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On 17 October on premises of the Evropa hotel in Sarajevo, a promotion of the book War in numbers: Demographic losses in wars on the territory of former Yugoslavia 1991-1999, edited by Ewa Tabeau and published by Serbia Helsinki Committee, took place. It is mostly about main reports by demographic experts, who were engaged by the prosecution in trials before the International Criminal Tribunal for former Yugoslavia, which include demographic analysis of East Bosnia (Vi{egrad and Vlasenica 1992), Bosanska Krajina (Prijedor municipality and generally Krajina Autonomous region 1992), Herceg-Bosna in the period 1993-1994, Srebrenica 1995, the siege of Sarajevo 1992-1995, general analysis of the change of ethnic composition in Bosnia and Herzegovina 1991-1997 and a special part about the conflict in Kosovo 1999.

Already in the very keynote speech, President of Serbia Helsinki Committee Sonja BISERKO stated that “Schools of Law around the world will study these analyses of the Tribunal using a textbook approach”, and that is very important for society of Serbia, “where crimes in Kosovo, Croatia and Bosnia are denied permanently”.  “This material is exceptionally important in view of a struggle with manipulations, because everybody arbitrarily presents in public his/her digits.”   Ambassador of the Kingdom of Norway Jan Braathu, saluting attendees, stated that what should always be kept in our mind was that “we do not count potatoes, but human lives”.

COLLECTIVE MEMORIES

The whole conference was primarily supposed to deal with a problem of methodology of scientific approach to counting of victims in former Yugoslavia, with a special accent given to Bosnia and Herzegovina.  That is how it should only have been.  Well, let’s do it one by one.  First three lecturers were Geoffrey Nice, former prosecutor of the Hague Tribunal in the case of Slobodan Milošević, dr. Helge Brunborg, demographic expert of the Hague Tribunal and senior researcher of the Norway Statistical Office, and dr. Jakub Bijak, lecturer at Social Science School at Southampton University, Great Britain.

Nice talked about the importance of experts’ reports in the Milošević’s trial, giving a special emphasis to the connection between “six strategic goals of Serb people” in May 1992 and results of this strategy which are reflected in a demographic picture of Bosnia and Herzegovina 1996.  Dr. Helge Brunborg emphasized that forensic reports in the Srebrenica case, i.e. detection and identification of victims, contribute significantly to the proceedings against war crime indictees, while Jakub BILJAK spoke about the methodology of estimates of victims during the siege of Sarajevo, which was detailed in the book.  All in all, by being concise and precise, the first three presentations showed that this was a conference which befits its organizer and its guests. The following presenters were announced after the break:  Mirsad TOKAČA, PhD, on behalf of the IDC and Professor Smail ČEKIĆ, PhD, Director of the Institute for Investigation of Crimes against Humanity and International Law – both presenters are known for their sharply opposed views on estimates of the number of  war victims in BiH.
Mirsad TOKAČA, Director of the Investigation and Documentation Center (IDC), started his presentation by underlining his desire for a reconciled, academic and expert dialogue”.  He identified ideologies as the key problem in attempts to establish the number of casualties, ideologies which “have been causing us problems not only in the past 15 years, but in the last 60 years”.  “Thus you had the absolute figures of 1.7 million Jews killed in Yugoslavia, 700,000 dead in Jasenovac and so on, only to have the issues like Bleiburg, fojbe and some other unresolved issues in the Yugoslav region emerge before us on the very eve of the war in the former Yugoslavia.  When I tried in 1996 to convince some political officials to conduct a census, to establish how many citizens were killed, how many disabled persons there were and so on, there were no ears ready to listen to me,” said TOKAČA, adding that in 2003 when the IDC launched its project called Human Losses, there was not even a nearly precise number of data.  “We had very rough estimates in the public, literally competition as to who will come up with a larger number and present it to the public.  Of course, in a place where there is no rational dialogue, a dialogue based on empirical researches, you have political manipulation.  The estimates varied from 150 to 329,000.  When we started the project, some newspapers reported the figure of 400,000.  There were huge oscillations.” (see the chart).
As for the information which existed, as Tokača said, it was not known whether it referred to demographic losses of population or to estimates on the number of the dead or missing persons.  In other words, it was not really known what the subject of the investigation was.  “Our goal was to classify dead civilian casualties – I stress citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina regardless of their ethnic and religious background and so – as well as missing persons, whose death was caused by direct military operations.”  It was necessary to classify who was killed in battle, by sniper, who was killed or succumbed to wounds as a result of torture in various detention facilities.  It was also necessary to make distinction between classifications of soldiers who died in battle and those who were killed as POWs.   It was also necessary to classify indirect casualties of war, i.e. those who died of starvation or due to lack of medicines, as was the case with 12 babies in Banjaluka who, as TOKAČA pointed out, were “neither Serb nor Bosniak” but our babies.  He stressed that, in addition to the quantitative approach which produced the figure of 96,595 direct victims and 1,200 indirect victims of the war, the IDC introduced a qualitative approach to give each victim a face, “We must preserve the memory of those citizens.  The figures do not speak for themselves.  One, two, three hundred, four hundred thousand.  Are we talking about persons?  We must preserve the collective memory of those people.  It is in this way that petty politicians and ideologists will be eliminated and that confidence will be restored in this country.”
Tokača – national traitor, mercenary, amateur?

