This phenomenon has been defined by the UN commission of Experts as “rendering an area ethnically homogenous by using force of intermediation to remove from a given area persons from another ethnic or religious group.”
 Since conflicts in Kosmet in 1987, Milosevic was presenting himself as the national defender, and when this first of the Yugoslav wars in Bosnia and Herzegovina started, it provided Milosevic a second opportunity to present Serbs as the victims, and himself as someone who will defend them from their “enemies”.
 Milosevic created a myth that Serbs are a holy nation. “They are against us” was the most efficient way to present the things and get the support for the citizens. His story actually worked in his favor. According to Milosevic “They” were: Albanians, Croats, Slovenes, Muslim Bosnians, Western countries. In other words, Serbs were alone in the struggle with the sole exception of our “brother” Russians who continued to support all Serbs. 
Serbs started to strongly believe in the Milosevic’s myth. They believed he would defend Serbs from the “evil” Western and neighboring countries that hated the Serbs, and wanted to conquer Serbia. People in Serbia gave him significant support in the 1990 presidential elections. There were 32 candidates who had run for President, but Milosevic won the greatest support (65. 34% of citizens voted for him.)
 Slobodan Milosevic became the President of the Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia (1990-1997).
Once Milosevic gained on power, his main concern became how to permanently stay in power. He became an expert at manipulating the public sphere and taking control of everything. For example, workers throughout Serbia protested against corrupt governing structures at the beginning of 90s. It made a perfect chance for Milosevic to gain workers’ support because he responded to their needs by implementing, so called, “anti-bureaucratic revolution”. What he actually did was purging of existing state apparatus, and centralizing power in Belgrade; even the People's Army of Yugoslavia was put under the control of Belgrade. It was the way to cumulate the power in his hands.
 

Milosevic slowly took over control of the media. When he came to power Serbia had several media houses. He left some media channels relatively free, but he gained control over major ones. He targeted Politika, publisher of the most important daily news. Milosevic took it over and expanded into television and radio broadcasting, and spread nationalistic propaganda throughout the country.
 Milosevic’s next target was Radio and Television Serbia (RTS). In July 1991, a new law gave the Government power to choose its director general and governing board. Radio Belgrade and Tanjug were then under Milosevic’s control. According to the report, by the International Media Fund (1995), “Tanjug became a poison running through the veins of the country, so venomous was its propaganda stream.”
 The public information law and the Serbian Law on Radio-Television (1991) allowed the government to control frequency allocation and it always gave licences to the “friends” of the regime.
 
The media was a very important tool to control public opinion, and to secure citizens’ support. However, Milosevic was slowly losing support (in the presidential elections in 1992 he won 53. 24%
 of the votes, which is around 10% less comparing to results from 1990). He was taking more media outlets under his control, but in 1996/1997 a big change happened. Local elections took place in 1996, and the Socialistic Party of Serbia (SPS) lost these elections, but it did not want to accept the results. Therefore, students started demonstrations against the cheating regime all over Serbia. This was the moment when the population realized that the media was not reporting anything on protests that everyone had an opportunity to see. According to reports “free media became one of the predominant slogans on signs carried by demonstrators, who regularly threw eggs at the Politika and RTS buildings.”
 In 1997, the US started to support and financially help independent media in Serbia, which became of a great importance when Otpor started to struggle against the regime.
The war in the southern Serbian province, Kosmet, erupted again in 1998. This time it caused disaster for the whole country of Serbia because NATO started bombing the Republic of Serbia, accusing Serbia of ethnically cleansing the Albanians in Kosmet. People all over Serbia were protesting against NATO. It helped Milosevic to consolidate his power in the short term. The regime’s effort to take advantage of the bombing and increase its authority soon backfired. Many people in Serbia became angry and frustrated about the regime for leading Serbia into another conflict, poverty and isolation. 
People wanted change! The only question for the democratic activists was how to push into action the population that was for more than a decade repressed, and especially considering that oppositional political leaders had always failed to mobilize significant support. 

