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Yugoslavia in outline

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia has an area ot 255,804
square kilometres and hies in southeast Europe: it shares borders with
seven countries: Maly, Austna, Hungary, Romania, Bulgana, Greece
and Albania, and is bounded to the west by the Adnatic Sea,

Yugoslavia came into existence in December 1918 as the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes at the end of the First World War. It
united the tormer Austro-Hungarian termtories ot Slovenia, Croata-
Slavonia, the Vojvodina, Dalmatia and Bosmia-Hercegovina, and the
kingdoms of Montenegro and Serbia (including termitories corresponding
approximately to present-day Macedonia and Kosovo).

In 1941, during the Second World War, Yugosiavia was invaded by
the Axis powers. The tollowing years saw tierce resistance to the
occupying forces accompanied by bitter civil war. Atthe end of the war,
in which military and political ascendancy had been gained by the
communist-led resistance movement {the Partisans) under Marshal
Tito, the king was deposed and the Federal People’s Republic of
Yugoslavia was proclaimed on 29 November 1945. The first post-war
constitution was promulgated in January 1946

In 1953 Marshal Tito, ull then Premier and Minister of National
Detence, was appointed President ol Yugoslavia, a position he heid
until he died in May 1980.

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugosiavia (SFRJ), as the
country was renamed in 1963, is a tederal state comprising six
constituent republics: Bosnia-Hercegovina (of which the capital is
Sarajevo); Croatia ( Zagreb). Macedonia ( Skopje). Montenegro ( Tito-
grad); Slovenia (Ljubljana) and Serbia ( Belgrade) - which incorporates
the two "autonomous provinces of the Vojvodina (Novi Sad) and
Kosovo (Priftina). The tederal capital is Belgrade, a city of about one
and a halt mithon people.

Yugoslavia has a population ot 22.352.000 (March 1981 census),
and comprises six ofticially recognized “nations: Serbs, (Croats,
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Slovenians., Macedonians, Montenegring and Mushms (an ethnic
category recognized as a nation since the census of 1971 and making
up about 40 percent of the population in Bosnia-Hercegovina). There are
also some |8 ethnic minorities of which the largest are the Albanians
and Hunganans, concentrated in Kosovo and the Voyvodina respectively.
Religion and the state are separate under the constitution; the mam
Christian denominations are the Serbian and Macedonian Orthodox
Churches with an estimated eight milhon adherents, and the Roman
C atholic Church with some six million, mainly Croatians and Slovenians.
There is also a large Muslim community, believed to number about tour
million, including ethnic Slavs in Bosnia-Hercegovina, most Albanians
and the Turkish minority. There are over 30 other, often very small,
religious communities, mostly Protestant.

The League of Communists of Yugoslavia (SKJ) 1s the sole
authorized political party; at the end of 1980 1t had over two millon
members. It controls political lite through its domination of key “"socio-
political organizations ', in particular the Socialist Alliance of Working
People of Yugoslavia (SSRNJ), which is in charge of nomination and
election procedures and controls a large part of the press. Since the
death of President Tito(who was President of the Republic, President of
the SKJ and Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces), the SKJ has
been headed by a 23-member collective leadership, the Presidium ot the
Central Committee, the presidency of which rotates annually.

The tunctions of head of state are now exercised by a nine-member
collegial body, the Presidency of the SFRJ, comprising representatives
of each republic and autonomous province and ex gfficio the President
of the SKJ Presidium. The presidency of this body too rotates annually.

The current constitution, that of 1974 (the third post-war constitu-
tion), has established a system of indirect election to assemblies at
commune, republic/province and federal level. Members of work units,
local (territorial) communities and socio-political organizations elect
delegations’* from a list of candidates screened by the SSRNJ. The
delegations then elect delegates from their own ranks to assemblies at
commune level (there are 515) and at republic/province and tederal
level (the SFRJ Assembly). The SFRJ Assembly, the highest legislative
body, consists of the Federal Chamber and the Chamber of Republics
and Provinces, both elected for a four-year term. The Federal Chamber
comprises 220 delegates elected by commune assemblies from members
of the delegations; the Chamber of Republics and Provinces has 88
delegates elected by and trom the ranks of delegates to the republic and
province assemblies. In these, as in other federal bodies, the principle of
equal representation of all republics and proportional representation of
provinces prevails. The SFRJ Assembly elects the supreme executive
body, the Federal Executive Council (or government), whose President,
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proposed by the SFRJ Presidency, s Yugoslavia’s Prime Minister.
Fach republic and autonomous province, in addition to its own
assembly, has its own governmental apparatus and judiciary.

The Yugoslav economic system has been considerably decentralized
since the introduction of workers' councils in 1950 and the principle of
workers' self-management is now a central tenet of Yugoslav political
philosophy. In key areas, however, the application of the principle 1s
largely determined by the policies of the League of Cornmunists.

Since the Second World War Yugoslavia has been rapidly
industrialized. During much of the 1970s annual growth in industrial
production stood at eight or nine per cent but from 1980 to 1984 it
dropped to about four per cent. The average annual rate of inflation
from 1976 to 1980 was about 18 per cent. However, it rose sharply to
about 40 per cent for 1981 and 1982, and increased again to nearly 60
per cent for 1983 and 1984, Labour figures for 1980 showed some
200,000 out of work in Yugoslavia and more than 700,000 people
working abroad. Despite the provision of federal funds to develop the
poorer regions, considerable regional disparities persist between an
industrialized north and an economically underdeveloped south. By

the end of 1984 Yugoslavia had accumulated a foreign debt of around
20 billion dollars.

Yugoslavia has important mineral and energy resources; its chiet
industrial products include transport equipment, machinery, non-
ferrous metals, timber, textiles and footwear.

