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This is not a conflict between the Republic of Serbia and the Republic of Croatia.
This is a conflict between the Croatian authorities and the Serbian people.
This is a kind of state terrorism against the Serbian population in Croatia.
Slobodan Milošević, Interview, Sky TV, 7 August 1991

Chapter VI: The Formation of the Republika Srpska Krajina (RSK) and the
Policy of Ethnic Separation in Croatia
The Croatia indictment alleged that Milošević participated in a Joint Criminal Enterprise (JCE)
that came into being sometime before 1 August 1991 and existed until at least June 1992, which
was organised for the purpose of forcibly removing the non-Serb population from one-third of
Croatian territory. As part of a common plan to create a Serb state, self-declared “Serbian
Autonomous Regions” (SAOs) were then established; and they were known collectively as the
Republika Srspka Krajina (RSK) after 19 December 1991. According to the indictment,
Milošević – President of the Republic of Serbia at the time – exercised considerable control over
other JCE participants and, through the PSFRY, over Yugoslav and Serb forces in Croatia. JNA
battalions, local and Serbian Territorial Defence units, local and Serbian police units, and
paramilitary detachments attacked and took control of Serb-claimed territories before creating a
climate of persecution that drove non-Serbs out. The indictment also alleged the murder of
hundreds of non-Serb civilians and the forcible transfer of at least 170,000, as well as the
imprisonment of thousands more in deplorable conditions. Further, Serbs were accused of
wantonly destroying public and private property, including religious and cultural symbols.551
The Prosecution argued that ethnic violence in Croatia had resulted from the Serb policy of
ethnic separation and the process of establishing the RSK, during which Serb forces engaged in
the commission of crimes against the non-Serb population living there. The Defence asserted that
the creation of the RSK was a legitimate right of Serb people who wanted to remain living in
Yugoslavia and did not want to live in a newly-independent Croatia, which they saw as seceding
from the Federation.
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Second Amended Indictment, 27 July 2004 (the Croatia Indictment).
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Milošević’s de jure position was different in each of the three indictment periods for which he
was charged; but in the period relevant to the Croatian indictment, Milošević was President of
the Republic of Serbia and had no direct political authority at the federal level. Yet, in order to
control the armed forces of the SFRY, he gained indirect power over the PSFRY, which was still
in charge of these forces in 1990 and 1991. Charges against Milošević for crimes allegedly
committed in Croatia were thus based on his de facto political power, exercised through a
number of proxies at various levels of government – members of the PSFRY, commanders of the
JNA who remained loyal to him, individuals in the Serbian Ministry of Internal Affairs, parastate special operations units, and Croatian Serb leaders.
Evidence on Milošević’s responsibility for the violence in Croatia, both de facto and de jure,
included transcripts from PSFRY sessions that were crucially important to understanding the
degree to which Milošević, as President of the Republic of Serbia, cooperated with PSFRY and
JNA leadership to establish the western borders of a Rump Yugoslavia through a policy of ethnic
separation.552 The role of Milošević as the de facto leader of all Serbs was revealed in telephone
intercepts between him, Radovan Karadžić, and other Serb politicians. These intercepts also
showed the extent of their joint planning and scheming, which undermined the SFRY at the same
time that Serbian authorities were claiming in public to be preserving it. This tendency by
Milošević and his associates to obscure their real goals as well as Serbia’s direct involvement in
planning and waging war was exposed in the courtroom, sometimes with significant impact
outside of it. For example, the Kula Camp Video – a recording of a 1997 award ceremony for
members of a Special Operations Unit that Milošević had gone through great trouble to conceal
the existence of – proved that Milošević had in fact created this para-state military outfit in 1991,
to operate in the other republics.

The Armed Rebellion of Serbs in Croatia in 1990
Serbian intellectual elites had expressed their concerns about the position of Serbs in Croatia in
the 1986 SANU Memorandum. In quite dramatic language, they wrote that, since the WWII-era
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It is important to stress that not all the PSFRY transcripts analysed in this chapter were tendered into evidence
due to the delayed procurement of some of them.
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Independent Croatian State (NDH), when the extremist Ustasha movement was in power, Serbs
in Croatia had never been as threatened as they were in the 1980s. They called for an immediate
solution and warned that if one was not found the consequences would be disastrous, not only for
Croatia but for Yugoslavia as well.553 It was four years later that the SPS announced its intention
to provide assistance to “Serbs outside of Serbia,” advocating the establishment of autonomous
provinces based on the expressed will of the population just two months before Kosovo and
Vojvodina were stripped of their autonomous status in the 1990 Serbian Constitution.554
Belgrade’s position regarding the status of Croatian Serbs was solidified when, after the multiparty elections held in Croatia in April and May 1990, the Croatian Democratic Union (Hrvatska
demokratska zajednica, or HDZ) – a nationalist party led by Franjo Tuđman – won and formed a
government. Inter-ethnic relations were strained by the ideological confusion of Tuđman’s postcommunist government, which alienated not only former Croatian communists but also Croatian
Serbs, who made up 12% of the Croatian population.555 During the election campaign in
February 1990, the HDZ distanced itself from the region’s communist past and, by uniting the
Croatian anti-communist opposition, opened its doors to Croatian political emigrants with
sympathies toward the Ustasha movement and the Ustasha-led Independent Croatian State of
WWII.556
It was understandable that the political revival of NDH symbolism alarmed the Croatian Serb
population; NDH leadership had conducted a policy of genocide against the Serb population
during the Second World War. Although Croatian Serb parties were represented in the Croatian
Parliament, the Sabor, the most successful of them – the Serb Democratic Party (Srpska
Demokratska Stranka, or SDS)557 – left the Sabor by July of 1990. Defence witness Marko
Atlagić, a former Croatian Serb politician, alleged that an anti-Serb atmosphere had been created
by the Croatian government.558 Atlagić testified that the government aimed to establish an
553

Mihailović and Krestić, Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, 130-133,
“Programme of the Socialist Party of Serbia from the first Congress.”
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The official 1991 census data for Croatia showed that 12.2% of its population was of Serb ethnic origin.
However, some Defence witnesses tended to inflate the figures, claiming that Serbs constituted 18 to 20% of the
Croatian population before the war. For example, see the testimony of Zoran Lilić (18 June 2003), 22691.
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Testimony of Marko Atlagić (15 February 2006), 48558.
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The Croatian SDS existed only from 1990 to 1995. However, the Bosnian SDS – also founded in 1990, by
Radovan Karadžić – remains a leading Serb political party in BiH.
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Testimony of Marko Atlagić (15 February 2006), 48558-48559.
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independent Croatia devoid of Serbs, and to illustrate his point, he referred to “purges” of Serbs
from sectors such as the police and Territorial Defence Units.559
Following the 1990 elections in Croatia, the top priority of Croatian Serbs from the Knin region
became their regional autonomy in the areas that they constituted a majority. The starting point
for the creation of the Serb Autonomous Region (Srpska autonomna oblast, or SAO) of Krajina,
with Knin as its administrative centre, was the Declaration of the Sovereignty and Autonomy of
Serbian people in Croatia, adopted by the Serbian Assembly on 25 July 1990.560 The Declaration
stipulated that Serbs from the Republic of Croatia were fully entitled to opt for a federal or
confederal system, either jointly with the Croatian nation or independently. It also declared that
the Serb National Council, a self-proclaimed assembly of Croatian Serbs, had the right to hold a
referendum on all issues relevant to the status of Serbs in Croatia and Yugoslavia, including
regarding the establishment of sovereignty and autonomy.561
The formation of this first SAO in Croatia came at the hands of Milan Babić, a dentist by
profession and a communist who, after the fall of communism, became active in the SDS. A onetime political ally of Milošević, Babić appeared as a Prosecution witness in 2002, offering a long
testimony that covered many important topics. What emerged was that, whatever the political
tensions between Croatian and Croatian Serb leaders, the latter preferred to resolve the Serb
question in Croatia via Belgrade. Babić himself had turned to Milošević for support and advice
in early August 1990, with complaints about the treatment of Serbs in the area around Knin.
When he tried to make an appointment, Babić was told that Milošević was enjoying his summer
holiday in the JNA compound at the Kupari sea resort near Dubrovnik, together with PSFRY
President Borisav Jović and General Veljko Kadijević, the Federal Minister of Defence and
Chief of Staff of the JNA. Milošević replied through an intermediary that Babić should request
an official meeting with Jović.562
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“The Declaration of the Sovereignty and Autonomy of Serbian People in Croatia,” 25 July 1990, Exhibit
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As suggested, Babić and a group of leaders from Knin met Jović on 13 August 1990 to discuss
the problems that faced the Serb community in Croatia since the new Croatian leadership had
come to power in May of that year. Jović promised to give them political support in his capacity
as the representative of Serbia to the PSFRY. He also conveyed to them that a law was being
prepared on the right of peoples to self-determination and advised Croatian Serb leaders to hold a
referendum.563 A referendum took place in the SAO of Krajina on 18 August 1990. The SAO
was comprised of eleven municipalities with predominantly Serb populations, and the
referendum invited Croatian Serbs to vote in favour of, or against, the declaration on autonomy
of the Serb people in that region.
Preparation for the August referendum included the arming of Croatian Serbs as leaders in Knin
worried that Croatian authorities may try to prevent the referendum by force. According to
Babić, the first supply of weapons came from the Bosnian Serbs.564 Demonstrations held in the
Knin area on 17 August 1990, one day before the referendum was scheduled, became known as
the “Log Revolution” – after the logs that were used to blockade roads – and were the start of a
longer-term rebellion by the Croatian Serbs. The Knin region was in the centre of Croatian
territory and barricades that made the whole area inaccessible effectively cut Croatia in two, with
the capital Zagreb in the north and the Adriatic coast in the south.
In court, Milošević denied having anything to do with the Log Revolution, noting that he was on
vacation in Dubrovnik when it took place and asserting that none of the Serbian leadership had
known about it.565 But Babić’s testimony painted a different picture. He explained that at the
time of the Log Revolution, negotiations with the Croatian government were led by Croatian
Serb leader Dr. Jovan Rašković, a psychiatrist turned politician who was the founding father of
the Croatian SDS.566 In the summer of 1990, Rašković conducted secret negotiations with
563