Establishment of the non-violent social movement Otpor (‘Resistance’)


One very small group of enthusiastic students believed in change, and hoped for a better future for Serbia and for themselves. It is not just that they believed, they were ready to “fight” for their ideals. Students created Otpor and “declared the clenched fist to be their symbol because it represented their will to go all the way to the final victory. The fist itself was conceived as the symbol of the individual initiative.”
 The only way for Serbia to build a better future was to put the energy of every single individual together.

“The idea was to deprive the regime of the fear that had become its greatest weapon and thereby withdraw the consent of Serbia’s governed.”
 Students did not have traditional weapons, but their disobedience, was powerful enough to eventually overthrow the regime.  It is a common opinion that the one who has the weapons is powerful, and the one who does not, it is not powerful. There are plenty of historical examples of wars which were won by the ones who had the best weapons. However, if we consider the concept of massive civil disobedience, we will see that many conflicts were won without weapons and the use of violent force. 
Nonviolent techniques of protest, such as marches and the graffiti on the streets, were seen as the only way to revive Serbia with demonstrations of individual courage. Students began a massive recruiting campaign. They immediately created a network of offices outside the capital, Belgrade. Just spreading the idea in the little towns of Serbia made people’s discontent grow rapidly. Students’ networks became significant, because opposit political parties often mistreated the importance of establishing offices and canvassing support outside of the capital, Belgrade. 

The regime reacted immediately. Many of the Otpor activists were arrested in the first few weeks. The police were cruel and abusive to the nonviolent demonstrators, many of them young students. It helped to enlarge Otpor’s ranks. Otpor was transformed from a student-led organization into a popular movement that claimed more than 70,000 activists.
 It included retired people, parents, representatives of political parties, civil activists from many of Serbia’s nongovernmental organizations, and independent media. Even judges, who owed their positions to the government, risked being faired to join the campaign.

 
Otpor and Non-Violent Theory and Practice

It is common to talk about or to hear about the “nonviolent overthrow” of Milosevic. What do we mean about the nonviolence? Where did, or how did Otpor, learn about the nonviolence? How indigenous was nonviolence to the movement? Given that the writings of Gene Sharp are mentioned in several sources, it makes sense to begin with Sharp’s conception of nonviolence.

Gene Sharp has been called “the Clausewitz of nonviolent warfare.”
 He founded the Albert Einstein Institution in 1983 to promote research, policy studies, and education on the strategic uses of his particular brand of nonviolence, which he calls “nonviolent struggle” in the face of dictatorship, war, genocide, and oppression. His books, “The politics of Nonviolent Action” and “From Dictatorship to Democracy: A Conceptual Framework for Liberation”, became very important sources of strategy for Otpor.

Gene Sharp considers the possibilities of overthrowing the dictator through violence, coup, elections, and foreign help. Dictatorial regimes are usually oppressive. Therefore, people who react to the brutalities, tortures, killings and disappearances often think that violence is the only way to bring down a dictatorship. When oppressed people try to fight against a dictator with whatever military capacity they possess, according to Sharp, “by placing confidence in violent means, one has chosen the very type of struggle with which the oppressors nearly always have superiority.”
 
Historical experiences showed Sharp that coups are not a good idea either, because new cliques usually become more ambitious and brutal than the old one. Elections cannot be considered as the real option of significant political change. Some dictatorial regimes seem to be democratic, but elections are actually just rigidly controlled plebiscites. According to Sharp, dictators would never allow elections that can remove them from thrones.
 People could also choose to wait for foreign help, if they feel hopeless and not powerful enough to make any change. They could wait for a long time, but no one can guarantee them that foreign saviors will come ever. Even if a foreign country decides to intervene, it probably should not be trusted. Gene Sharp made an argument that “a foreign country could act against a dictatorship only to gain its own economic, political, or military control.”

However, dictatorships are not without weaknesses. The most important thing for the dictator to remain in power is to have assistance and support of the people he rules. Dictators need to have authority or- “the belief among the people that the regime is legitimate, and that they have a moral duty to obey.”
 President Milosevic was losing his authority from day to day, but still it was hard to overthrow his regime. 