Agriculture employs about 37 per cent of the working population
and is largely in the hands of private farmers who work over 80 per cent

of the cultivable land. The main products are wheat, maize, sugar beet,
beet and pork.

Yugoslavia is an associate member of the Council for Mutual
E conomic Assistance (CMEA) and it has a trade and cooperation
treaty with the European Economic Community (EEC). The CMEA s
Yugoslavia's major exporting partner, the EEC its major importing
partner. The USSR is its principal single trading partner, tollowed by
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and Italy. Tounsm and

foreign currency remittances by Yugoslavs working abroad make an
important contribution to the economy.

Non-Aligned Movement

Yugoslavia is a founder member of the United Nations. Since its
expulsion in 1948 from the Communist Information Bureau (Comin-
form) - the Soviet-dominated organization of communist parties of
Eastern Europe, France and ltaly - it has pursued a foreign policy of
non-alignment and is a founder memberofthe Non-Aligned Movement.
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Political imprisonment — the background

The 1ssues involved 1in many political trials in Yugoslavia and the
content and formulation ot the charges brought against the accused
cannot, In many cases, be understood without reference to past events,
some of which date back to the Second World War and even earhier. In
particular, they cannot be understood without reterence to the national
tensions which have existed since the inception of this multi-national
state. whose peoples have vaned political, religious and cultural
traditions and levels of economic development.

After the Yugoslav state was establishedin 1918, relations between
Scrbs and Croats were strained, largely because of Croatian dissatustac-
tion with the political order established by the new kingdom in whichthe
Serbs, the majority ethnie group, predominated.

A briet period of parhamentary rule tfrom 1920 ended when King
Alexander proclaimed himself dictator in January 1929, For several
months betore, the country had been 1n a state of political crisis, aftter a
Serbian deputy shot two Croatian deputies and wounded three othersin
the parhament in Belgrade in June 1928, One of the wounded was
Syepan Radic, leader of the Croatian Peasant Party; he died of his
imjuries in August {928, In 1934, the leaders of the Ustashe, aCroatian
separatist and pro-fascist underground movement founded 1n the early
1 930s. organized the murder of King Alexander by a Macedonian
terrorist during an oflicial visit to France.

Second World War

Dunng the Second World War, an " Independent State of Croatia™
(incorporating Bosnia-Hercegovina) was established under A xis protec-
tion. It was administered by the Ustashe, who, under Ante Pavelic,
persecuted and killed Jews, Serbs, Romanies and Croatian opponents
of the regime. In Serbia, the Nazi authorities installed a puppet govern-
ment headed by General Nedic.

A Serbian resistance movement, whose tollowers were known as
C hetniks, was tormed under the leadership of Dra2a Mihailovic shortly
after the Germans invaded Serbia. A nival resistance movement, the
communist-led Partisans, which rallied tollowers from all over the
country, was in operation by June 1941. By November that year,
attempts at cooperation by the Chetniks and Partisans had ended in
armed contlict. Chetnik torces subsequently aided A xis forces incertain
operations against the Partisans, as did the Ustashe and aiso Serbian
troops under General Nedic.

According to ofticial tigures, over 1 ,700.000 out of a population of

15 million people lost their lives during the war. By mid-1943, the
Partisans had gained Allied backing and by the end of the war in 1945,
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they were in political and military control of the country. Massive
reprisals against their opponents in the civil war ensued and many were
executed or imprisoned. Some, however, fled abroad. including Pavelic
and a number of his Ustashe tollowers.

Post-war trials

Of the widespread trials that took place immediately after the war, two
were much publicized. InJune 1946 the Chetnik leader General Draza
Mihailovic was tried on charges ot collaborating with the enemy; he was
executed in July. In September the trial started of the Roman Catholic
Archbishop Stepinac of Zagreb, who was accused of supporting the
Ustashe regime and of countenancing its atrocities; he was sentencedto
1 6 years’ imprisonment, He was released into house arrestin 1951 and
died in 1960.

Within a few years of the end of the war, the cnisis in Yugoslav-
Soviet relations had led to mass arrests within the ranks of Yugoslav
communists. At least | 4.000 supporters or presumed supporters of the
pro-Soviet line, known as “"Comintormists™, were imprisoned. Many
were sentenced without trial by the security forces and sent to the
notorious island camp Goli Otok. in the Adnatic. In 1949, the number
of political prisoners had reached 52.506: by 1952 1t was 15,484
(ofticial tigures).

The repercussions of all these events are sull apparent. Despite the
2stablishment of afederal systeminthe post-war period and considerable
devolution of power to the country’s constituent republics and provinges,
national tensions have persisted. To this day, political opposition tends
to be officiaily identified with adherence to movements and causes of up
to 40 years ago. Thus the expression of nationalist views 1s often
officially condemned - or even prosecuted - as the expression of pro-
Ustashe (in the case of Croats) or pro-Chetnik (in the case of Serbs)
sympathies, even in cases where the accused’'s expressed views,
political record or age would seem clearly to preclude this. Similarly,
dissenting communists have sometimes been condemned as **Comin-
formists ™.

Nationalist unrest

Since the 1960s, there have been penodic outbreaks of nationahst
unrest, the most serious in Croatia and in the predominantly Albanian-
inhabited province of Kosovo.

After Alexander Rankovic, Vice-President of Yugoslavia, was
dismissed in 1966, the excesses committed by the state securnity police
under his supervision, including the repression of Kosovo's Albanian
population, were officially condemned. Although the departure of
Alexander Rankovic in 1966 was followed by relative pohtical
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liberalization there were nationalist demonstrations in Kosovo followed
by the arrest of Albaman participants in 196%.