Ibid., (18 November 2002), 12921; (26 November 2002), 13608-13609; (2 December 2002), 13669; and (4
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Ibid., (18 November 2002), 12910.
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Trial Transcript (22 January 2004), 32324-32325. Milošević’s account was contrary to the accounts given by
Milan Babić and Borisav Jović in their courtroom testimonies.
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Jovan Rašković (1945-1992) was a psychiatrist and a member of the Serbian Academy of the Sciences and Arts
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Croatian Serb family that was well regarded in Croatia. He was also a former professor and political mentor of
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units. See: Testimony of Milan Babić (25 November 2002), 13478-13479; (26 November 2002), 13540 and 13557.
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Croatian President Franjo Tuđman, and when the talks and their contents became public,
Rašković was severely criticised by fellow SDS party colleagues who sought an altogether new
approach.567 Thus, the Log Revolution marked a strategic shift, and was the moment when
Croatian authorities and the rest of the SFRY realised that Serbs were prepared to achieve their
strategic objectives in Croatia by military means, and with support of the JNA.
Stjepan Mesić, who was the Croatian representative in the PSFRY at the time, testified as a
Prosecution witness that the Croatian government became aware of the position of the JNA when
it prevented Croatian police forces from dismantling the log barriers that were blocking vital
north-south transport routes.568 And the JNA was not the only federal institution that supported
the rebellion; the Federal and Serbian Ministries of Internal Affairs (MUP) also assisted the
Croatian Serbs, with support directed through individuals loyal to Milošević.569 Federal Minister
of Internal Affairs General Petar Gračanin, for instance, was appointed in 1989 after three
months of negotiations that delayed the formation of the federal government of Ante Marković
because Milošević would have no one but Gračanin in that position. His alliance with Milošević
was beyond dispute, even if, formally, Marković was his boss. It was Gračanin who boasted
before TV cameras that the Federal MUP had helped the Croatian Serbs erect barricades.570 The
violence in Croatia and the erection of the barricades were greeted with enthusiasm and
encouragement in the Serbian media, which depicted Milan Babić and Milan Martić as heroes
and launched them as leaders of the Croatian Serbs.571
On 17 August 1990, a state of war was proclaimed by the Croatian Serb authorities in Knin,
lasting until April 1992 and the arrival of UN peacekeepers. The referendum held a day later was
a curious exercise and hardly democratic. It allowed only Croatian citizens of Serb ethnicity to
vote, regardless of the fact that about 40% of the population on the territories in question was of
non-Serb origin and was mostly Croat.572 Not surprisingly, the results indicated an overwhelming
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majority in favour of the autonomy of Serbs in Croatia.573 After the referendum, the larger Knin
area was made inaccessible to non-Serb Croatians, becoming the first occupation by Serbs of
large parts of Croatian territory that would be conquered by force in the months that followed.
The actions of Croatian Serbs in the summer of 1990 represented the turning point at which a
political conflict became a military conflict – a fact that emerged from the personnel files of JNA
officers serving in Croatia at the time. One of these officers was ICTY indictee General Zdravko
Tolimir, who was first stationed in Croatia before he was deployed to BiH, where he was one of
the leading officers of the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojske Republike Srpske, or VRS).
Tolimir would become one of the closest associates of VRS commander General Ratko Mladić,
who was the commander of the JNA Corps of Knin at the time of the rebellion in Croatia.
Tolimir’s personnel file revealed that he received a double pension for war years, designated as
17 August 1990 to 14 December 1995, as stipulated in the Law on the Yugoslav Army, which
allowed double counting of pensionable service for members of the armed forces who took part
in armed activity during that period.574
Babić’s testimony offered a firsthand account of Milošević’s de facto control over both JNA and
Serb leaders outside of Serbia. Even more importantly, Babić testified that the Croatian Serbs,
genuinely alarmed by the extreme language of Croatia’s new power holders, had turned to
Belgrade for political patronage and protection. Eventually, Babić saw how Serbian leaders in
Belgrade had instrumentalised Serbs in the other republics for their own political goals; but at the
time, Serbs in Croatia and BiH considered the JNA to be their army.575 In a telephone
conversation in July 1991, Karadžić instructed a fellow Bosnian Serb that they must not form a
“Serb army” openly, but that the JNA would become the de facto Serb army in due course, since
no non-Serb conscripts would respond to the call to mobilise.576
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“A report on the referendum conducted among the Serbian people in the Republic of Croatia on the Serbian
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But it was not just JNA forces in Croatia that were receiving orders from Belgrade. The presence
of the Serbian MUP in Krajina was initiated by the establishment of the first training camp for
local police, founded in April 1991 in the village of Golubić, near Knin. The camp was run by
Serbian State Security (Državne bezbednosti, or DB) and was set up by DB official Franko
Simatović, an ethnic Croat who was sent by Milošević to Knin in response to Babić’s request for
a local police force. Babić recalled that the unit was known by several different names – the
Milicija, or the Special Police Unit, or the Territorial Defence Unit.577
On 29 May 1991, having failed to find a way forward with the Croatian government and in light
of unsuccessful inter-republic negotiations to reform Yugoslavia as a confederation, Croatian
Serbs – anticipating Croatia’s proclamation of independence – declared the establishment of the
SAO of Krajina, which they defined as an “autonomous political-territorial region” within the
SFRY.578 On that same day, a Decision was adopted to apply the legal regulations of the
Republic of Serbia in the SAO.579 This was the first step toward formation of the Republika
Srspka Krajina, which was an important pre-condition for plans conceived in Belgrade that saw
the solution to the Serb national question in a reduced Yugoslavia that would result from the
secession of Slovenia and the non-Serb parts of Croatia. Military conquests eventually led to the
official formation of the RSK on 19 December 1991, and two other SAOs were also formed that
year, in Western and Eastern Slavonia.

The Belgrade Initiative and the Partition of Croatia in 1991
Leadership from Serbia and Montenegro, and that of the Serbs in BiH, launched the Belgrade
Initiative in August 1991, immediately after Croatia’s proclamation of independence on 25 June
1991.580 Developed under Milošević’s political patronage, the Initiative was instead purported to
willful killing. He was the first Vice President of the ARK, formed in the summer and fall of 1991 and also known
as the SAO of Bosanska Krajina. Like the RSK in Croatia, it was created from joining a number of self-proclaimed
‘Serb regions’ in Bosnia. Banja Luka was its administrative capital.
577
Testimony of Milan Babić (20 November 2002), 13106, 13117-13121, 13064, and 13121-13123.
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“A decision on the proclamation of the Statute of the Serbian Autonomous Region of Krajina [as] the
Constitutional Law of the Serbian Autonomous Region of Krajina,” 29 May 1991, Exhibit P351.36a; “The
Constitutional Law of the Serbian Autonomous Region of Krajina,” 29 May 1991, Exhibit P351.37.1a.
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“The Law on Application of Legal Regulations of the Republic of Serbia in the Territory of the Serbian
Autonmous Region of Krajina,” 29 May 1991, Exhibit P351.43a.
580
The original title of the document is: Inicijativa za mirno i demokratsko rješenje i dodnošenje novog Ustava
Jugoslavije/ “Initiative for a Peaceful and Democratic Resolution of the Yugoslav Crisis and for Adoption of a New
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be a proposal of the Speakers of the Assemblies from the Republics of Serbia, Montenegro, and
BiH – the latter of which was Bosnian Serb Momčilo Krajišnik at the time.581 The earliest
evidence of the Belgrade Initiative came from an intercepted telephone conversation between
Milošević and Karadžić in August 1991, in which they referred to a meeting of the Speakers of
these Assemblies that was to take place in Belgrade, with the goal of declaring that people in
these republics wished to continue living in the existing Yugoslav state. In order to keep BiH on
their side, Milošević counted on the participation and support of Bosnian Serb representatives
and thus proposed that Krajišnik should attend the meeting.582
With Croatia’s independence and the Hague Peace Conference approaching, the common
political future of all Serbs from the former Yugoslav republics became a top priority for leaders
in Belgrade. In his opening speech at the Conference, in September 1991, Milošević said the
Belgrade Initiative had been offered as a political alternative for those republics choosing not to
secede, which could continue living together in a reduced Yugoslavia.583 Milošević and Karadžić
had discussed the Conference a couple of days before it opened, with Milošević expressing
dissatisfaction that Bosnian Alija Izetbegović favoured a loose federation along the lines
advocated by Prime Minister Ante Marković.584
On 22 October 1991, only four days after the Hague Conference failed, an article entitled “How
We Shall Redraw the Borders” appeared in Epoha magazine, published by Milošević’s SPS. The
article included several maps illustrating potential solutions for a Yugoslavia without Slovenia
and parts of Croatia.585 The most significant of these showed an ‘Optimal Western Border.’ The
map showed detailed territorial demarcations between Yugoslavia and Croatia and was important
Constitution of Yugoslavia.” The full text has been published in the book written by Branko Kostić, 1991 – da se ne
zaboravi/1991 – Not to be Forgotten, (Belgrade: Filip Višnjić, 1996), 422-423. The date of the Initiative is 12
August 1991.
581
Momčilo Krajišnik was tried at the ICTY for crimes committed in BiH in 1992. He was sentenced first to 27
years, but that was reduced to 20 years by an ICTY Appeals Chamber Judgement in March 2009.
582
The Belgrade Initiative was a major topic of conversation in the summer of 1991 and reflected on the common
plan. See: Intercept of Conversation between Slobodan Milošević and Radovan Karadžić, 7 August 1991, Exhibit
P613.27a; 4 September 1991, Exhibit P613.34; 13 September 1991, Exhibit P613.63a; 19 September 1991, Exhibit
P613.67a; and 20 December 1991, Exhibit P613.37a and Exhibit P613.60a.
583
“Draft of Treaty Provisions for the Convention,” 4 November 1991, Exhibit P780; and “Official report on
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Intercept of Conversation between Radovan Karadžić and Slobodan Milošević, 4 September 1991, Exhibit
P613.34.
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Jovan Ilić, “Kako ćemo se razgraničavati,” Epoha, 22 October 1991. For an English translation of the article, see:
“How We Will Draw New Borders,” in “Article from Epoha issue 1,” 22 October 1991, Exhibit P786a, 12-20.
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corroborating evidence that the war and violence in Croatia did not happen randomly but was
carefully planned in advance by Serb political leaders. The border areas identified on the map
were the very areas where mass atrocities against Croats were committed in 1991 and 1992.586
Further, the western borders of the proposed reduced Yugoslavia roughly matched the
Virovitica-Karlovac-Karlobag line, inextricably tied to Greater Serbia ideology since the
publication of Moljević’s “Homogeneous Serbia” pamphlet in 1941. Even the author of the
Epoha article, a demographer, recognised that this line was not a viable boundary because it
would require the inclusion of 1.5 million Croats in a “Third Yugoslavia” and he did not
envisage that Serb majority areas in Croatia could be ethnically cleansed of non-Serb
populations.”587 However, in the unfolding crisis, this was exactly what Serb ideologues and
politicians eventually sought to achieve. However, in the unfolding crisis, this was exactly what
Serb ideologues and politicians eventually sought to achieve.