Gene Sharp argues that a nonviolent struggle is the best way to defeat the authoritarian regimes and strategic planning is the most important component in that struggle. According to him, there are about two hundred specific methods of nonviolent action, and those methods can be classified under three broad categories: protest and persuasion, noncooperation, and intervention. The first category includes: demonstrations, parades, marches and vigils. Noncooperation considers: social noncooperation, economic noncooperation, which includes boycott and strike, and political noncooperation. Nonviolent intervention can be achieved by physical, social, economic, or political means, such as the fast or nonviolent occupation.
 

A list of 198 nonviolent methods was later used by the Otpor leaders. It was incorporated in the broader strategy. Not all of these methods were appropriate for the political context in the Republic of Serbia, but some of the methods were carefully used against the regime. 
Otpor activity and network

 Otpor was the key factor in the struggle against the regime. It was the most important actor for making the network of the activists and supporters, and for coordinating all the activities within the country. The main task for Otpor was: to gather the public together and to act against the regime. The unity and loyalty to the nonviolent ways of struggle were seen as the keys to success. As Niccolo Machiaveli said earlier, “the prince [or the authoritarian leader in our case] who has the public as a whole for his enemy can never make himself secure; and the grater his cruelty, the weaker does his regime become.”


The messages that the activists have spread were communicable, easy to attach to, and stated: to resist means to take responsibility for one’s own life and future.
 Otpor activists were giving personal examples of what it looks like to oppose the regime. They were very often beaten up and arrested by the Milosevic regime. Despite arrests and oppression, Otpor became much more than the spontaneous students’ organization. At its first Congress, in the Belgrade Youth Center in Belgrade in February 1999, Otpor became a populist, all inclusive movement. According to Anthony Oberschall, “social movements are large-scale, collective efforts to bring about changes that bear on the lives on many.”
 That means that Otpor became a real social movement. They made an alliance with democratic parties, non-governmental organization, independent media, and well-known public figures that wanted to support them. They were willing to accept anyone who was against president Milosevic, which is why the spectrum of their supporters became really wide.
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The ground base of the Otpor is one that is very diverse and has made it very potent and far reaching, but the government has failed to take the note of its reach. By the time the Government realized this, it had become too late to stop the movement. Otpor made branches all over the country and it had coordinated actions. While Otpor’s leadership structure was hierarchical in the sense that there was a “central office” in Belgrade, local branches were allowed to plan their own actions that were appropriate for the local surrounding. 
Every town where Otpor was strong had departments for marketing, finance, press, and volunteers. Otpor made a great network within Serbia. As presented in the picture above (Otpor Playmakers), the network included: students, labor unions, academic community, oppositional political parties and non-governmental organizations, and the military (the military eventually chose to stay at the oppositional side, but that will be explained in more detail below when I discuss the 5th October 2000).  Otpor also developed cooperation with the actors from the abroad. Otpor leaders were conscious that without substantial help from abroad it would not be possible to make any serious changes and challenges to the regime. 
How was ’Otpor’ financed?

The question about the financial donations to Otpor is very important. Otpor activists usually agree that it would not be possible to bring down a dictator without financial help from abroad. Although Otpor verbally promoted transparency, there remains considerable debate over the financial help that they received from abroad. The question remains to be answered: “how was Otpor financed?” Why was there no transparency when it came to this question; and what were the consequences?  


According to Gene Sharp, the main force of any struggle must be born from inside the country itself. To the degree that international assistance comes at all, it will be stimulated by the internal struggle.
 In the case of Serbia, power did come from within the country. Otpor, as the student organization, was the domestic actor. Students started struggle against the regime, and any kind of foreign help was provided when they just started to confront Milosevic regime. 
Some of the former members state that they did not have any financial resources, except their parents who gave them some money. However, after the NATO intervention in Serbia was over, Otpor intensified its campaign, and all the activities they did required a lot of money. Otpor started printing thousands of fliers, distributing thousands of the Otpor T-shirts, spray-paint for painting the Otpor sign on the walls of public places, members opened their central office in Belgrade, and got computers. Apparently, there were plenty of Gene Sharp’s books on nonviolence printed in Serbia. Former Otpor members went to seminars on theories of nonviolence across the country. Yet, it was not transparent who had financed all of these activities. 