The late 1960s saw also the growth of an increasingly assertive
nationalism in Croatia which was supported by both members and non-
members of the Croatian League of Communists. This “mass movement
as it came to be called, was abruptly curbed in December 1971 by the
arrest of its leading members and a purge of the Croatian League of
C ommunists initiated atthe 2 1stsessionofthe SKJ Presidium. Many of
those arrested (reportedly some 550 in Zagreb alone) were soon
released. Others were tried in 1972, charged with crimes “against the
people and the state”. According to the Statistical Yearbook of the
SFRJ. 427 people in Croatia were convicted in 1972 of offences
“against the people and the state”™. Amnesty Intermational adopted over
20 people sentenced to up to seven years' impnsonment as prisoners ot
conscience, including Viado Gotovae, Dr Franmjo Tudjman and Dr
M arko Veselica. These three had been released by the end of 1977 but
were later sentenced on similar charges to two, three and 11 years
imprisonment respectively in 1981

In 1974 a group of 32 people. mainly Montencgnns, were arrested
and sentenced in Pec (Kosovo) and Titograd (Montenegro) to terms of
imprisonment of from two to 14 years. They had been accused ot
organizing a clandestine, pro-Soviet, Yugoslav communist party congress
and of taking orders from** Cominformist™ Yugoslav emigres. In 1975
and 1976 there were more trials of people accused of "Cominformist
sympathies or activities. All these trials were held in camera. Amnesty
International took up the cases ftor investigation, that is, it sought
information from the Yugoslav authorities and other sources about the
details of the charges and the evidence against the accused in order to
ascertain whether they might be adopted as prisoners ot conscience.

More Albanian nationalists from Kosovo were arrested and trnied in
1975 and 1976. In February 1976 the writer Adem Demaqi (who had
served two previous prison sentences for nationalist agitation) and 18 other
Albanians were tried in Pridtina and sentenced to 1§ years’ imprisonment.

They were charged with “organizing against the people and the
state”, “hostile propaganda’ and " crimes endangering the territorial
integrity and independence of Yugoslavia’’. Adem Demagi was accused
of forming the “"National Liberation Movement of Kosovo™, whose
alleged goal was the unitication of Kosovo with Albania. The defendants
were accused also of distributing publicity material attacking the policy
of the SKJ. the system of socialist self-management and the leadership
of the SFRJ in the student quarters of Priftina university and other
places in Kosovo and Macedonia. The detendants were not accused of
either using or advocating violence and they were adopted as prisoners
of conscience.

Political criticism

Despite the predominance of nationalist dissent inthe overall pattern ot
political imprisonment in Yugoslavia, 4 number of individuals have
been convicted and imprisoned for the expression of views which were
not related to national affiliation but consisted of a criticism of the
Yugoslav political system and leadership or, more generally, of the
principle of the one-parnty state.

The best-known case is that of Milovan Djilas, Vice-President ot
Y ugoslavia until his expulsion from the League of Communists Central
Committee in 1954 and his resignation from the league later that year.
In 1956 he was imprisoned for articles he had published abroad
condemning Soviet intervention in Hungary. Next year his sentence
of three years' imprisonment was extended after his book, The New
Class. had been published abroad. Released in 1961, he was again
imprisoned from 1962 until 1966 after a further book, Conversations
with Stalin. was published abroad. (He was adopted as a prisoner of
conscience by Amnesty International.)

Another well-known case is thatot the writer Mihajlo M thajlov, who
in 1965 received a suspended prison sentence for articles wrntten by him
and published in a Belgrade literary monthly. which were critical of
Soviet cultural policies and restrictions of freedoms. In 1966 he was
imprisoned after his announcement that he intended to tound an
- opposition”” journal, In 1975 he was brought totrial tora third time, on
charges of “hostile propaganda”., and sentenced to seven years im-
prisonment and a four-year ban on “public expression and appearance .
The charges were based on articles he had wntten which were published
in a Russian emigre journal and in various Western newspapers: in them
he had criticized the single-party system and restrictions on freedom of
opinion and expression in Yugoslavia. He was released after a
presidential pardon in 1977

Emigre communities

The existence of Yugoslav emigre communities abroad has had a
significant bearning on the pattern ot political imprisonment in Yugoslavia.
Most of these communities date from the Second World War and the
immediate post-war period: a relatively small number of pohucal
emigres left Croatia after the upheavals there in 1971 and 1972.
Politically active members of such communities include: supporters
of Soviet or alternative Marxist-Leninist ideologies, of multi-party
democracy. of pre-war Yugoslav parliamentary parties, of the Ustashe
and Chetnik movements:; and nationalists of all persuasions, the most
extreme of whom have at times engaged in political violence, including
assassinations, usually towards Yugoslav diplomatic officials abroad.
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A ssassinations: There have also, however, been a numberof assassina
tions of political emigres, well over 20 of which were committed atter
the early 1970s. Recent victims included the Croatian emigres Bruno
Busic (a former pnsoner of conscience murdered in Pans in October
1978). Nikola Milicevic { murdered in Frankturtin February 1980 atter
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) had
refused the Yugoslav Government's request for his extradition). the
Serbian emigre Dusan Sedlar (murdered in Dusseldorf in April
1980), the Kosovo Albanian emigres Jusuf and Bardhosh Gervalla and
Kadri Zeka (murdered in Stuttgart in January 1983) and the Croat,
Stjepan Djurekovic (murdered near Munich in July 1983).

Emigre circles have frequently claimed that Yugoslav state security
service (SDS) agents were responsible for these and other similar
murders. The Yugoslav authorities, however, have attributed them to
rival emigre groups. Allegations of SDS involvement have been
supported by the evidence presented in several cases tried by courts
outside Yugoslavia.