Map 4: The ‘Optimal Western Border,’ from Epoha, 22 October 1991. See: Exhibit P786.
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Similarities between the 22 October Epoha map and Greater Serbia designs from the past now
seem obvious. Yet, the Prosecution discovered the link by chance, during the cross-examination
of Professor Smilja Avramov. Avramov, who appeared as the very first Defence witness, was
already 86 years old when she testified. An international law scholar, she had served as
Milošević’s advisor on issues related to international public law and was a member of an expert
working group during the Hague Peace Conference in 1991. She was shown the Epoha map in
court, and to the surprise of the Prosecution, mistook it for the London Treaty Map of 1915.588
When Avramov discovered that the map was in fact drawn in 1991, she refused to comment on
its validity as evidence of contemporary intentions, steadfastly asserting that it was a “projection
of the offer to Serbia in 1915 to give up Yugoslavia and to stay as the Kingdom of Serbia. This
was in…the London Treaty, which the allies offered to Serbia. So this was the basis for this
particular map.”589
The Prosecution reminded the judges of the 29 October 1991 telephone intercept, tendered into
evidence during the Prosecution part of the trial, in which Milošević and Karadžić had discussed
the possibility of reviving the Yugoslav state according to the London Treaty.590 In the phone
call, Karadžić had suggested reactivating discussions about the London Treaty and Milošević
had said he would make further inquiries, adding that he thought the London Treaty plans for
new Serbian borders had included Macedonia as well. In another telephone conversation a few
days later, they discussed the Treaty again. Karadžić asked if Milošević and Avramov had
considered the possibility of its revival, stressing that France and England had already signed it
in 1915.591
Although the intercepts did not indicate what final decision Serb leaders had made regarding
whether to revive the London Treaty in negotiations in The Hague, Milošević’s own evaluation
that the London Treaty and Greater Serbia ideology were linked helped reveal how the planning
process had been shaped by this association. Milošević had dealt himself with the topics of
Greater Serbia and the London Treaty in his Opening Statement, before the start of his Defence
588
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case in August 2004, and had framed these issues quite differently. He highlighted the London
Treaty as an example of how Serbia had in fact refused a Greater Serbia in favour of a common
South Slav state.592
When asked by the Prosecution about the London Treaty’s inclusion of BiH, Montenegro, and
Macedonia in a new Serbia, Defence Expert Witness Čedomir Popov asserted that this had been
a proposal of the Allied Powers. The Prosecution also inquired whether Popov thought that
contemporary discussions of Serb borders which roughly aligned with those in the London
Treaty revealed the influence or adoption of Greater Serbia ideology. Declining initially to
answer, Popov eventually confirmed that, yes, this would indeed have reflected that ideology.
But, apparently unaware of the intercepted telephone conversation in which Milošević and
Karadžić had discussed the London Treaty borders, Popov rejected the idea that any such plan
had existed among Serbian leaders, or among Serb people for that matter.593

The Reorganisation of the JNA, De facto Greater Serbia Borders, and the RAM Plan
The London Treaty Map of 1915, Moljević’s “Homogeneous Serbia” pamphlet of 1941, and the
22 October Epoha map all projected the demarcation between Serb territory and the rest of
Croatia as running roughly along the Virovitica-Karlovac-Karlobag line. Milošević never spoke
in public of a Greater Serbia or of the V-K-K line, but his strategy in response to Croatian
independence and attempts to redraw Croatia’s borders were consistent with these pre-existing
historical and political notions. And the creation of the RSK especially reflected the Greater
Serbia objective of establishing a Serb state within conceived ethnic borders. According to
former JNA General Imra Agotić, the JNA had actually sought to bring the whole of Croatia
under the control of a centralised SFRY in 1991; but when that proved impossible, the plan was
made to cut Croatian territory into two at the V-K-K line and retain most of the ‘Serb-designated
territories’ in a reduced Yugoslavia. Eventually, that plan also had to be modified to reflect more
realistic territorial objectives, according to which the JNA, along with Serb insurgents, would
take only those territories where Serbs were the predominant majority.594
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The goal of the JNA to sever Croatia along the V-K-K line was supported by changes that had
been made to the organisation of the Army several years earlier, as explained in the testimony of
protected Prosecution witness B-1493. Witness B-1493, a former JNA officer with firsthand
knowledge about JNA war planning, testified that the political and military leadership of the
SFRY had reorganised the structure of military districts in 1988. As a result, the Seventh Army,
which had covered the territory of BiH, and the Ninth Army, which had covered the territory of
Slovenia, were both disbanded. Instead, the First and Fifth Military Districts were formed, with
headquarters in Zagreb and Belgrade respectively. The new distribution of territories was such
that the First Military District – or more precisely its Novi Sad Corps – covered a huge territory
between the Drava and Sava rivers, right up to Virovitica.595
Witness B-1493 also confirmed the existence of the plan known as “RAM,” discussed by
Milošević and Karadžić in an intercepted telephone conversation in July 1991 in relation to the
mobilisation of troops from various TO units and JNA Army battalions.596 Although the
Prosecution investigated the origin of the plan, there was no concrete evidence of any official
text. The name RAM had first appeared in the media as early as 1991, but even the acronym has
never been definitively decoded, and while different authors have ascribed different meanings to
the name, none has been confirmed through documentary evidence.597 The existence of the plan
was systematically denied by Belgrade authorities and by the Defence. Still, Witness B-1493
testified that although he had never seen it in written form, he believed that the RAM plan
existed and that it was a part of the 1988 restructuring of the JNA.598
The existence of the RAM plan was first publicly revealed when intercepted telephone
conversations between Milošević and Karadžić were played at a meeting of federal government
representatives on 19 September 1991.599 Later, Prime Minister Ante Marković referred to those
intercepts, explaining that Milošević had given instructions regarding the JNA’s arming of
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Territorial Defence units in the Bosnian Krajina, the northwest part of which later became known
as the ARK, or the Autonomous Republic of Krajina.600
Ante Marković, appearing as Prosecution witness, recalled how he had been made aware of the
recordings:
Izetbegović informed me that they had intercepts of conversations between
Milošević and Karadžić from which it was evident that Serbian paramilitary units
in Bosnia and Herzegovina were being armed. I asked him to give me these
intercepts, and he sent them to me by his minister of the interior, who came to see
me in Belgrade and who played the tapes for me. There were several tapes. And
from these, I recognized Milošević's voice and Karadžić's voice. They were
discussing the organisation of armies, the arrival of helicopters, the arrival of a
colonel, a RAM programme which I was not aware of, I don't know what it was,
and of ammunitions which were to be taken from certain places and sent to certain
places…. I told the [Council] about it -- Admiral Brovet was there at the session,
and he denied this. He said it was impossible, he said this was a forgery, that the
army had nothing to do with this. But this was absolutely untrue, because I clearly
recognised the voices, and it was quite clear that they were discussing the
handover of weapons and the places where weapons could be acquired.601
Witness B-1493 testified about the concrete military implications of the 1988 reorganisation of
the JNA, known as the S2 Plan, and its connection with the RAM plan:
[I] recall a plan that was not called RAM but had roughly the same borders and
the same roles. Namely, in 1988, the political and military leadership of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia decided to disband the 9th army in Slovenia and
disband the 7th army in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and to form the 5th Military District
based in Zagreb and the 1st Military District based in Belgrade. The 1st military
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district has borders exactly along the line that Greater Serbia was interested
in…that is, along the lines Virovitica-Karlobag.602
Explaining to judges the similarities between the S2 and RAM plans, Witness B-1493 cited the
area of responsibility assigned to the 1st Military District – the Belgrade district – in the S2 plan,
which coincided fully with the RAM plan, and said that deployment strategies for units of the
District were also exactly the same in both plans.603
Milošević attempted to minimise the testimony of Witness B-1493 by calling the information he
presented “common knowledge,” and denied the existence of the RAM plan as well as any
connection between the 1988 JNA reorganisation and Greater Serbia designs. But Witness B1493 insisted that there were clear links. The 7th Army, with its headquarters in Sarajevo, had
been disbanded and integrated into the 1st Military District in Belgrade, which operated within
the boundaries of an imagined Greater Serbia.604 The Prosecution later cross-examined General
Geza Farkaš, an ethnic Hungarian who remained loyal to Milošević throughout his active
military career and beyond, on the reorganisation of JNA territorial distribution prior to the war.
He corroborated that the newly formed First Military District had covered the central part of the
country, including parts of Serbia, Kosovo, BiH, and Croatia, with its western borders stretching
from the Virovitica area all the way to the sea via Karlobag.605
In Milošević’s cross-examinations of witnesses on the topic of the RAM plan, he insisted that the
plan had not existed and he asserted more than once that the word “RAM” had been used as a
code to indicate the need to use encrypted language.606 In an exchange between he and Bosnian
Croat politician Stjepan Kljuić, Kljuić responded to Milošević’s denial of the plan by saying he
had actually heard Milošević and Karadžić discussing it. Milošević tried to move quickly past
the topic, saying “whether you heard me talking about that or something else, let’s leave that
alone.” But Kljuić spoke up, addressing the judges: “Your Honours, may I clarify and make
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matters simpler? The army was supposed to take the lines, take up positions along the lines to
which Belgrade had territorial pretensions...”607
The Defence narrative – that Milošević had never worked to achieve a Greater Serbia – dictated
that he not only deny the RAM plan, but it’s purported aims; and he told the court that Kljuić
knew “full well” that Belgrade never had “any territorial pretensions whatsoever.” But if “RAM”
was really the code word he claimed it was, the Prosecution was puzzled about why Milošević
and Karadžić had not switched into encrypted language after the word was mentioned in the
midst of their discussion of the arming of Bosnian Serbs by the JNA.
JNA plans and strategies, no matter what they were called, were also described in detail in My
View of the Break-up: An Army Without a State, written by General Veljko Kadijević – the
SFRY Minister of Defence in its last years – in which he revealed that the strategic objectives of
the JNA had indeed overlapped with those of Serb nationalist leaders in 1991 and early 1992.608
According to Kadijević, the basic aims of JNA deployment were first to defeat the Croatian
Army to a degree that that would enable “full coordination with Serb insurgents in the Serbian
Krajina [and] completion of the pull-out from Slovenia of remaining JNA forces,” and second, to
achieve:
...a total air and sea blockade of Croatia...[and] the liberation of Serb regions in
Croatia and JNA garrisons deep inside Croatian territory. To this end, cut Croatia
along the following lines: Gradiška-Virovitica; Bihać-Karlovac-Zagreb; KninZadar; Mostar-Split. The strongest group of armoured-motorised forces would
liberate Eastern Slavonia and move quickly westward, linking up with forces in
Western Slavonia and proceeding on to Zagreb and Varaždin, i.e. toward the
Slovene frontier. At the same time, strong forces from the Herceg Novi-Trebinje
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region would be used to block Dubrovnik from land and break into the Neretva
Valley, thus linking up operations with forces working the Mostar-Split line.609
This strategy was confirmed by other witnesses, for both the Prosecution and the Defence.
General Nojko Marinović, a Prosecution witness and former JNA Deputy Commander of the
Trebinje Brigade, walked over to the Croatian side in 1991 and became Commander of the
Croatian armed forces defending Dubrovnik. He testified that when he was still stationed in
Trebinje – a town in Eastern Herzegovina not far from the Croatian border and the Dubrovnik
area – the JNA formed an Operational Group for Southeast Herzegovina consisting of land, air,
and marine brigades and regiments from Herzegovina and Montenegro. These forces had the
joint task of launching an attack along several axes, using all available resources to reach the
Neretva River as soon as possible and connect up with the 10th Brigade from Mostar. From
Herzegovina, they would continue to advance across Croatian territory in the direction of the
Croatian town of Sinj, where they would link up with the Knin Corps. The plan was to reach the
Neretva valley in seven days and advance from there in two weeks to Sinj, from where they
would, depending on other developments, proceed to the V-K-K line.610
Dubrovnik, like Vukovar, was attacked for geostrategic reasons and not because of ethnic
territorial entitlement. In fact, only approximately 7% of the population in the entire Dubrovnik
area were Serbs and they did not need protection.611 But Dubrovnik was desired in a reduced
Yugoslavia and the prospects of establishing a provisional government there were discussed
between Serb leaders as early as October 1991.612 Then, in November, Karadžić referred to “the
further cleansing” of Dubrovnik in a conversation with Božidar Vučurević, a local Serb leader
from Eastern Herzegovina.613 Karadžić, already thinking ahead about territories that would be
Bosnian Serb, was interested in acquiring the Croatian harbour of Ploče, south of Dubrovnik,
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which he realised could only be achieved by force since the populations in Ploče and Dubrovnik
were both overwhelmingly Croat.614
In court, the siege of Dubrovnik was tied to Greater Serbia designs by a number of Prosecution
witnesses. The first Croatian Minister of Defence, Petar Kriste, testified that Serbs had wanted to
centralise Yugoslavia but, in case they did not succeed, sought to push the borders of Serbia
westward so that all Serbs would be living in a single state. Kriste understood that the border was
to correspond, by and large, to the Virovitica-Karlovac-Karlobag line in the west and to the
Dubrovnik area in the east.615 Pero Poljanić, the wartime mayor of Dubrovnik, described the
siege of Dubrovnik as part of the plan to draw a new border to Karlobag in the west, and said
that the southern border of a Greater Serbia was to include the Croatian coastal towns of
Dubrovnik, Split, Šibenik, and Zadar.616
From the perspective of the attacking Serb forces, the robust defence of Dubrovnik was
unexpected. General Marinović explained that the JNA had expected to be able to walk right into
the city, facing no resistance, because it was a demilitarised area. But under Marinović’s
leadership, the citizens of Dubrovnik joined together to resist JNA forces, and the international
community reacted strongly to images of JNA shelling of the Old Town, thwarting the JNA’s
plans and causing a change in their military strategy.617
Defence witness General Božidar Delić, a former JNA and VJ officer with a war career that
spanned the battlefields of Dubrovnik, BiH, and Kosovo, denied the existence of any strategic
plans for Dubrovnik and asserted that the JNA could have taken the city in one day if it had
really wanted to.618 When asked by the Prosecution to react to General Marinović’s claim that
the JNA’s ultimate plan was to take territory up to the V-K-K line, General Delić maintained that
the Army’s only interest was to preserve the integrity of Yugoslavia, and that this coincided with
the interests of Serbs who were scattered over several SFRY republics and preferred to remain
together in a single state.619 Some time after General Delić, former RSK Minister of Foreign
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Affairs Slobodan Jarčević also testified for the Defence, repeating the same argument as if
rehearsed. Jarčević did concede that many politicians had been in favour of taking Dubrovnik at
the time of the siege; however he claimed that this was because “from the earliest times,” it had
been a “Serbian town.”620