 As Nenadic & Belcevic argue in their article on Otpor, former members of Otpor rightly perceived that without substantial help from abroad it would not be possible to make any serious challenge for the regime. Thus, Otpor had developed the network with the foreign governmental and non-governmental organizations which provide them all the necessary help. While it is understandable that Otpor members denied any links with governments of Western Europe and the US in the period of democratic change, it is not clear why they did not “confess their sin” after the democratic change and revolution on October 5th.
  People in Serbia felt great animosity toward the countries of Western Europe and the US, because NATO military intervention in Serbia was still fresh in their memory. Therefore, Otpor decided not to go publicly with the information about their contacts with Western countries. They claimed that Serbian diaspora from all over the world financially helped them, and they emphasized the Greek government to be their closest ally.
 It was Greece because the Serbian population had always thought of Greeks as their friends and Greek government was seen as always willing to help Serbia.

For the sake of their own security and for the reasons of the movement, information about Otpor’s financing and donations was a well-kept secret.
 This issue came to the public debate, especially after the 5th October, and it led to the very aggressive campaign against Otpor. It was not hard to make an argument against Otpor. One of the things that Otpor stressed the most in their agenda was transparency, but they were the first who were not transparent to the public. By keeping the mystery on how movement found money, Otpor activists gave strong evidence to those who claimed that Otpor was lead by foreigners and their interests. Even after the great success in October of 2000, Otpor members refused talking about sources of their income as well as they denied other forms of help they received in the past. 

Training for the civil resistance was one of the very controversial issues that was not talked about enough, or not at all. The public in Serbia deserved to know more about those training. It sounds weird when you hear that thousands of dollars were spent for the seminars and trainings, mostly by the US government. The following article proves that Otpor did receive significant amount of money from the US agencies. 

“It has been 15 years since CIA began using nonviolence to overthrow inflexible governments without provoking international indignation. Gene Sharp’s theory on nonviolence as a political weapon helped NATO and then CIA to train the leaders of the soft overthrows. When CIA realized how useful could the Albert Einstein Institution be, the Institution became part of an expansionist strategy. It also provided ideology and technique to Otpor.  Colonel Helvey, retired U.S Army, was sent by the International Republican Institute to teach seminars in nonviolent strategies for the Otpor students. Money was not a problem to overthrow Europe’s last communist government. The person in charge of commanding the operation was agent Paul B. McCarthy, who stayed in Serbia until Milosevic’s resignation in October 2000. Otpor was a recipient of substantial funds from U.S. government affiliated organizations such as the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), International Republican Institute (IRI), and US Agency for International Development (USAID). It was stated later that Otpor received the majority of US$3 million spent by NED in Serbia from September 1998 until October 2000. USAID spent around US$25 million for the bringing down Milosevic. It stayed unclear how much money went directly to Otpor, but it is sure that several hundred thousand dollars were given directly to Otpor for demonstration-support materials, like T-shirt and stickers. Daniel Calingaert, an official with IRI, said Otpor received US$1.8 million that his institute spent in the country throughout 2000.”

The next logical question that comes after is why someone would spend so much money if there is no any interest expected? It will be explain later that the US actually had an interest in helping the Serbian nonviolent movement to overthrow the authoritarian regime. 
Government’s response
Milosevic and his allies were very careful with students and the protests which students used to organize against the regime. Still, the Milosevic regime was always able to control and eventually defeat demonstrations that occurred. After regime had realized that Otpor differs from the previous movements (it was well organized and their strength and influence were rapidly growing), Otpor became very strong. The regime decided to strike back.  The system tried to frighten those who were active or supported Otpor. The police used different tactics against activists: “arrests, the carrying out of informative conversations, picture taking and finger printing, the opening of criminal record, beating up and other kind of repressions.”

The most serious and aggressive action against Otpor activists were taken in Pozarevac, which was the birth place of Milosevic and his wife and strong base of the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS). Three men were brutally beaten by Milosevic’s son and his gang, because they were publicly supporting Otpor. After this incident, repression towards the movement became even more brutal. The regime and the media, which was under Milosevic’s control, presented Otpor members as traitors paid by NATO. They were also portrayed as CIA agents and fascists. Eventually, regime called them terrorists and decided to finally defeat Otpor and make it fade away.