On 23 July 1981 Saarbrucken district court sentenced two FRG
citizens Adam Lap&evic and Friedrich Huber, and a Yugoslav, Dragan
Barac. to eight, 14 and 13 years’ imprisonment respectively tor the
attempted murder in December 1980 of the emigre Franjo Goreta.
Accordingto evidence given in the course of the trial, they had been paid
100.000 Deutschemark by the SDS to murder Goreta, himself a former
SDS agent. The presiding judge commented: "It is intolerable that
assassinations are paid for and carried out in our territory instigated
by foreign states in order to solve their internal problems.”

In July 1984 Frankfurt district court, after a trial that lasted tor two
and a half years, sentenced Zorica Aleksic and Iso Dautovski to seven
and a half and 13 years’ imprisonment respectively tor the attempted
murder of a Kosovo Albanian emigre, Rasim Zenela), in May 1981,
The court reportedly implicated the SDS and at least some consular
officials” in the attempted murder. The presiding judge, in reply to a
question after the trial as to whether he thought that his statements in
court might deter such killings in future, commented: "No, | am atraid
that a secret service using murderto achieve its goals will notbe deterred
by us.”

Also in July 1984, the trial of Josip Majerski by Munich district
court ended. He had been charged with intelligence activities, and
during the trial he admitted he had tor a long time been employed by the
SDS. He gave detailed information about SDS actions against
Yugoslav emigres in the FRG and named prominent members of the
Yugoslav diplomatic corps he claimed had been involved. He also
stated that he had been supplied with money and weapons and assigned
the task of infiltrating various emigre organizations in order, as an agent
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provocateur, to encourage the use of violence. For this he said he was

paid 2,000 Deutschemark a month. He further stated that he had been
ordered by the SDS to kill the emigre Bruno Busic in Paris but had
refused to do so.

Abductions abroad: A number of emugre opponents have been
ahducted abroad and tried in Yugoslavia. The most notorious of these
cases was that of Vladimir Dapcevic, a Yugoslav living in Brussels who
was apparently abducted by Yugoslav state security agents in August
1975 while visiting Romania. He was a tormer colonel mn the Yugoslav
army who had been imprisoned 1n 1948 as a " Cominformist’”. He had
fled to Albania in 1958 and later wentontothe USSR and Romania. In
1976 he was tried in Belgrade. convicted of a number ot eriminal
offences against the people and the state” and sentenced to death,
commuted to 20 years imprisonment. Two other Yugoslav emigres.
Djoka Stojanovic and Alexander Opojevic. who were with mm at the
time of his abduction, have not been heard of since.

Other similar cases include that of Vjenceslav CiZek. a Croatian emigre
living in the FRG who had contributed caricatures and articles to emigre
journals. In November 1977 he was abducted while on a trip to Milan,
In August 1978 he was sentenced by Sarajevo districtcourtto | 5 years’
imprisonment, later reduced to 13 years, on charges of having “acted in
accordance with counter-revolutionary attitudes that undermined the
Yugoslav social system™.

In both cases Amnesty International’s information strongly supports
allegations that the men were abducted and taken to Yugoslavia by
force. although they were accused at their trials of having entered
Yugoslavia illegally. o

Since the mid- 1960s. unemployment at home and open trontiers
have induced large numbers of Yugoslav citizens to seek employment
abroad. mainly in Western Europe, as migrant workers. This has
brought some of them, often via emigre journals or clubs, into contact
with politically active sections ot the emigre community. Those known
to have had such contacts or found to be in possession of emigre journals
are liable to arrest and imprisonment on return to Yugoslavia. Amnesty
[nternational’s information suggests that the number of such cases has
increased tn recent years,

Human rights violations

The following violations of human rights in Yugoslavia are of
concern to Amnesty International:

® the arrest and imprisonment of people for their non-violent
exercise of internationaily recognized human rights, in particular
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the rights to freedom of expression, information and association;

® the vague tormulation of certain legal provisions which enables
them to be applied so as to penalize people for the non-violent
exercise of their human rights;

@ departures from international standards on arrest, investigation
and trial procedures;

® instances of cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment of political
detainees;

@ conditions of detention which in many cases fail to match the

United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of
Prisoners;

@® the existence and application of the death penalty.

Political imprisonment

Since 1980 more than 500 people a year have been prosecuted for
polital offences and groups of Yugoslav citizens have regularly
expressed concern about violations of human rights in the country by

sending petitions to the Presidency of the SFRJ calling for legislation
to remedy abuses.

In June 1980 the Federal Public Prosecutor reported an increase in

the number of political offences during the previous year. He attributed
this to international tension and to an increase in activities on the part of

political emigres and *‘internal enemies’’ after the protracted iliness and
the death of President Tito in May 1980. According to further
statements by the Federal Public Prosecutor in April and May 1981,
553 people were charged with political crimes in 1980 - an 83 per cent
increase over the previous year. Ninety-three per cent of the total were
described as “verbal offences”; 78 per cent were ““minor verbal
offences” — usually insulting state leaders or symbols by using abusive
language — punished by one to two months’ imprisonment, Seventy per
cent of all political offences had been due to**nationalist and chauvinist™
attitudes. At a meeting of public prosecutors in April 1981 it was
apparently decided to prosecute political offences more severely.

In July 1982 the Federal Public Prosecutor stated that 594 people,
64 per cent of them ethnic Albanians, had been charged with political
crimes in 1981 and that “*about half’’ of them had been charged with
**most serious offences’’, unlike in 1980 or previous years when“*only a
very small number’ had been charged with these “‘most serious
offences”. In May 1983 he reported that 516 — 62 per cent of them
Albanians tried for ‘‘irredentist and nationalist activities” — had been
charged with political crimes in 1982. Sixty-five per cent of this total
were described as * verbal political offences”. In June 1984 he reported

that 545 people had been charged with political crimes in 1983, 76 per
cent of them with “verbal crime’".
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Ethnic Albanians

T he high percentage of Albanians charged with pohitical crimes . 64 per
cent of the 1981 total, 62 percentin 1982, no figures given tor [ 983
reflects the continuing national unrestin territones inhabited mainly by
ethnic Albamans, particularly the province of Kosovo.