The Distinction between Greater Serbia and “All Serbs in a Single State”
The Prosecution argued that in order to understand Milošević’s motivation in pursuit of his
political goals, the court would need to be able to distinguish between the historical concept of a
Greater Serbia – from Garašanin to Moljević – and the version of it that was advocated by
Milošević in the 1990s.621 In the Prosecution’s view, the concept of a Greater Serbia was
expressed under Milošević’s leadership through the rhetoric of “All Serbs in a Single State,” and
there was in fact little variation between the two concepts or between their practical goals; they
were simply two different expressions of Serbian state ideology as it had developed over time to
accommodate changing political and military circumstances. Milošević’s attempts to ensure that
all Serbs who lived in the former Yugoslavia could continue living on ‘Serb-designated
territories’ in a single state led the Prosecution to qualify his political plan as a design for a “de
facto Greater Serbia.”622
When Milošević called extreme-right Serbian politician Vojislav Šešelj – who surrendered to the
ICTY in 2003 and is still awaiting a judgement for charges of crimes against humanity – as a
Defence witness, the Prosecution had the unique opportunity to revisit the topic of Greater Serbia
ideology with a man who has openly and proudly espoused it.623 Indeed, Šešelj had claimed
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exclusive use of the term Greater Serbia for his Serbian Radical Party (SRS) and he testified that
the western borders of such a state were designated to run along the Virovitica-Karlovac-OgulinKarlobag line. Šešelj added Ogulin, a small Croatian town between Karlovac and Karlobag,
making the curve of the border run even more westerly than the V-K-K line. When asked if the
border of the Republika Srpska Krajina corresponded to the Greater Serbia border, Šešelj replied
that it was not quite identical but that the two were quite similar. He identified a key difference
as the lack of inclusion of the territory of Central Slavonia in the RSK, which he viewed as part
of a Greater Serbia.624
In an interview given to the German weekly Der Spiegel in 1991, Šešelj revealed his ambitions
to expand Serbia to the V-K-K line, saying:
I would mobilise all Serbs, amputate Croatia in a quick war, and then inform the
international community about the new Serbian borders… Aside from the
provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo, the republics of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Macedonia and Montenegro should be attached to Serbia, as well as the territories
in Croatia which are inhabited by Serbs, with the border along the KarlobagKarlovac-Virovitica line.625
Šešelj’s testimony in 2005 indicated that his wartime views on Greater Serbia had not changed,
nor his ideas of how to achieve it. Testifying that his political party had advocated the
elimination of Croatia in 1991, he blamed the Serbian government and the international
community for their inability to establish the western borders of Greater Serbia, stating that the
then Serbian government had failed to do so because it had allowed Western powers to
intervene.626
At that time, I said that if we lose Serb territories, the Serb Krajina, it will never be
Serb again. I said that by way of a warning. Although we have lost that temporarily
and the Serb Krajina is under Croatian occupation nowadays, I'm convinced that
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someday it will be Serb again and that we are going to liberate all of Serb Krajina
from Croatian occupation. We will try to do it by peaceful means, but…627
Despite the lost wars in the 1990s, in the courtroom, Šešelj still adhered to notion that the
Virovitica-Karlovac-Ogulin-Karlobag line was a territorial aim, insisting that it should become
the Serbian state border yet.628 He also claimed that an overwhelming majority of today’s Croats
are Serb Catholics and that Muslims from BiH are Serb Muslims. He used a combination of
ethnic and linguistic criteria to define the Serb identity, claiming that all South Slavs who speak
a Shtokavian dialect are ethnically Serb, regardless of their religion.629
Šešelj rejected any suggestion that his notion of Greater Serbia had any influence over – or link
to – an alleged Serbian Joint Criminal Enterprise, and he insisted that Milošević was his
ideological opponent. To illustrate this point, Šešelj said that he was the only Serbian politician
who had not favoured preservation of the Federation when faced with Slovenian independence,
and that he was happy to let them go because he did not think of the Slovenes as Serbs “in
disguise” as he thought of the Croat Catholics and Bosnian Muslims:
All these people that are mentioned here as members, participants in the joint
criminal enterprise, were against the secession of Slovenia. I was the only one who
was in favour of the secession of Slovenia, if the Slovenes wanted. I had made
several public appearances on Slovene TV supporting them. But I was against the
secession of Croatia because I knew that...[we] were one and the same people.
Even those who are not real authentic Serbs in those three districts have been
through intermarriage integrated. If you look at Serbs, Muslims, Catholics, and
Croats, you cannot find any difference between us except for religion.630
While Šešelj was ideologically driven to nationalism, the Prosecution asserted that the evidence
revealed that Milošević had come to nationalism by more pragmatic means.631 Milošević replied
that the Prosecutor’s presentation was inconsistent. He told the court, “I did not organise these
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three separatist movements in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo in order to create a Yugoslavia in
which all Serbs could live in one state when Yugoslavia [had already existed] for 70 years.”632
Yet, the Prosecution had already presented telephone intercepts which revealed that Milošević’s
position on the independence of Slovenia had overlapped with Šešelj’s. On 17 June 1991, just a
week before the declarations of independence of Slovenia and Croatia, Karadžić and Milošević
had discussed Ante Marković’s proposal to use the JNA to prevent both republics from seceding.
Milošević was not prepared to let Croatia go before the issue of its borders was settled. Still,
referring to the potential secessions, and thus the disintegration of the SFRY, Milošević told
Karadžić that things were going “exactly the way we planned it.”633 The intercepted conversation
indicated that Milošević and Karadžić favoured disintegration but did not want to be seen as the
parties responsible for it, determined instead to ascribe the blame for Yugoslavia’s dissolution to
the leaders of Slovenia and Croatia.634
In another intercepted conversation one week later, Milošević and Karadžić expressed caution
about discussing their political tactics. They agreed to avoid advocating openly for the
unification of all Serb territories, aware that it could trigger negative reactions from the outside
world; and instead decided that their purported goal must be the preservation of a common
Yugoslav state. That was a particular point of contention for Karadžić, who criticised the
approach of the Croatian Serb leadership in the referendum they held on the political future of
Serb-claimed territories. Voters had been asked whether or not they wanted “to join with Serbia”
and Karadžić was displeased with the formulation, saying the question should have been cast as
whether or not “to stay in Yugoslavia.” He was concerned that the referendum would appear to
be an attempt to create a Greater Serbia – a goal which he said they should work secretly to
achieve, but which should not be said aloud.635
Defence Expert Witness Popov dismissed Šešelj as an agitator who attempted to win over as
many voters as possible with his extravagant, extremist rhetoric.636 But the Prosecution saw the
rocky political relationship between Milošević and Šešelj as one that had strategically served
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Milošević. Whenever it had been politically expedient, Milošević had given Šešelj access to the
media; and in times of political cooperation, Šešelj’s extreme views helped Milošević attract far
right voters who preferred Šešelj’s blunt nationalistic rhetoric to Milošević’s studied and
controlled public discourse. Many extreme nationalist voters were also anti-communist and
therefore sceptical of Milošević’s sincerity in pursuing nationalist goals, which support from
Šešelj helped mitigate.637 Though Šešelj did shift his support to Milošević at times, he reacted
fiercely when Milošević appeared to give up on the creation of a Serb state, as happened in
August 1994 after Milošević threatened to abandon the RS leadership.638 Still, they continued
cooperating at the state level and in 1999, during the Kosovo indictment period, Šešelj was a
Deputy Prime Minister of Serbia.
Milan Babić, who had firsthand knowledge of both men, testified that Milošević and Šešelj had
in fact promoted very similar concepts of a Serb state. According to Babić, Milošević advocated
a state encompassing Montenegro as well as Serb territories in Croatia and BiH, in addition to
Serbia.639 Babić understood the notion of “All Serbs in a Single State” to mean that Serbs from
Croatia and BiH had a right to live in the same state as Serbia. He said in his testimony that he
had once supported that idea, but changed his mind because its “ethnoegoistic” character had led
to “interethnic confrontation, conflict, and war.” Babić accused Milošević of twisting the notion
of self-determination for Serbs in Croatia in order to achieve his own objectives.640