The government’s response was crystal clear: “Anyone who tries to present Otpor as a student organization, and a political party, is mistaken. Otpor is a neo-fascist organization, in the tradition of the red brigades, and this country will use the same means used by other states, when faced to terrorism of such proportions.”
 
Otpor always tried to respond with humor: “We are here reporting from in front of the Nis Police Station, and here is an example of a terrorist, on the border of Serbia and Montenegro. The terrorist is about six feet tall, and he is wearing a T-shirt of a terrorist organization Otpor. He is wearing eye glasses, which means he reads a lot. It is dangerous to read a lot in this country, so beware.”
 
5th October 2000
On September 24th, 2000 the presidential election were held in Serbia. The candidates were Doctor Vojislav Kostunica (Democratic Party of Serbia), Slobodan Milosevic (Socialistic Party of Serbia), Vojislav Mihailovic (Serbian Renewal Movement), Tomislav Nikolic (Serbian Radical Party) and Miodrag Vodojkovic (Affirmative Party). 71. 5% of the citizens voted and Doctor Vojislav Kostunica won the majority (50. 24%), comparing with 37. 15% of the valid votes for Slobodan Milosevic.
 There was no second run because one of the candidates won more than 50% of the votes. Doctor Vojislav Kostunica became the new president of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, but Slobodan Milosevic did not want to accept the results. All political parties accepted the victory of Vojislav Kostunica and the Democratic Opposition of Serbia (which was coalitions of democratically oriented political parties), except from the Socialistic Party of Serbia and Slobodan Milosevic. He had intention to hide the results. Opposition had expected such a behavior by Slobodan Milosevic, but people were ready to oppose Milosevic until he stepped down. Workers were organizing strikes and they were protesting on the streets, but the biggest demonstrations were planned for the 5th October.

People throughout Serbia were called to come and join demonstrations on the 5th. It was expecting more than a million people to come in Belgrade. Many people came with their children, and many young people came without their parents to the capital to support demonstration. There were people from all generations in the mass that gathered in front of the National Parliament. Conflicts between police and citizens lasted for hours. The police were throwing tear gas into the mass, but people were just going back and forth but never escaping without coming back. People took the Bulldozer and started to go in direction of the Radio and Television Serbia’ (RTS) building. The police was shooting at Bulldozer, numerous citizens were wounded, but demonstrators took over the state television building. Demonstrators came to the National Parliament with the same Bulldozer and came into the Parliament as well. Fire occurred in the Parliament and one girl died by accident during demonstration.
The atmosphere on the streets of Belgrade was pictured with following words: “Suffer of the refuges, pain of the war victims, degradation of intellectuals, poverty, years of the social injustice and that was cumulated at the one single place on that day. The fear was melting and you could feel decisiveness in the air. All Serbia was in Belgrade. People understood each other just by looking at each other. He lost! He already went in history. Just He did not realize that.”
 
  It is very interesting to analyze the behavior of the Army during the 5th October. According to Zoran Djindjic’ statement in Serbian magazine Vreme: “Although general Parisic and Obradovic (oppositional leaders) have tried, we have not managed to find out what was the real mood in the Army, not even a few days before October 5th.”
 General Momcilo Perisic explained his decision to become a politician with the following words: “Yugoslav Army is not the Army of the rolling party. It is the institution of the state that protects interests of citizens and father-land… This is why I decided to become politically active- to prevent the abuse of Army.”
 Many shared believe that military is with people, but situation was uncertain and tense. Magazine Vreme records that Zoran Djindjic also said: “At midnight we found out the forty-five commanders of police brigades, people who had thousands of policemen under control, were informed by Vlajko Stojiljkovic [Minister of Interior] that the next day [5th October] force would be used. Not just firearms, but explosive too, in order to prevent convoys from coming to Belgrade. And that Milosevic gave order to prevent Government at any cost. This was all stopped at the very top of the chain of command by some generals, and we were in contact with them that night. We did not believe them fully, but we made the strategy based on this information, nevertheless.”