Renewed nationalist unrest in Kosovo had already begun in late
1979. when numerous arrests were reported there tollowing the
appearance of anti-government pamphlets and slogans painted on
walls. Some 19 people were later tried. although only two trials were
covered in the Yugoslav press - one in PriSuna in July 1980 and the
other in Skopje the tollowing month.

Eleven people at these trials were sentenced to between three and
cight years' imprisonment. Amnesty International’s informaton does
not suggest that the accused had used or advocated violence.

There was further natonalist unrest in Kosovo in March and April
1981. According to official Yugoslav sources, it was sparked oft on
| 1 March by students at Pristina university protesting about their living
conditions. Later in March and in early April demonstrations took place
in PriStina and many other parts of Kosovo; the demonstrators’ main
demand was for K osovo to cease to be a constituent part ot the Republic
of Serbia and be accorded republican status. Some demonstrators are
also said to have called for Kosovo's union with neighbouring Albama.
The demonstrations appear to have begun peacetully but, according to
various official sources, nine or 11 people died and several hundred
were wounded in violent clashes following intervention by security forces.
Unofficial sources have estimated far higher casuaity tigures, and
Amnesty International has heard that the Central Committee of the

League of Communists of Serbia was told that over 300 people had
died in the course of the disturbances.

State of emergency

A state of emergency was declared and heavy security force reinforce-
ments and army units were brought into the province. At least 2,000
people were arrested. In June 1981 the authorities announced that 506
demonstrators had been summarily sentenced under the Code for Petty
Offences { which meant imprisonment for up to 60 days or fines).
According to a report in the Belgrade weekly news magazine N/N on
6 September, by 31 August a further 245 people had been sentenced
under federal law to from one to 15 years’ imprisonment. Over 60
people were tried and convicted in September.

The official figures for the number of convictions of ethnic
Albanians in Kosovo between the large-scale nationalist demonstrations
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of March till April 1981 and the end of | R 3 were 658 convictions for

~irredentist’” activity and " about 2,000 punis hed for violations’™ - that
is. sentenced toup to 60 days imprisonmentor a fine (unofhicial SOUTCES
give far higher figures). According to a report in Tanjug (thg nl_hcm}!
Yugoslav news agency) on 10 March 1984, 72 illegal organizaions
with = about 1.000 members ™ werc uncovered inthe province dunngthe
same period. In the first seven months of 1984 the official )’ugnslav
press reported six group trials in Kosovo of 78 ethnic Albanians. One
defendant was discharged because of lack ot evidence: the others were
all found guilty of belonging to "illegal ™ orgamz ations with ""nationalist
and “irredentist” aims and sentenced to up to | 5 years’ impnsonment.
A1l were accused of advocating republican status for Kosovo,

Most of those convicted were young teachers or high-school and
aniversity students and were under 25, Many of the prison sentences
were of six years and more.

However. according to an article in the Belgrade weekly NIN on
20 November 1983, Riza Fazlija, President of the Supreme Court of
Kosovo. referring to sentences passed in political trials in Kosovo after
1981 . said that 60 per cent of the verdicts of the courts of tirst mstance
(that is. the district courts) had been reduced on appeal by the Supreme
Court of Kosovo. Young people in particular who had been “led astray
and who had expressed sincere repentance had had their sentences
reduced. Fazlija commented:

1t is correct that some sentences of the lower courts were 100
severe. Perhaps the courts of first instance had reason o
impose these sentences in the situation that prevailed three
years ago as a general preventive measure. But when these
cases reached us the situation was different. Later the courts
of first instance themselves began to change thew criteria and
to adapt them to the social danger represented by the
offenders. For this reason ve now have fewer changes ot
sentence on appeal. As far as organized hostile activity is
concerned. sentences are still relatively severe, when impuseq
both by courts of first instance and by the Supreme Cournt ol
Kosovo™ .

Defendants accused of taking part in “organized hostile activity™ are
usually charged under Arucles | 36 (" association for purposes of hostile
activity "), 131 (participation i hostile acuvity "y and 114 (counter
revolutionary endangering of the social order’™) of the tederal cnmmu[
code. In 1984 Amnesty Internatonal groups worked tor the release ol
over 120 ethnic Albanian prisoners ol conscience imprisoned under
these articles and investigated another 10 cases. This figure does not
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include those ethnic Albanian prisoners of conscience sentenced for
“hostile propaganda’™ or “incitement ™,

Some of those tried since 1981 have been accused of calling for the
umon of Kosovo with neighbouring Albania. The Yugoslav authorities
have periodically attnibuted the nationalist disturbances in Kosovo to a
concerted plot, orchestrated from Albania, to achieve the secession of
§he Albanian inhabited regions of Yugoslavia and their incorporation
into a ~"Greater Albania™. Thus the goal of republican status for the
province, which all ethnie Albanians tried tor political offences since
1981 have been accused of advocating, is equated by the authorities
with the attempt to split up the Yugoslav federation.

N Some of the detendants have been accused of violence. includin

nrmg al members of the secunty torces; or, in the case of one group, of
having hijacked a police vehicle containing arms. In May 1984 six
ethnic Albanians were accused of having smuggled arms. ammunition
and explosives into Yugoslavia. Another gmun"was arrested in March
1984 and accused of causing nine cexplosions in Priftina between
_Oclphf:r 1982 and March 1984, Other groups have been accused of
Issuing statements threatening armed uprisings it Kosovo were not
accorded the status of a republic by peaceful means. In many other
instances, however, the charges have been unrelated to the use or
admcacy of violence: tor example, organizing or joining in demonstra-
tions, either within the country or elsewhere in Western Europe, has in
itself been considered a crime. So has the writing of certain slaéans or
possession of certain leatlets, books, magazines or poems. In some
cases Amnesty International has repeatedly asked the Yugoslav
;mthurilies ( without getting any response) tor particulars about Charges
In order to ascertain if the accused had used or advocated violence.