The Creation of the Republika Srpska Krajina
The Defence narrative presented armed engagement by Croatian Serbs as a reaction to the
aggressive policy of a nationalist Croatian government and led by self-organised Serbs who were
guarding their own villages without outside support.641 But in mid-August 1991, one month after
the Brioni Peace Agreement, a joint attack by the JNA and police forces from the SAO of
Krajina was launched on the small village of Kijevo. The village, which had a Croatian majority,
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was a military target not because Serbs living there were threatened, but because it was situated
on an important route to Knin and had to be taken for geostrategic reasons.642 The takeover of
Kijevo became a telling example of the ruthlessness by which Serb armed forces partitioned
Croatian territory. Yet, the operation in Kijevo, in Krajina, was not included in the Croatia
indictment, which concentrated instead on the region of Northern Dalmatia, where the western
borders of the RSK had been established through fighting near the small villages of Benkovac,
Škabrnja, Nadin, and Bruška, leading to mass atrocities against non-Serb civilians.
In his testimony, Babić emphasised that these villages had posed no threat to the JNA or to
Serbs. Still, one JNA officer had told Babić that the JNA needed to “even out” or “ethnically
homogenise” certain regions with mixed Serb and Croat populations so that the partition line was
straightened by the beginning of winter. The villages of Škabrnja and Nadin stood in the way of
establishing that line and were therefore attacked by joint forces of the JNA, the Territorial
Defence (TO), and RSK police units.643 Babić learned later that civilians had been killed in
Škabrnja and Nadin, and that Goran Opačić, alias Klempo, had taken part in the killings.644
Opačić, who was the head of the RSK police in Benkovac, was on the payroll of the Serbian DB
along with many other RSK policemen. Evidence that the DB had later recognised him for his
wartime bravery revealed an important link between Belgrade and the establishment of the RSK,
which was achieved through violence and the commission of crimes.645
The involvement of the JNA in atrocities committed in the Benkovac area was linked particularly
to JNA officer Tripko Čečović. Records showed that he had been promoted in 1995 because of
his war history in Croatia, where he contributed to the establishment of the western border of the
RSK as Commander of the Benkovac Brigade.646 At the trial, eye witnesses to the crimes
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committed in Škabrnja described Čečović as a direct perpetrator.647 One witness overheard a
radio communication on 18 November 1991 between Čečović and Ratko Mladić, who was the
commander of the Knin Corps at the time. Čečović had informed Mladić about the loss of
ammunition supplies and told him that he had to withdraw, prompting Mladić to respond that if
Čečović withdrew, he would shoot him. Mladić promised to provide everything needed to
succeed in the attack on Škabrnja, including more ammunition, which he did; and the attack
continued.648
The village of Voćin, near Virovitica – the town in central Slavonia that features in the V-K-K
line – was also one of the crime sites featured in the indictment for Croatia. Serb armed forces,
including volunteers from Serbia, committed atrocities in the predominantly Croat village,
killing 32 people before withdrawing from the area on 13 December 1991.649 But Voćin was
never taken by the Serbs because of difficulties they had in conquering the surrounding villages
and towns as they tried to move toward Virovitica. The failure by Serbs to secure that part of
Croatia left the SAO of Western Slavonia smaller than originally planned, encompassing only
the Okučani area along the border with BiH. Between May and November 1991, the SAO of
Eastern Slavonia was also established, after months of intense fighting that ended with the fall of
Vukovar – another central crime site in the Croatia indictment.
Formation of the RSK, International Negotiations, and the Serb Strategy of Ethnic Separation
After the failure of the Hague Peace Conference and the Carrington Plan in October 1991,
international mediators grasped once again for how to achieve peace in Croatia. Cyrus Vance, a
veteran US diplomat, was appointed UN Secretary-General Special Envoy to Yugoslavia in early
November and the so-called Vance Peace Plan was presented within months, in January 1992.
The Plan led to the cessation of hostilities and the deployment of UN peacekeeping forces in
Croatia, but also enforced ethnic separation through the establishment of United Nations
Protection Areas (UNPAs) that secured the territory held by Serbs, the SAOs.650 The UNPA
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zones were to be demilitarised and their inhabitants, by then predominantly Serbs, secured by
UN infantry units and UN civilian police monitors.651

Map 5: The Vance Peace Plan: The blue line represents the boundary of the UNPAs in Croatia.

According to the Defence narrative, Serbia’s support for the Vance Peace Plan was evidence of
its genuine dedication to the politics of peace, and concerns expressed by Croatian leaders that
the Plan could make ethnic separation permanent was evidence of their unwillingness to accept a
truce. The Defence also stressed that the original request for the deployment of UN troops came
from the Rump PSFRY at its 9 November 1991 session, which Branko Kostić, PSFRY President
at the time, testified was motivated by a desire to protect Serbs living in Krajina.652 But the
Prosecution argued that, against the backdrop of unsuccessful negotiations in The Hague and the
expectation that the European Communities would be moving forward in recognising the
independent Yugoslav republics, Serb leaders saw the UN peacekeeping mission as an
opportunity to consolidate territorial gains and formalise ethnic separation with international
backing. Further, reservations that were voiced by Croatian leaders about the Vance Plan were
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seen by the Prosecution to have reflected valid uncertainties about the long-term territorial
integrity of the Croatian state.653
Milošević’s role in brokering peace in Croatia became more significant after Croatian Serb
leaders refused to accept implementation of the Vance Plan. Before an agreement was eventually
reached, Milošević engaged in a public debate with Croatian Serb leader Milan Babić – who
opposed the arrival of UN peacekeeping forces – accusing Babić of rejecting peace. Milošević
also published a letter to Babić in which he argued that the Vance Peace Plan would not
prejudice a political solution, but would enable the citizens of Krajina to lead normal lives
again.654 In reply to Milošević’s letter, Babić clarified his position regarding the deployment of
UN troops, saying he was against their deployment in the RSK but favoured it along the division
line between Croatian and RSK forces. Babić said that this would both contribute to the
establishment of the RSK and bring about a resolution of the conflict.655
After months of negotiations conducted between New York, Zagreb, and Belgrade, an agreement
was reached that the Vance Peace Plan would be implemented in its original form without
revision. On 21 February 1992, UN Security Council Resolution 743 established a United
Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) for an initial period of twelve months and authorised
the deployment of 13,000 troops.656 Ultimately, troops would stay on until the end of 1995. In
Resolution 743, the UN had announced very clearly that it respected Croatian borders, but
representatives from the Rump PSFRY felt that borders should be decided at a later date.
Defence witness Mihailo Marković explained that Serb acceptance of UN peacekeeping forces in
Croatia was in fact based on the expectation that, after the war, people living in the RSK under
UN protection would get a chance to decide the state in which they would continue to live. He
suggested that Serbs would have chosen to join other Serbs in a single state.657
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Evidence on Milošević’s de jure and de facto Power during the Conflict in Croatia
The ICTY Statute allows only for allegations of individual criminal liability; thus, to prove its
case against Milošević, the Prosecution’s requests for evidence generally focused on proving his
personal responsibility. The core of this evidence, related to Milošević’s use of armed forces
across the three different indictment periods and arguably to his criminal state of mind, was
found in the records of the three political bodies that had power to command armies and other
forces – such as militarised police units – during his tenure. Documentation from the Presidency
of the SFRY was mostly, though not exclusively, relevant to the Croatia indictment; that from
the Supreme Defence Council (SDC) was mostly, though not exclusively, relevant to the Bosnia
indictment; and that from the Joint Command was relevant to the Kosovo indictment. Meeting
records, decisions, and communiqués of these bodies revealed the extent of Milošević’s de jure
and de facto powers as well as his specific knowledge of political and military events in
territories over which he had no de jure sovereignty.