Ivan Marovic, one of the former Otpor members, was drafted into the Army on September 9th, two weeks before presidential elections. Marovic explained that by the end of the day on October 5th all of the officers in his unit had disappeared. In the evening soldiers were debating what to do. Some of them said that they should drop the weapons and go to Belgrade to join the protest, and other argued that they should keep their weapons and join the protest. The next morning the officers announced that the new government came to power and that the Army should stay out of politics. According to Marovic, one of the officers approached him, shook his hand and said: “Congratulations, you won!”
 Marovic said that in that moment he discovered that “Milosevic was finished.”
 The Army had significant rule in the October revolution. When they cancelled obedience to Milosevic and joined the people, people of Serbia won. Milosevic was sent to International Tribunal in Hague and new democratic epoch was about to start.   
What happened to Otpor after 5th October?

Otpor was a student movement, then it became a social movement, then it disappeared. Now, ten years after the October Revolution, there are a lot of debatable questions and possible answers about the disappearance of Otpor. The following paragraphs will strive to explain why Otpor disappeared? The most controversial issue within Serbia’s history is that Otpor not only led a country wide revolution but ultimately failed in its continuation.


The common idea that kept all Otpor’s members together was to overthrown the repressive, nondemocratic and dictatorial regime of Slobodan Milosevic. After the October revolution, when Otpor’s enemy stepped down and was sent to International Tribunal in Hague, Otpor faced dilemma. According to Nenadic and Belcevic, it was not easy to dictate the future of the movement. The obstacle was that different people had different images what is to be done in future. One of the proposed solutions was to end up the story about Otpor, because the movement finished the task that it was founded for. The second proposal was to transform Otpor into non-governmental organization to deal with cultural and educational reforms during the transitional period. One stream within the movement was for the reorganization of the movement into an exclusively student organization and numerous members argued that Otpor should become a political party.
 From all these streams, the one that was in favor to transform Otpor into the political party prevailed. 

Nenadic and Belcevic argue that this was the least desirable decision. During the transformation, many Otpor members who were members of other political parties were silently excluded. Otpor was officially registered as a political party in August of 2003. The election for Serbian Parliament was announced for the 23rd December 2003. Otpor entered the election race with unclear campaign, without political leader that voters could be indentified with and without strong a political message. It was unreasonable to believe that less than four months were enough for Otpor to be transformed into a serious political candidate. Results of the elections were defeating: Otpor got 1.76 percentage of support. It meant that Otpor did not get any seat in the Parliament.




Nenadic and Belcevic concluded that apathy because of election failure and bad financial .situation resulted in resignation of numerous Otpor members. Weak election results led to weak negotiation position for Otpor. In September 2004 Otpor announced integration into Democratic Party. This decision caused many members to quit politics. The majority stopped being politically active, some of the members joined other political parties and rest of them came back to NGO sector. 

It seemed that Otpor was the most important factor in bringing democracy to Serbia, but suddenly, after the overthrow of dictator, all further results were disappointing. One question that comes up when we are looking for the reasons of Otpor’s disappearance is the role of foreign aid. It has been concluded that the US with its Agencies gave significant financial support to Otpor to overthrow dictator Milosevic. If the US really cared about the implementation of democracy, why did they stop any further financial or logistical assistance to Otpor? No one likes to come up with this question, but if the US is so concerned with spreading democracy, why do they appear to be only staying for elections? 
The United States and Promotions of Democracy

According to Stephen Zunes “there have been elements of both the left and the right who have perpetuated a myth of American omnipotence, that the United States is somehow responsible for virtually all the good or evil in the world and that the millions of people who engage in political struggle, legitimate or otherwise, are simply pawns of great powers who have no role in their own destiny. Such myths in relation to what was Yugoslavia are still heard today. In reality, the U.S. role in the recent political history of Serbia, like the recent political history of the Balkans overall, is more complicated than it first appears.”
 