In 1984 Amnesty International groups worked for the release of
ahuut 150 ethmie Albanians adopted as prisoners of conscience and
investigated about 20 other cases.

Croatian trials

In (‘ﬁﬁilia three prominent dissenters, former prisoners of conscience
previously sentenced in 1972, were tried in 1981. The first two to be
tried were the historian and veteran Partisan Dr Franjo Tudjman, a
former Yugoslav general, and the writer Vlado Gotovac. They were
chargeq with “"hostile propaganda’ and sentenced to three and two
years: 1.mprisqnmenl respectively for interviews they had given to
fgre:gn journalists between 1977 and 1980. In September 1981 another
lurmerprisgner of conscience, Dr Marko Veselica, was sentenced to ] |
years imprisonment and a four-year ban on public expression of any
kind. He too was charged with “hostile propaganda’ tor an interview he
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had given to a toreign journalist in which he had argued that Croatia was
at a political and economic disadvantage within the Yugoslav tederation
He was charged also with “participation in hostile activity - According
to the indictment. he had sent documents alleging human rights
violaions in Yugoslavia to several people abroad, ncluding three
Croatian emigres, tor publication in the emugre press and tor presentation
at the Conterence on Secunty and Cooperation in Furope held in
Madrid in 1980. He apparently denied the second charge, and that he had
had any contact with emigres. He dedlared that he was on principle
against any extremist organization, whether at home or abroad, and
apainst violence and hatred. He acknowledged giving the mterview but
pleaded not guilty to both the charge of ~hostile propaganda and that ot
participation in hostile activity™ . His sentence was reduced on appeal
Lo seven years imprisonment,

There have been other political trials of Yugoslay mugrant workers
who were i contact with emigres while working abroad and were
arrested and convicted on returming to Yugosiavia. Frequently the
charges have related to the possession of emigre journals and literature,

Religious believers convicted

Other cases that have come to Amnesty International’s attention in the
nast tour years have included those of members and officials of the
Roman Catholic and Serhian Orthodox Churches and the Mushm
faith in Bosnia-Hercegovina. Prisoners adopted by Amnesty Intemational
have included a Roman Catholic Franciscan novice, a student at a
Franciscan seminary, a Franciscan parish priest. two Franciscan triars,
three Muslim religious ofticials, a Serbian Orthodox theology student
and a Serbian Orthodox priest. All were charged with ““hostile
propaganda’ or “incitement to national or religious hatred” To
Amnesty International’s knowledge none of them had used or advocated
violence. Their arrest and conviction coincided with mcereasingly
frequent attacks in the official press onthe abuse ot religion for political
ends”, and in August 1983 a group of 13 Mushms were tned in
Sarajevo, the capital of Bosnia- Hercegovina, on charges of " association
for purposes of hostile activity” and of having performed " hostile and
counter-revolutionary acts derived from Muslim nationalism
They received sentences ranging from five to 15 years imprisonment.
Ten of them have been adopted by Amnesty International as
prisoners of conscience.

Private conversations

Amnesty International has also noted an increase in the number ot
cases of people in Bosma-Hercegovina who have been imprisoned on
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charges based solely on the alleged contents of their private conversations,
which have been regarded as "hostile propaganda’” Otften they have not
been accused of advocating violence but of having criticized the
authorities, orof having made uncom phmentary remarks about national
or local politicians or the late President Tito.

Writers and intellectuals

Other political trials which have taken place since 1980 have included
those in Belgrade of writers Momdilo Selic and Goko Djogo, on
charges of hostile propaganda™ In April 1980 the former was
sentenced to seven vears imprisonment, reduced on appceal to three

years for having written and distributed a 10-page document critical of

the Yugoslay Communist Party's history and policies. He was later
pardoned by the SFRJ Presidency and released in May 1982, In
deptember 1981 Gojko Djogo was sentenced to two years Imprison.
ment, fater reduced to a year, tor publishing a collection of poems 1In
which. according to the indictment, he had been derogatory about
President Tito and depicted the socio pohtical situation in Yugoslavia
“maliciously and untruthfully”. On 28 March 1983 he began to serve his
sentence, but on 17 May was released because of ili-health. He was
allowed to remain at liberty on account of his health and in February
1985 was still free.

Lastly there has been the trial of six Belgrade intellectuals: Viadimir
Mianovic (previously sentenced in 1971 and 1973): Miodrag Milic.
Drragomir Olujic: Gordan Jovanovic: Paviutko Im&irovic and Milan
Nikolic( the last two were former prisoners of conscience sentenced in
1972). Their trials tollowed a police raid in April 1984 on a private
apartment in Belgrade where 28 people had assembled to hear a talk by
Milovan Djilas. This was a meeting of the so-called “Open University™
- one of the unofficial discussion groups which, with the knowledge of the
authorities, had been meeting in similar circumstances for at least seven
vears without any ofticial harassment. In the indictment the six were
accused, among other things, ot having tormed a group which aimed to
change the social and political system and get nd ol the present
government, and of holding meetings at which, both orally and in WTiting,
they had attacked " the heritage of the liberation struggle, the building ot
socialism and the character and acts of Tito™

The trial began on 5§ November 1984 and finished on 4 February
I985 after considerable world press coverage. Support for the
defendants was widespread, both internally and externally, and over
30 petitions on their behalf, 18 of them originating in Yugoslavia,
were sent to the authorities. Before the trial ended Paviufko
Imsirovic, Viadimir Mijanovic and Gordon Jovanoviéc were
removed from the indictment due to illness and it was reported
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that they would be tried on a future unspecified date. Thf: chargf§
against Miodrag Mili¢, Milan Nikoli¢ and Dralgormr | Oluji¢
were changed and they were found guilty of the less serious oftence of
“hostile propaganda’”. They were sentenced to two, one and a half,

and one years’ imprisonment respectively but were allowed to remain
free pending appeal.