The Presidency of the SFRY
The Presidency of the SFRY, with authority under the 1974 Constitution to command SFRY
armed forces as the Commander-in-Chief, took over the leadership of the SFRY in 1980 on the
death of Josip Broz Tito.658 The PSFRY was therefore in de jure command of the SFRY armed
forces. It was a collective body meant to provide for power sharing and balance among the
national and ethnic diversity of the former Yugoslavia, and consisted of eight members – one for
each of the six Yugoslav Republics and for each of the two autonomous provinces. In this way,
Kosovo and Vojvodina, the autonomous provinces within the Socialist Republic of Serbia, were
granted federal status equal to that of the republics, something that was never accepted by the
Serbian political and intellectual elite. The most powerful person in the eight-member Presidency
was the President of the PSFRY. The tenure of the President was rotational, so that the office
passed from the designated representative of one republic or autonomous province to the next,
each year. The rotating Presidency was in charge of the armed forces in accordance with
decisions of the PSFRY and had to ensure implementation of the collective body’s acts and
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declarations. In the absence of a President, or in the event of their prolonged inability to be
effective, the Vice President of the Presidency would take over.659
Although the leaders of both Serbia and the JNA frequently and publicly denied that the JNA had
chosen the Serb side, records of PSFRY meetings from October 1991 to April 1992 provided
valuable evidence of Serbia’s involvement in the war in Croatia through Milošević’s de facto
takeover of the PSFRY and thereby of the Army. He was able to achieve this through the four
compliant members of the “Serbian Bloc” within the PSFRY, namely Borisav Jović from Serbia,
Branko Kostić from Montenegro, Jugoslav Kostić from Vojvodina, and Sejdo Bajramović from
Kosovo and Metohija.660 Milošević, as President of Serbia, was technically junior to members of
the PSFRY, but he nevertheless managed to impose his political authority on these four. Still, his
de facto power was not easy for the Prosecution to deconstruct or prove because it was always
someone else who had de jure power over the armed forces in the years covered by the Croatia
indictment.
To establish the real extent of Milošević’s power over the Croatian conflict, the Prosecution
depended on witnesses who had observed his close cooperation with the PSFRY at that time. For
example, Borisav Jović testified as a Prosecution witness about the mechanisms of decision
making within the PSFRY. By his account, Milošević had considerable de facto power for more
than a decade as the key political figure in Serbia, holding absolute authority with the people and
within his party and taking a decisive role in all decision making. According to Jović, Milošević
was a main actor in everything that came to pass during that period.661
Jović, the Serbian member of the PSFRY as well as its President for one of the years relevant to
the Croatia indictment, referred in his testimony to the “Group of Six” – which comprised
Slobodan Milošević, then the President of Serbia; Jović and Branko Kostić, members of the
PSFRY; General Veljko Kadijević, then the Federal Minister of Defence as well as Chief of Staff
of the JNA; General Blagoje Adžić, who was Kadijević’s Deputy; and Momir Bulatović, then the
President of Montenegro.662 Jović described the Group as an informal cadre of high placed
officials who were instrumental in the planning and implementation of Serbian policies from
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1990 into 1992. By Jović’s estimate, he met or consulted with Milošević literally hundreds of
times between 15 May 1989 and July 1992, often with representatives from the JNA, the
PSFRY, and Montenegro also present.663 The Prosecution claimed that the existence of the ad
hoc Group of Six was built on the overlapping political and military goals of its members and
their acceptance of Milošević as the de facto leader of all Serbs.664
The PSFRY did not cease to function in the absence of the four members from republics that
seceded (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Macedonia). On the contrary, Serbian
leaders understood the importance of the PSFRY as a powerful political instrument that provided
access to the JNA. To ensure that the PSFRY would function without Croatian Stjepan Mesić, its
President in 1991, the Serbian Bloc amended the rules of procedure to legalise their takeover of
the Presidency without agreement from the other republics. Branko Kostić, who was Mesić’s
deputy at the time, initiated those changes.665

The PSFRY Sessions
The early investigation into Milošević had uncovered informants and witnesses who talked of his
preference for one-on-one meetings and suggested that these meetings were not officially
recorded and archived, as was legally mandated.666 Subsequent OTP inquiries into the official
state archives of Serbia and the FRY showed this to be true only to an extent; and eventually, a
more complex picture emerged. OTP staff did succeed in identifying a number of records of
official meetings in which Milošević participated, but it turned out to be difficult to locate them
and even more difficult to gain access to them. The PSFRY collection was an exception, though,
for the existence of the body, as well as the frequency of its meetings, was a matter of public
record.
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Initially, some records of PSFRY sessions reached the OTP through individual witnesses, mostly
through its former President Stjepan Mesić. Records of other sessions, from during the Rump
Presidency, were requested by the OTP in both 2005 and 2006. Despite several follow up
requests, the OTP never received complete records for all the sessions held between 1 October
1991 and 2 June 1992. For some sessions, no records of any kind were provided; for others,
either minutes or stenographic notes of sessions were provided, but not both. Because most of
the records from the periods relevant for the Croatia and Bosnia indictments were only received
in 2005 – when the trial was already in the Defence stage – the Prosecution was unable to tender
all relevant PSFRY records into evidence. And while the February 2006 testimony of Branko
Kostić offered the Prosecution an opportunity to present some additional records as evidence,
many pertinent PSFRY documents simply are not part of the trial record.667 This analysis
includes PSFRY records that were not tendered into evidence, and the point must be stressed that
a trial record used as a historical source can include material beyond what was presented in the
courtroom.
PSFRY documents show that the Serbian Bloc took power over the PSFRY as of 1 October
1991, when representatives from Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia, and BiH stopped attending
meetings as the result of growing political and military tensions and the full-scale war being
waged in Croatia. Despite the disintegration of the SFRY, members of the Serbian Bloc
continued to meet, forming the Rump Presidency and assuming all powers, including that of
collective Commander-in-Chief.668 Stjepan Mesić testified about the pressure the Serbian Bloc
had exercised to prevent his appointment as President of the PSFRY in the months before their
takeover of the body. Although the rotation of the presiding member should have been routine,
the appointment of Mesić was obstructed for months. He became President on 15 May 1991, but
only presided over meetings until October, when he no longer attended because he did not feel
safe in Belgrade.669 The first “official” session of the Rump Presidency followed, on 1 October,
with Bosnian Bogić Bogićević and Macedonian Vasil Turpukovski still participating – although
it was to be their last meeting.670 They soon followed the lead of Mesić and Slovenian
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representative Janez Drnovšek and stayed away from PSFRY meetings, bringing the legality and
legitimacy of the PSFRY into question.671

The Rump PSFRY and Evidence on Planning
Detailed evidence on the involvement of the JNA, the Serbian and Federal MUPs, and local RSK
forces, as well as the corresponding decision-making process of the Rump Presidency and the
JNA leadership, appeared in PSFRY transcripts from the autumn of 1991. The 143rd PSFRY
session that took place on 1 October 1991 was a turning point in the instrumentalisation of the
PSFRY by Milošević. In the Croatia indictment, this session was identified as providing a
blueprint for the disintegration of the SFRY and for use of the JNA by the Serbian Bloc to
achieve Milošević’s political and military goals. The session, presided over by PSFRY Vice
President Kostić, was attended by several high-level federal functionaries – including the
Ministers of Defence and Internal Affairs – and the central topics of discussion were the political
situation in general and the danger of a full-scale civil war in particular.672
With its membership drastically altered, the legal and constitutional basis of the Rump
Presidency was uncertain. Branko Kostić had done quite a bit of manoeuvring in an attempt to
legalise the Serbian Bloc’s takeover of federal institutions, pushing legitimate President Mesić
aside to allow the Rump Presidency to amend the rules of procedure.673 Predictably, Kostić’s
account and interpretation of the formation of the Rump Presidency was that all legal conditions
had been met after the exit of the four non-Serb members. But a central issue that emerged in
court through consideration of the live evidence and the stenographic record of that session was
whether or not the PSFRY had proclaimed an imminent threat of war and whether, if so, it had
done so legally. For, only if such a proclamation was legal would subsequent deployment of the
JNA also have been legal.
The Prosecution argued that the proclamation, all ensuing PSFRY decisions on use of federal
armed forces, and the decision that led to the JNA attacks on the Croatian towns of Dubrovnik
and Vukovar were in fact illegal. Not surprisingly, Milošević and Kostić both claimed
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otherwise.674 Kostić insisted that an imminent threat of war had been agreed upon by the required
majority, with six members voting for it; but the Prosecution produced a copy of the official
statement released after the 1 October session, and it did not entirely fit with Kostić’s account.
The text referred to a state of emergency as being only “evaluated” and not proclaimed.675
Interestingly – and embarrassingly for Kostić – he had recorded a 1994 video interview with the
BBC for their documentary The Death of Yugoslavia that confirmed the Prosecution’s contention
that a vote had not been held specifically on the issue of an imminent threat of war.676 The
interview, played in court by the Prosecution for Kostić to comment on, showed Kostić
explaining the circumstances in which the 1 October session had taken place and admitting that
the question of an imminent threat of war had been “sneaked in” to a larger document without
specific consideration:
We prepared lengthy conclusions, an eight-page document, which included some
provocative stands which we knew would provoke many objections, both by
Tupurkovski and Bogićević, and so on. And towards the end of that document, we
sneaked in...that the country was facing an imminent threat of war. ...we spent a
lot of time discussing the first part of these – of the document, these controversial
assessments, and then we accepted their objections and removed one sentence
from that document and then another, but the assessment that the country was
facing an imminent threat of war, the very sentence that exists in the Yugoslav
constitution, went unnoticed.... And so those conclusions which were carried by
two-third majority, by six votes, was published.677
He went further, explaining how the situation evolved after the 1 October 1991 session:
On the next day, Bogićević and Tupurkovski were reprimanded in writing by
Mesić and Drnovšek for attending that session in the first place. ...[in the]
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Presidency session held on the 3rd of October, when we started operating in
conditions of an imminent threat of war, they did not appear at all, but that
document empowered us to work and make decisions with as many members that
were present at the session under the constitution; one, three, or all five members
of the Presidency, where the peacetime conditions were no longer valid. So we
really did use a sort of, if I can say so, political trick, small political trick, but that
wasn’t the first or the last time such methods were resorted to. But we did this
because we wanted to remain within the limits of the constitution defining that
question, and we did…678
In his testimony, Stjepan Mesić had explained that use of Yugoslav armed forces after 1 October
1991 was illegal, and he placed responsibility for the crimes committed by the JNA on JNA
leadership, the Rump Presidency, and Milošević – who, according to Mesić, held sway over the
four remaining members of the Rump Presidency.679 Indeed, in the absence of representatives
from the other republics, the Serbian Bloc had gained full control over armed forces in the SFRY
and, aware of the consequences of this development, Mesić sent letters to the international
community complaining about Serbia’s hold over the PSFRY and citing the “Serbianisation” of
the JNA.680 In the courtroom, Mesić asserted that every decision made by the Rump Presidency
in early October 1991 was made to advance Milošević’s policy goals.681
Based on this testimony and the interview Kostić had recorded for The Death of Yugoslavia, and
despite Kostić’s insistence that this “small political trick” was still within the confines of the law,
the Prosecution argued strongly that the Rump Presidency was in fact unlawful and had acted
illegally in all its decisions taken after 1 October 1991, including those relating to the JNA.
Indeed, the Prosecution suggested to Kostić that, had there been a vote specifically related to the
proclamation of an imminent threat of war, the Bosnian and Macedonian representatives surely
would have voted against it:
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Mr. Kostić, you knew that Mr. Bogićević and Mr. Tupurkovski would not be in
favour of declaring or concluding an imminent threat of war, and that’s why you
tricked them, right?682
Kostić gave an astonishingly candid answer, but still insisted that the actions of other
representatives had forced the Bloc to act deviously:
Well, there were moments of honesty. I think that that was the case, that it was so,
but bear in mind the fact that we were not able to meet one month previously. The
country was at war and they boycotted the work of the Presidency. And after their
arrival on the 1st of September, Izetbegović writes a letter to Mesić and Gligorov,
criticising why they had attended the Presidency session on the 1st.... So what can
I say?683
When challenged in cross-examination, Kostić persisted in his position that a legal vote had
taken place and that the state of emergency had been legitimately adopted by the Presidency of
the SFRY in its six-member composition, with a two-thirds majority. His explanation for the fact
that stenographic notes from the session did not reflect a vote on the imminent threat of war was
that they were incomplete.684
The following session, on 3 October, had only four members in attendance, who assumed the
role of the PSFRY.685 Kostić rejected the Prosecution’s proposition that, given the situation, it
was difficult for other members of the Presidency to travel to Belgrade to attend PSFRY
sessions. He insisted that they had spurned regular invitations to take part and that they
“consciously wanted to block the work of the Presidency.”686 And so, the Rump Presidency
cleared the way to take decisions with its reduced composition, eliminating the constitutional
requirement for a quorum of six members. According to Kostić:
As of the 3rd of October, we could reach decisions with that number of members
of the Presidency who were present, based on a simple majority. So if five were
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present, three votes would be sufficient; if four were present, or three, we could
still issue decisions.687
The strategy of the Rump Presidency, i.e. of the Serbian Bloc, unfolded at subsequent meetings.
At a session held on 4 October, the Presidency adopted an Order on Partial Mobilisation to
strengthen commands, staffs, units, and institutions of the armed forces in order to ensure their
combat readiness. PSFRY Vice President Kostić also officially assumed powers of the President
in the absence of Stjepan Mesić.688 On 6 October, with Hague Conference negotiations on the
future of Yugoslavia still ongoing, Minister of Defence General Veljko Kadijević was not
present at the session but his Deputy Minister, Admiral Stanislav Brovet, identified four Croatian
cities that would be the focus of military action: Vukovar, Zadar, Dubrovnik, and Karlovac.689
The immediate issue of unblocking JNA military barracks across Croatia that had been cut off by
Croatian forces was addressed, too, and Borisav Jović – the Serb representative in the Presidency
and one of Milošević’s closest associates at the time – took the strong position that it was
completely unacceptable for the JNA to withdraw from Serb territories in Croatia.690 One month
later, at the 6 November session, Speaker of the SFRY Assembly Slobodan Gligorijević asked
for clarification of the war goals in Croatia, inquiring as to how many barracks were actually
under blockade and what the aim would be once they were unblocked. Admiral Brovet
responded that the JNA’s goals were to protect the population from genocide and to secure the
safety of all citizens who wanted to stay in a new Yugoslav state, and he specifically identified
securing the safety of Serbs in Croatia as a JNA objective, pending an adequate political
resolution.691 Branko Kostić echoed Admiral Brovet’s position, proclaiming that the ultimate
goal was effective military protection of Serbs on the territories where they lived until a solution
could be reached through peace negotiations.692
Occasionally, sessions included representatives from Serbia, Montenegro, the Republika Srpska,
and the Republika Srspka Krajina, along with Slobodan Milošević himself. Records of those
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meetings made it clear that Serb leadership in Croatia and BiH shared the political and military
goals of the Rump Presidency. At a joint meeting with Serb representatives from Croatia and
BiH held on 9 and 12 December 1991, territories claimed by the Serbs were discussed in detail.
Serb representatives from Western Slavonia insisted on the inclusion of several villages in plans
to carve out Serb municipalities there, naming Grubišno Polje, Novska, Podravska Slatina,
Slavonska Požega, and Orahovica.693 These towns are very near Virovitica – the starting point of
the V-K-K line – and it was in this area that among the gravest crimes were committed against
civilians, including a massacre in Voćin, halfway between Orahovica and Podravska Slatina.694
Milošević was present on the second day of this joint meeting, on 12 December, and participated
actively in discussion about common objectives.695 He expanded Serbian political goals to
include the preservation of a Serb ethnic space within Croatia, and he saw the protection of
certain areas by the UN as an important precondition for the development of their economic and
cultural ties with Serbia – which he predicted would also lead to a loss of ties between those
areas and Croatia. Milošević described targeted Serb military conquests using the term “armed
resistance,” and emphasised that political recognition of the Serb-claimed territories could be
achieved only through political means.696
At the 3 April 1992 session, General Blagoje Adžić, the acting Chief of Staff of the JNA, stated
that civil war in BiH would need to develop similarly to the conflict in Croatia, namely by
protecting Serb areas and Serb people. He advocated the military capture of territory, but only
where there was a Serb majority.697 PSFRY sessions continued for another month after the
formation of the FRY on 27 April 1992, before the FRY Supreme Defence Council took control
of all issues relating to war and peace, in June. In the weeks between 27 April and 2 June 1992,
the agenda of the Rump Presidency was dominated by the war in BiH and the transformation of
the JNA into three Serb armies – the Army of Yugoslavia (Vojska Jugoslavije, or VJ), the Army
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of Republika Srpska (VRS), and the Serbian Army of Krajina (Srpska Vojska Krajine, or
SVK).698
Records of the Rump PSFRY, in which Serb leaders from across the former Yugoslavia
discussed and aligned their goals, indicate that war objectives in Croatia and BiH were seen as
part of a single overarching strategy. In combination with intercepted telephone conversations,
these records laid bare the de facto power Milošević held over federal institutions that were
technically superior to him in the political hierarchy, such as the PSFRY and the JNA. It was
clear that in the early days of the conflict, Milošević had acted as an intermediary between
Croatian and Bosnian Serb leadership and the JNA.699 Intercepts also exposed the role of the
Serbian MUP as a channel for communication between Milošević and Serb leadership in the
republics, and as an important facilitator of provisions of aid from Serbia to the Bosnian and
Croatian Serbs from the start of the war.700