Although he did mention names, at the end of his presentation TOKAČA threw a glove into the face of those “who would like to play with numbers”.    This, of course, referred to the present Smail ČEKIĆ, PhD, who, having expressed his pleasure with the fact that his Institute’s researches were used as a basis for the reports incorporated in the book of Tabeau, PhD, as well as in the proceedings against Stanislav GALIĆ, Radoslav KRSTIĆ and Slobodan MILOŠEVIĆ, stressed that it was precisely this fact which confirmed their relevance.  ČEKIĆ added that the statistics presented in the reports of Tabeau, PhD, as is the case with all statistics, were “conservative”, i.e. relatively low, which is “connected with the nature of every judgment”.   According to him the reports of The Hague Tribunal, which are listed in the book, “show the minimum number of victims”.  Demographic experts, as ČEKIĆ maintains, permanently underline in their reports that minimum figures mean that only a detail about one’s death and wounds sustained which can be directly linked to war actions can be taken into consideration, while indirect deaths are excluded from the final numbers, which is in contravention with the Convention on Prevention and Punishment for Genocide.  This means that the reports incorporated in the book should not be viewed as final but only as parts of the above cases.
In his presentation ČEKIć touched upon “quasi researches – ideologists, perpetrators and those who were involved in genocide, as well as those who belittle, relativize and deny genocide in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  According to ČEKIĆ, they use the presented data as complete, objective and final.  ČEKIĆ reminded: “The data from ICTY were used by the legal team of Serbia and Montenegro before the International Court of Justice.” Referring to TOKAČA as a “quasi-researcher”, Čekić contended that international and humanitarian law does not recognize the term “missing person”, and that it is necessary to make a distinction between combatants and prisoners of war, medical and religious personnel, and combatants who forcefully got missing in direct military operations. ^EKI] tried to define the concept combatant, saying that it denotes a member of armed forces directly involved in military combat who is not entitled the right of protection from counterattack like civilians are. The whole Research and Documentation Centre is, according to Čekić, an institution involved in “manipulative research” since it ignores the “dogmatics of international humanitarian law”. “If every member of armed forces is considered a soldier, regardless of whether or not he was killed in combat operations, it leads to the confusion of civilians and soldiers and reduces the number of civilian victims at the expense of the number of military ones, which in turn changes the character of the conflict”, believes ČEKIĆ.