Petitions for amnesty

In June 1980 136 Belgrade intellectuals signed a petition to the
Presidency calhng tfor an amnesty tor those penple u:f!m had " committed
the ottence of expressing forbidden political views’ . ln Ot::labcr 1980
over 100 citizens signed a petition calling tor the delem)q from Article
| 33 of the federal criminal code of an item making it a criminal offence to
depict socio-political conditions in Yugoaflavia "ma!icinus‘ly and untrl'it‘}‘l-
tully”. In November 1980 a petition for an amnesty {or all pf)lltm..hil
prisoners was sent to the Presidency. It was signed by 43 lugrg:h
intellectuals. A 19-year-old student, Dobroslav Paraga, who had
helped to collect signatures tor it was arregleq on 2| November. In Ma?j
1981 he was sentenced by Zagreb district court to three years
imprisonment atter being convicted‘ of' ~“hostile propaganda .and
“participation in hostile activity’”. This sentence was, on appeal to the
Supreme Court of Croatia, increased to five years but later reduced to
four years by the Federal Court. He was released on 21 November
| 984.




Constitutional and legal context

International treaties affecting human rights

In 1971 Yugoslavia ratitied the two major international United N ations
treatics on human rights, the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic. Social
and Cultural Rights. By ratitying the former, the Yugoslav Government
committed itselt to guaranteeing, among other things, the rights to
treedom of opinion, expression, assembly and association. Yugoslavia
has not ratitied this covenant's Optional Protocol. which permits the
Human Rights Commuittee to receive complaints trom individuals. nor
has it made a declaration under Article 41 (1) of the covenant accepung
the procedure tor inter-state complaints. In February 1978, Yugoslavia
submitted a report on its implementation of the covenant to the Human
Rights Committee, in accordance with Article 40 of that covenant.

In the introduction to its report, the Yugoslav Government said:
" The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. on the basis of the
csmb_lished objectives of its foreign policy relating to respect for the
principles set forth in the Charter of the United Nations concerning the
dignity and equal and inalienable rights of all men and women. ha#ing
assumed the obligations arising from the Charter relative to the
promotion o, and respect for, human rights and freedoms. has acceded
to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and is
consistently undertaking measures which ensure the protection of the
civil nghts recognized therein. ™

Yugoslavia has ratitied other human rights instruments emanating
trom the United Nations, including: the Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide: the Convention on the
Pgliti_cal rights of Women and the International Convention on the
E himination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, Itis also party totwo
International Labour Organisation conventions: No. 87. on Freedom of
Association and Protection of the Right to Organize and Collective Bar-
gaining; and No. 111, on Discrimination in Respect of Employment
and Occupation, In addition Yugoslavia is a signatory of the Final Act
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe ( Helsinki,
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1975) and has participated in the tollow-up conterences in Belgrade in
1977 and Madnd in 1980.

Constitutional guarantees

The country’s 1974 constitution guarantees its ciizens a number of

fundamental nghts which are enshrnined also in intematonal law,
including: the rightto petition{ Article 137); treecdom ot opinion { Article
1 66); treedom of the press and other media of intformation: freedom ot
assoclation, of speech and public expression and freedom ot assembly
(Article 167):; freedom of religious profession( Article 174); freedom of
movement and abode (Article 183). inviolability of the home (Arucle
1 84) and confidentiality of mail and other means of communication
(Articie 185). Article 154 guarantees citizens equality betore the faw
and states that they ““shall be equal in their rights and duties regardless
ot nationality, race, sex. language, religion, education, or social status™”.
Unlike the International Covenant on Civil and Pohucal Rights,
however, it does not guarantee such equality regardless of political or
other opinions.

Among the restrictions contained in the constitution on the exercise of
fundamental rights is the tollowing: "No one may use the tfreedoms and
rights established by the present Consutution in order to disrupt the
foundations of the socialist selt- management democratic order established
by the present Constitution™ (from Article 203). On this principle are
hbased a number of legislative provisions whose loose tormulation makes
it possible to impnson individuals for exercising constitutionally
guaranteed rights in ways disapproved of by the authorities.

The administration of justice

The court system in Yugoslavia comprises Regular Courts (that s,
courts of general jurisdiction, including economic courts), Military
Courts, Courts of Associated Labour and Constitutional Courts, They
are organized in an ascending hierarchy at commune, district, republic/
autonomous province and tederal levels, Each republic and autonomous
province has its own Secretaniat of Justice { corresponding to a ministry
of justice in other countries), responsible tor the courts and penal
institutions within its territory. There 1s also a Federal Secretariat of
Justice with overall responsibility tor the judicial and prison systems,

Professional and lay judges sit on the court benches at commune,
district and republic/autonomous province levels; they are elected by
assemblies at the corresponding levels. The President and judges (both
professional and lay) of the Federal Court are elected by the SEFRIJ
Assembly. Professional judges are elected for an eight-year, and lay
judges tor a tour-year, renewable term. Under Arucle 230 of the
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constitution, only citizens who, in addition to protessional expertise,
possess 'moral-political suitability’” are eligible for election as judges.

The constitution states that a judge may not be ** called to account for
an opinion given in the process of judicial decision-making, nor may he
be detained in the proceedings instituted because of a ¢riminal offence
he has committed in the performance of his judicial duties, without the
approval of the competent socio-political community’” (Article 231),
Article 219 grants counts independence in the performance of their
functions.