The Kula Camp Video and the Formation of the JSO
After the 9 March 1991 demonstrations against his regime in Belgrade, Milošević had announced
the formation of special police forces; and he would later admit that the failed attempt to enact
extraordinary measures at the PSFRY session held from 12 to 15 March marked an
intensification of the arming of Serbs in Croatia.701 The full extent of the function of these
special police forces in this process became evident upon the discovery of a 1997 video
recording of an award ceremony for the Serbian MUP’s Unit for Special Operations (Jedinica za
specijalne operacije, or JSO). The recording, which became known as the Kula Camp Video,
provided proof that Milošević had established a para-state military unit in 1991 that was
designed to operate in the other republics. Milošević and his associates had tried to obscure the
existence of the JSO, and what the unit’s formal status had been within the Serbian MUP was a
698
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question the Prosecution tried to answer. The video highlighted that Milošević’s de facto power
had relied on the loyalty of individuals who held high military and intelligence positions in the
state – many of whom were not necessarily his subordinates.
The Kula Camp Video also made a powerful connection between Milošević’s March 1991
reference to special police forces and his actions thereafter. The part of the video that was most
important as evidence of this was a speech given by the Commander of these forces, Franko
“Frenki” Simatović.702 In something of a paradox, after years of secrecy about the details and
history of his unit, Simatović gave a comprehensive account of its founding and war record,
saying:
It was constituted on 4 May 1991 at the time of the break-up of the former
Yugoslavia, and since it emerged has constantly worked to protect national security
in circumstances where the existence of the Serbian people was directly
jeopardised throughout its entire ethnic area. Its combat operations were antiterrorist, directed at preventing war crimes, mass retaliation and genocide. …From
the first moment of its existence and establishment, the unit has passed through a
heroic epic, and its path has been one of the most difficult ones in the history of our
struggle. Due to the international circumstances familiar [to us all], we were forced
to operate in complete secrecy…fighting with Croatian and Muslim troops, the
presence of numerous United Nations international forces – later IFOR and SFOR
– and numerous instruments of foreign intelligence services in the field.703
Simatović also described the mixed composition of the unit – initially formed from members of
the Serbian, RSK, and RS police forces – and confirmed the fact that Serbian combat units were
active on territories outside Serbia’s borders, in Croatia and BiH. The speech by Simatović stood
alone as compelling evidence, but Milošević’s reaction to the video in court was just as telling.
He insisted the JSO had been established after the war, in 1996, and tried to dismiss the video

702

Franko Simatović was indicted and tried at the ICTY along with former head of the DB Jovica Stanišić (Case No.
IT-03-69). The Kula Camp Video was a key piece of evidence against the two. Still, they were both acquitted in
May 2013 in first instance judgements. In June 2013, the Prosecutor filed its notice of appeal.
703
“Video showing an Award Ceremony with members of the Red Berets, political leaders and military leaders...”
Exibit P390.1. Also see: “Corrected Transcript of Video (V000-3533),” Exhibit 390.3a.
180

altogether. To the Prosecution, this denial of the unit’s wartime existence and operations
revealed a guilty mind.
The Prosecution’s own investigation into the unit revealed that it had changed its official name at
least once. From 1991 to 1996, the unit was referred to in official documents as the Unit for
Anti-Terrorist Operations (Jedinica za anti-teroristička dejstva, or JATD), before it was renamed
in 1996 to the JSO. But it was best known throughout its history as the Red Berets (Crvene
beretke) – a confusing term given the fact that many different combat groups wore red berets
without necessarily belonging to this special unit of the Serbian MUP. The defining feature of
the unit was not its official name, though, but the core group of commanders and soldiers who
served in it, who were featured in the video, and whose names were mentioned regularly in
evidence during the trial.