A discussion was opened following Professor ČEKIĆ’s presentation. Dr Rusmir MAHMUTČEHAJIĆ marked Tokača’s research as disastrous, noting: “You could hear a number of scientists and experts, and that is science. Science can never give a final answer, but what you do have is a scientifically checkable assessment, which constitutes a minimum. This means, we do not guarantee that the number of victims cannot be two, three, four times higher, but this is what we can prove. Figures are only a language to represent quantity relations. There are no quality relations in science. That is a complete fabrication of ignoramuses. Now, look, there exists a painful controversy in our public for years, which was introduced by Mr TOKAČA by exactly introducing pseudo-scientific categories, thinking that a majority of our people do not known what it is, and that the scientists, who do not discuss things outside their scientific circle, would easily be silenced by media attacks, quarrels, etc. If we were now to sum up everything as stated by Tokača, it is a journalistic or pseudo-scientific language.” After this, on behalf of the Association Mothers of Žepa and Srebrenica Enclaves, Kada HODŽIĆ commented that “maybe this is not the right way Mirsad TOKAČA doing things”.

Science or quasi-science

Dževad TERMIZ, a teaching assistant at the Faculty of Political Sciences, thanked Dr MAHMUTČEHAJIĆ, emphasizing that it is difficult to establish what is a direct and what is an indirect victim, because people are dying as consequence of war even today, and even generations not conceived yet will also be dying. In that sense, he believes it is necessary to devise a new programme, which would be methodologically proper, which would be used to get true results scientifically. Referring to TOKAČA’s presentation, he pointed out: “Those findings are for the most part made objectivized. What various researchers are doing contributes to the confusion of the public and brings insults when things that are not true are spoken publicly.”

The voicing of criticism was unorganized, aggressive and offensive, without any wish for a discussion with arguments. Before he left the conference room, TOKAČA said that “he is leaving the white bears to the world of whiteness”, telling them: “I call on this science or quasi-science, whatever you prefer, to offer its own solutions. My methodology has produced results. They are subject to criticism across the world. And I am glad that Mr MAHMUTČEHAJIĆ said one completely contradictory thing: yes, Mr MAHMUTČEHAJIĆ, we made a project that is completely measurable, completely visible, with a full name. On the other hand, this pseudo-science did not offer anything.”

For Dani, TOKAČA stated: “My opponents had a chance to come here and show something. However, they gave us a lecture on methodology, as if we were students in first year. Then why don’t they apply that ingenious methodology of theirs in practice? Who prevents them, for fifteen years now, to offer the citizens their own version of “truth”, which we could then compare and arrive at some solution?”
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POLITICAL MANIPULATIONS

“We had a very rough estimate in public, literally a competition, who will fabricate a large number and bring it in public.  Of course, there where there is no rational dialogue, the dialogue based on empiric research, you have political manipulation”

Inset

DOCUMENTATION

How did investigators of the Tribunal obtain information on victims?

Editor Ewa Tabeau cited in her book sources from which The Hague Tribunal obtained information on victims:







· witness statements and survivors recollections

· known public and/or confidential documents such as lists from camps, police and intelligence dossiers, court dossiers, detainees exchange documentation, military documentation, lists of dead and wounded persons made by international and/or state commissions, institutes which research war crimes or statisticians as well as government and non-government organizations.

· lists of missing persons and reports on them (firstly International Committee of Red Cross and locally made and published books about missing persons in certain areas)

· exhumation reports, autopsy, medical and forensic reports and death certificates

· reports on identification of exhumed remains including classic and DNA method

· official records of registered internally displaced persons, refugees and returnees in the states of former Yugoslavia (mutual records of internally displaced persons and refugees of UNHCR and governments)

· records from border crossings on population that left during the conflict in Kosovo

· documentation of refugees in collective centers in the states of Balkan and West Europe./
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Table 1:

	Assessments – Sources from BiH and former Yugoslavia

	Source

Bulletin (IPH) – Public Health Institute

Bulleting (IPH) – Public Health Institute

Pra{o

Bo{njovi}, Smajki}

@erjavi}

Bo{njovi}


	Assessment

156.824

278.800

329.000

258.000

220.000

252.200
	Date

01 Jan 1996

25 Mar 1996

1996

1997

1998

1999




Table 2:

	Assessments – Sources from abroad

	Source

SIPRI

Bassiouni

Kenney

Boyle

Thomas


	Assessment

169.100

200.000

25.000 – 60.000

139.000

40.000 – 70.000
	Date

1993

1995

1995

1998

1998
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