Serbia was accused by the US for war crimes against ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. Therefore the US decided to start 11-weeks NATO bombing campaign against Serbia. Innocent civilians within Serbia were killed every day and the most serious atrocities, such as the ethnic cleansing of Kosovar Albanians, took place after the bombing began. The United States and other Western powers could try harder with diplomatic options, because negotiations would likely have ended the repression without resorting to war by illegal military intervention.
 The biggest absurd was that the Clinton’s administration stated that “the U.S.-led NATO bombing campaign made possible Serbia's nonviolent democratic revolution a year-and-a-half later.”
 If the US were really concern to bring democratic change in Serbia, why did not they support or help a mass non-violent movement in Serbia in the winter of 1996-97. As said earlier, big demonstrations were organized throughout Serbia when Milosevic and his party lost local elections, but did not want to accept election results. The movement got no help or encouragement from any Western government. Exactly opposite; According to Zunus, “Richard Holbrooke, the Clinton administration's point man for the Balkans and architect for the Dayton Accords, was among those who pressured Clinton to back Milosevic as a stabilizing influence in the region. The Serbian government crushed the pro-democracy movement. Ironically, Holbrooke, who is now Obama's special emissary to Afghanistan and Pakistan, became one of the most virulent supporters of the war two years later.”
 
Zunus argues that, through both appeasement and war, the United States allowed Milosevic to remain in power far longer than he would have otherwise. Even Milosevic's successor, Vojislav Kostunica said that "the Americans assisted Milosevic not only when they supported him, but also when they attacked him.  In a way, Milosevic is an American creation.”
 However, no one can say that Otpor was an American creation. It emerged as a movement of students who had the ideal to bring democracy to Serbia. The US with its Agencies got involved by providing logistical and financial support to the movement, especially in 2000. Besides the US intension to bring pro-American and pro-Western oriented people in power after the overthrow of Milosevic, new problems came up. The Serbian government was dominated by more liberal parties after 2000, but relations between Serbia and the United States remained tense. This is particularly important because of the U.S. recognition of Kosovo's unilateral declaration of independence in February 2008. 
Some of the former Otpor members have criticized NED and similar groups as undermining pro-democracy struggles around the world, due to what they see as its political agenda on behalf of the U.S. government.
 Srdja Popovic and Ivan Marovic, former Otpor members, highlighted critics on behave of U.S. imperialism, repeatedly denouncing U.S military intervention in Serbia, Iraq, and Afghanistan, as well as U.S. support for armed rebel groups around the world.
Otpor did not sustain itself as an independent movement and this fact gives the right to the Serbian audience to come up with stories that Otpor was just one more creations of the US, which “died” after it fulfilled its task. Srdja Popovic, for example, was among the CANVAS (the Centre for Applied Nonviolent Action and Strategies) trainers for the pro-democracy movement in the Maldives prior to their struggle against the autocratic U.S.-backed regime of Mahmoud Gayoom. Still, scores of leftist websites have posted articles insisting that Popovic, Marovic, and other former members of Otpor were simply tools of the CIA, and that their subsequent work with human rights activists through CANVAS was part of a sinister Bush administration effort at "regime change."
 
It can be argued about the US role in political change in Serbia, but the US pressure on Serbia to complete its economic transition was more direct. According to Zunus, “Clinton and other NATO leaders were clear that a major goal in the war in 90s was ending what they saw as one of the last holdouts in Europe to the neo-liberal economic order. As a former banker, Milosevic had been backed by the West earlier in his political career as someone who could guide Yugoslavia in that direction, but it was clear by 1999 that he was unwilling to play by the West's rules … John Norris, who served as communications director for Clinton's Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott during the war, wrote, [It was Yugoslavia's resistance to the broader trends of political and economic reform — not the plight of the Kosovar Albanians — that best explains NATO's war]."