Evidence of a Criminal State of Mind
The Kula Camp Video not only showed Milošević listening to Simatović’s speech but
subsequently touring the camp compound, guided by Milorad Ulemek Luković, alias Legija,
who was later charged and sentenced as the central figure responsible for the murders of both
former Serbian President Ivan Stambolić in 2000 and Serbian Prime Minister Zoran Đinđić in
2003. Introduced to veterans of the unit, Milošević shook hands with notorious combatants
Vasilije Mijović and Radojica Božović, as well as with Zvezdan Jovanović, known as Zmija,
who was also found guilty in 2007 of the murder of Prime Minister Đinđić.704 When introduced
to Božović, one of the commanders of the JSO, Milošević revealed his familiarity with the unit’s
activities, telling Božović that he had read his reports.705
The fact that the ceremony depicted in the Kula Camp Video took place a year and a half after
the end of the war in Bosnia did not diminish its evidentiary value. On the contrary, it was one of
the most convincing pieces of evidence presented during the trial on the criminal state of mind of
Milošević. The video also clearly showed the faces of a number of top-level officials from both
republican and federal institutions, who participated in the ceremony. Their presence indicated
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their knowledge of the unit’s existence and of its combat activities in the 1990s. Guests of the
ceremony included Života Panić, Chief of Staff of the VJ from May 1992 to May 1993; General
Aleksandar Dimitrijević, head of the VJ’s Military Counterintelligence (KOS), later re-named
the Security Directory (Uprava Bezbednosti, or UB), from 1993 to 1999; Vlastimir Đorđević,
head of the Public Security Service from 1997 to 2000 and an ICTY indictee; Mihalj Kertes,
Head of the Federal Customs Office from 1994 to 2000; and Milorad Vučelić, Head of Serbian
Radio Television between 1993 and 1995 and a member of the SPS Main Board from 1990 to
1995.
The video was also important for establishing links between perpetrators, who received awards
during the ceremony for bravery on the battlefields of Croatia and BiH. According to Simatović,
the war record of the unit had begun with fighting in the RSK. Milan Babić corroborated this,
testifying that he had contacted Milošević and requested assistance in forming the RSK MUP. In
response, Franko Simatović – along with Dragan Vasiljković, known as Kapetan Dragan – had
arrived in Krajina in April 1991 to set up a military camp in Golubić.706 The first generation of
Golubić trainees were referred to as the Knindžas and a number of quite notorious combatants
came from this original group of 52.707 For example, Veljko Milanović became the leader of the
Wolves from Vučjak, a paramilitary group that operated during the war in Bosnia; and Goran
“Klempo” Opačić, a Serb from Croatia, was awarded for his bravery by Stanišić in the Kula
Camp Video and was identified during the Milošević trial as one of the perpetrators of crimes
committed against Croatian civilians in the Benkovac area, where he was the head of the special
police.708 Shortly after the formation of the Golubić camp, a second training camp was set up in
Erdut in Eastern Croatia under the direction of Željko “Arkan” Ražnatović.709
The Prosecution tendered the Kula Camp Video into evidence though Dragan Vasiljković, alias
Kapetan Dragan, who almost irreparably discredited himself in court and, by doing so, nearly
compromised this crucial piece of evidence on Milošević’s criminal state of mind. Kapetan
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Dragan had been cultivated as a Prosecution witness in great secrecy over several years by a
handful of investigators and lawyers responsible for the Bosnian part of the indictment. His
testimony in chief started as rehearsed, but as it progressed, he began to colour events quite
differently than he had in his signed written statement. When questioned about the Kula Camp
Video, Kapetan Dragan readily admitted that he had indeed been present at the ceremony.710 He
was even cooperative in improving the original transcripts of the tape, correcting the names of
participants at the ceremony that had been transcribed incorrectly in the original version; but he
soon became a hostile witness, taking the Prosecution by surprise. Asked a routine question
about the secretive nature of the JSO, Kapetan Dragan became agitated and short tempered. He
claimed that Simatović’s speech had been a “staged performance” meant to impress Milošević
and that numbers of troops and their activities had been embellished and exaggerated.711
In contrast, the cross-examination conducted by Milošević of Kapetan Dragan was completed
with perfect harmony between the two, both of whom placed responsibility for all troop activities
in Krajina at the feet of Milan Babić.712 But the Prosecution had an opportunity to re-examine
Vasiljković and address the inconsistencies between the account he gave in court and his signed
statement. This led to some dramatic courtroom scenes when the witness, looking at his own
statement, declared that he never said what was written.713 When confronted with a particular
passage in the statement, Kapetan Dragan reiterated that the words were not his and said that his
bad memory of events had been the cause of many errors; eventually, he shouted that he could
not accept the statement.714
The Prosecution then asked Kapetan Dragan if he had made contact with Frenki Simatović since
he had been in The Hague and if they had discussed the Kula Camp Video. His answer was
telling:
A. Yes. I called Simatović on his private phone just to say hello, that I'm okay, and
we did not -- and I just told him, ‘How did you like what you heard?’ And he says,
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‘Well, you just said what had happened.’ And I said, ‘Yes, but it wasn’t very easy
to come here and say all this.’ That’s exactly what I said.
Q. How much time did you spend discussing your testimony with Frenki
Simatović?
A. I think all of about 20 seconds. And after that was -- after that was a discussion
such as we’re going to have dinner when we come back, and we’re going to -- like
I said, he’s my friend for 12 years.
Q. When was the last time you spoke with Frenki Simatović while you were in The
Hague?
A. Only once that I spoke to him.
Q. And when was that?
A. I think yesterday. Last night, or afternoon, something like that.
Q. This morning, when you said as part of your testimony that you had discussed
the film with Frenki Simatović –
A. No, I did not discuss the film. I'm sorry, sir. I mean this morning, yesterday,
fifteen seconds just to tell him ‘I’m alive, I’m here.’ You know, ‘Are you
watching?’ And that’s it...715
Judge Richard May, the British presiding judge, intervened to warn the Prosecution to be careful
in cross-examining its own witness as it could destroy his credibility.716 This would have made it
difficult – if not impossible – for the judges to decide which parts of Kapetan Dragan’s testimony
they could rely on. The fact that he had made contact with Simatović in the middle of giving
sworn testimony added further to the problem of credibility, and the Prosecution was left with
the dilemma of how to reintroduce the Kula Camp Video through other witnesses. Although
715

Ibid., 16747.
Judge Richard May presided over the Trial Chamber until February 2004, when he resigned due to ill health.
Judge Iain Bonomy from Scotland then joined the two other judges for the trial – Judge Robinson from Jamaica and
Judge Kwon from South Korea – and Judge Robinson became the Chamber’s presiding judge.
716

184

several other Prosecution witnesses did testify about parts of the video after the controversial
testimony of Kapetan Dragan, in the end it was Defence witness Obrad Stevanović who
contributed most substantially to establishing its evidentiary value. At the time of the Bosnian
conflict, he was the commander of Special Police Units (Posebne jedinice policije, or PJP) in the
Public Security Sector of the Serbian MUP, a post he held between 1994 and 1996.

The Impact of the Kula Camp Video in Serbia
In the summer of 2001, the OTP began questioning individuals identified at the Kula Camp
ceremony. Word of the existence of the video spread in JSO and MUP circles, causing anxiety
among the participants, who knew the recording exposed them to the risk of prosecution at the
ICTY and would lead to questions about Serbia’s role in combat in neighbouring countries.
Revelations from the recording started a process that, for the first time, seriously challenged the
era of impunity for JSO members, protected until then by the Milošević regime and its legacy.
Many JSO officers had survived Milošević’s fall from power and continued to hold important
positions in the Serbian MUP, allowing them to shield each other from ICTY and domestic
investigations; but the emergence of the video threatened their careers. After the arrest of two
former JSO members, the Banović brothers, following their ICTY indictment, and alarmed by
the commitment of the post-Milošević leadership led by Prime Minister Đinđić to cooperate with
the Tribunal, the most prominent members of the JSO mutinied in November 2001.717 This was
the first attempt by JSO veterans to obstruct or end cooperation between Serbia and the ICTY,
and it threatened to overthrow the Zoran Đinđić government and bring about a political Uturn.718 The mutiny was successfully brought to an end, and its instigators, Milorad “Legija”
Luković, Zvezdan Jovanović, Dušan Maričić, and others were arrested, though they were
released soon afterward.719
The same group made a second attempt to end cooperation with the ICTY in March 2003. In
February 2003 the Kula Camp Video was shown in the courtroom, and about two weeks later, on
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12 March, Serbian Prime Minister Zoran Đinđić was assassinated. In the aftermath of the
assassination, Serbia declared a state of emergency and initiated a massive sweep-up operation,
known as “Sabre,” the goal of which was to identify the direct perpetrators and organisers of the
assassination and prevent further destabilisation of state authority and the sitting government.
Investigation into the assassination confirmed the existence of close ties between organised
crime, state institutions, and the political and military establishment in Serbia that was still loyal
to Milošević.720
The state of emergency lasted 42 days and 13 individuals were eventually indicted and tried for
Đinđić’s assassination, in a trial that started in December 2003 and ended in May 2007. After
three and a half years, 12 of the accused were found guilty. Milorad Luković and Zvezdan
Jovanović were sentenced to 40 years each, and the rest of the perpetrators received sentences
from 8 to 35 years. Jovanović – who had actually pulled the trigger – was reported to have given
a written statement saying that he did not kill Đinđić for money, but to prevent the extradition of
“our people” to The Hague.721 In November 2011, precisely ten years after the mutiny and eight
years after Đinđić’s assassination, Serbia’s Special Prosecutor’s Office for Organized Crime
completed its investigation into the mutiny, qualifying it as a critical feature of the political
background to Đinđić’s murder and filing an indictment in March 2012 against its organisers.722
The intensive investigation into Đinđić’s murder also led to important information about the
assassination of former President of the Republic of Serbia Ivan Stambolić in 2000. Milorad
Luković’s bodyguard revealed the details of that murder as well as the location of Stambolić’s
remains.723 An indictment was issued by the Special Court in Belgrade in September 2003
charging a conspiracy that involved direct perpetrators as well as former head of the State
Security Service Radomir Marković, former Chief of Staff of the Yugoslav Army General
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Nebojša Pavković, and Slobodan Milošević.724 Marković testified in the Stambolić murder trial
that Milošević told him in their meetings – which were usually held between just the two of them
– that members of the opposition in Serbia were bandits who needed to be liquidated and who
should be blown up (with explosives) at a public gathering. Marković said further that, on one
occasion, Milošević told him that Stambolić should be “removed” because he was a direct threat
to the country. Marković claimed that it was Milošević himself who had suggested engaging
Luković to do the job, and that, shortly afterwards, Marković had met with Luković to discuss
the liquidation of Stambolić as well as of Vuk Drašković, a fellow Serb politician and severe
critic of Milošević and his wife.725 In the Stambolić Judgement, delivered in 2005, the Court
concluded that Milošević had ordered the killing of his political rival in order to retain power.726
Tens of unsolved murders committed between 1991 and 2003 in Serbia were arguably similarly
motivated.727
After major efforts to secure a Rump Yugoslavia according to the Belgrade Initiative – with the
border at the V-K-K line – proved unfeasible, the ethnic separation that had already occurred was
used as the basis for establishment of the Republika Srpska Krajina (RSK) in December. The
RSK Constitution defined the territory as the “state of the Serb people and of all the citizens
living therein,” and on 26 February 1992, the Assembly of the RSK amended the Constitution to
incorporate the SAO of Slavonia, Baranja, and Western Syrmia (SBWS) and the SAO of
Western Slavonia into the RSK.728
The next chapter deals with the evolving criminality exhibited by Milošević as he worked to
achieve the fourth goal of his Plan. This manifested in the creation of the Republika Srpska in
Bosnia. The Prosecution cited clear parallels between the establishment of the RSK in Croatia
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and that of the RS in BiH, where ethnic separation and the homogenisation of Serb-claimed
territories again led to crimes against non-Serbs, mostly Bosnian Muslims. The Defence claimed
that Serbs were waging a defensive war, concerned with their physical survival in a unitary and
Muslim-dominated independent BiH. According to this narrative, ethnic separation and the
subsequent creation of the RS were necessary to insure the contiguity of the Serb designated
territories in Croatia and BiH in order to link them up with Serbia and Montenegro. And for that
purpose, Milošević had initiated the formation of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) – a
federation including Serbia and Montenegro – with contingencies in its Constitution for later
absorption of other Serb territories.
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