Conclusion
The most important accomplishment made by Otpor was to bring democracy to Serbia. But, when you successfully convince people that a certain idea is good and necessary for the progress of the society, it is not enough just to bring the change and disappear. The expectation was that Otpor will be a crucial factor in the period of political and economical transition in Serbia, which started in 2000 and continues until today. Many other non-violent social movements throughout the world, which brought changes to permanent political regimes, did not fail in their continuation. The Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, for example, were a non-violent movement in Argentina, which struggled with the regime to bring up justice and truth about their children who had disappeared during the military dictatorship (1976-1983). Besides all the success, this movement still has pending tasks which are along the lines with the principles of the movement. Otpor was not of such a kind. Otpor had so many pending tasks but it simply collapsed. The transition from the authoritarian regime to democracy is a long process. Former Otpor members seem sarcastic and dishonest when they say, ten years after the democratic revolution, that there is no more need for movement such Otpor was. My belief is that Otpor had obligation to continue struggling together with people who believed it is possible to build stable and develop society based on democratic principles. 
Serbia has democracy now, but it is questionable does people live better now and what is the level of democratic development in Serbia. What the picture of the media and civil society looks like? According to Aleksandar Jokic, “contrary to might have been expected in the aftermath of political change, the media in Serbia did not assume an objective stance… It should be emphasized that even under Milosevic the media for the most part had an anti-regime character; it took an active part in producing the atmosphere of protest and constituted an element of process that led to political change… Now we have a situation in Serbia where the former pro-regime media is in a kind of competition with the former anti-regime media in terms who would supply greater support for the current regime…we are witnessing a context in apologetic endeavors with a total silence of all criticism…The state of civil society is not any better…Serbian civil society is a network of nongovernmental organizations came into existence during Milosevic’s reign mostly due to the Western financial support. Civil society and the DOS (Democratic Opposition of Serbia) were allied in this respect, and since October 5, 2000, when the DOS assumed power, the demarcation line between the civil society and the state has almost completely disappeared.”
 Jokic A. concluded by following words: “Recalling the old saying that there is nothing new in the West, the conclusion here should be that there is nothing new in the East either. The likelihood that the current political leadership in Serbia can execute serious political, institutional, and economic reforms is very low, but the possibility that it will cause long-term, serious damage is unfortunately quite apparent.”
 Serbia has chosen the democratic way to develop but many pending tasks remain. Otpor would have been great actor to help in overcoming the problems that Serbia had faced with after the October 5th, but it had not been. Otpor accomplished great task to change the autocratic regime in Serbia, but it failed in its continuations. This is why a large amount of criticism toward Otpor will always be possible.
Appendix I  
Ivan Marovic was one of the establishers and activist in Otpor. The following is an interview with him that I conducted on February 14, 2010.
When did you become active in Otpor? 
I was active in Otpor since the beginning, even before Otpor officially came to existence, in October 1998. We held a lot of meetings during the summer of 1998, especially in September and October. During one of these meetings, no one remembers exactly which one, Otpor was established. 
What has exactly motivated you to become a member of Otpor? It is very interesting that Otpor establishers decided to use nonviolent methods of struggle against the regime. Can you please tell me a little bit about that? 
The majority of the Otpor establishers were already involved in the politics in a certain way. Few of the establishers were members of political parties, while others were participants of the Students’ Demonstrations in 1996/97. Nonviolent methods were used in the previous students’ demonstrations, so I would say that we inherited them. It never crossed our minds to use non violent demonstrations since the regime was much stronger.
	


What was your role in Otpor? 
I was in charge of the Press section. Later on, I was the president of Otpor, in the period of extensive meetings with DOS (Democratic Opposition of Serbia). That was between May and September 2000.
Can you please tell me, who financed Otpor? 
	


Yes, I can. At the beginning, we did not receive any financial help, besides our parents who gave us some money. We did not even have an office for a year. Six months before the overthrowing of the Milosevic’s regime, Otpor started a very important campaign. The goal of the campaign was to motivate the citizens to vote in the coming elections. Within that campaign, Otpor was financed by the European and North-American foundations.   
What happened to the Otpor leaders after the overthrowing of the Milosevic’s regime? Did they become part of the new Government? 

	


Not really; Srdja Popovic and Ivan Andric became members of Parliament, and that is all. However, Otpor was a very important social movement. Even today, many of the Otpor members are being elected for the politically important positions. Nenad Konstantinovic and Srdjan Milojevic were Otpor members and they are now representatives in the Parliament of the Republic of Serbia. 

How important was the support and the help from the US for the success of Otpor?
The US provided financial help to Otpor, which means that the US help was not crucial, but it was significant. Western countries helped a vast amount when it came to giving Serbia its media independence. Without independent media, it would be impossible for Otpor to communicate with the people. However, the direct contact with the citizens was the most important and Otpor members were the only one who could do that and that is how the Otpor activists deserve the biggest honors.
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