However, despite these guarantees, courts have been known to have
been criticized for failure to take sufficient account of party policy. At
the 21st session of the SKJ Presidium in December 1971, President
Tito said:

"} Our courts and prosecuting authorities| often cling to the
letter of the law like a "drunkard to a fence'. They look at each
paragraph trom every angle, always finding something which
will acquit the guilty, and they don't pay attention to what s
contrary to socialist development. I'd like to see how many
people we've fired from these posts on account of their poor -
I won't say hostile, but at the very least non-socialistically
motivated - work, People like this hinder us from clearing up
matters and neutralizing anti-socialist elements. ™

( Published in May 1980 in the Zagreb bi-monthly news and
arts magazine Oko.)

In an interview with NIN of 29 March 1981. the President of the
Federal Court noted that judges were still sometimes subjected to
pressures: " There have been attempts to make judges dependent on
pohtical structures in various ways, such as by calling into question their
re-election or even by attempts to prevent their re-election.”

The Federal Public Prosecutor - who is empowered to give binding
directives to the public prosecutors of republics and autonomous
provinces - is appointed and relieved of office by the SFRJ Assembily:
public prosecutors at republic and commune levels are appointed and
relieved of office by the corresponding assembly.

Law enforcement is carried out by the militia and by the state
security police, the Sli3ba drlavne sigurnosti (SDS), the State Security
Service, both under the control of the Secretariat of Internal Aftairs.
The SDS, still colloquially referred to as the UDBa. after its formertitle
Uprava drfavne bezbednosti, Department of State Security, often

plays an important role in the arrest and investigation of people
suspected of political otfences.
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‘Hostile propaganda’

Federal criminal code

In 1977 the Criminal Code of 1951, which had been apphed
throughout Yugoslavia, was replaced by separate crimi‘nﬁal codes
for each republic and autonomous province, In addlttop to a
federal code, the Criminal Code of the SFRJ. The tecﬁeral
criminal code deals with political oftences - known as ““crimes
against the bases of the socialist selt- management social system
and the security of the SFRJ ™ (Chapter 15) - ¢crimes against the‘
human race and international law, and certain other categories of

crime.

With few exceptions, prisoners of conscience adopted by A'mncsgy
International have been charged and convicted unde_r amc!e§ in
Chapter 15§ of the federal criminal che which contain provisions
making it possible to penalize the non-violent exercise of fundam*e ntal
human rights. Political offences defined by federal law are first tried at

district court level and then, on appeal, at Republic Supreme Court level.
There is also provision, under certain conditions, for further appeal to
the Federal Court. |

A high proportion of prisoners of conscience adopted by A“mnesty
International have been convicted of ‘"hostile propaganda unfler
Article 133 of the federal criminal code (or under the analogous Article
1 18 of the previous criminal code). Article 133 states:

1) Whoever, by means of an article, leatlet, drawing, speech
or in some other way , advocates or incites the overthrow of |
the rule of the working class and the working people, the unconsti-
tutional alteration of the socialist soctal system of self-m_anage—
ment, the disruption of the brotherhood, unity and equghty pf
the nations and nationalities, the overthrow of the bodle_s of
social self-management and government or their executive
agencies, resistance to the decisions of competent government
and self-management bodies which are significant for the
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protection and detence of the country: or whoever maliciously
and untruthfully portrays socio-political conditions in

the country shall be punished by imprisonment for from one to 10
years.

2) Whoever commits an offence mentioned in paragraph 1)
of this Article with assistance trom abroad or influenced by
people abroad. shall be punished by imprisonment for at least
three years.

3) Whoever sends or infiltrates agitators or propaganda
matenal into the termitory of the SFRJ in order to commit an
offence mentioned in paragraph 1) of this Article shall be
punished by imprisonment for at least one year,

"4) Whoever, with the intent to distribute it, prepares or
reproduces hostile propaganda material or whoever has such
material in his possession knowing that it is intended for
distribution, shall be punished by imprisonment tor at least six
months and not more than five years.”™

(The woyding of Article 118, dealing with ~*hostile propaganda’.
the previous code was very similar. but the maximum penalty was

higher: 12 years’ imprisonment.)

The crime of**hostile propaganda’” in the form of *"malicious and un-
truthful portrayal of the socio-political decisions in the country™ was

originally introduced into Yugoslav criminal legislation in 1959,
apparently on the advice of the then State Secretary for Intermal A tYairs
who claimed that it was necessary in order to achieve “monolithism’".
“intensitied vigilance by our authorities'” and **still broader development
of a corrective influence on vacillating citizens'” and finally the * need

tor harsh punitive measures against heedless individuals. enemies of our
country and our government.”

Amnesty International concerns

In October 1976, following discussions between an Amnesty Interma-
tional delegation and senior Yugoslav government officials, the organiz-
ation wrote to the Yugoslav authorities stressing its concerns and criticizing,
among other things, certain articles of the criminal code under which
prisoners of conscience had been convicted, in particular Article 118.
Amnesty International stated that Article 118 made criminal the
exercise of freedom of expression when this freedom was used to Oppose
or even merely to criticize the established political order. It noted that
the article was so loosely formulated that it lent itself to subjective inter-
pretation and application. It also observed that in practice courts had
convicted people on charges under the article without having obtained
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proof of either the “falseness™ of the statements categorized by the
prosecution as hostile propaganda’ or of "malicious intent” on the
part of the accused. although these were essential ingredients of the
offence. It concluded that if Article 118 (and other articles used to
penalize the non-violent exercise of fundamental rights, such as Articles
1 (). " counter-revolutionary attack on the state and social organization” .
101, “endangering the territorial integrity and independence of the
state’”. and 117, association against the people and the state ') were
not included in the new federal criminal code, due to be introduced the
following year, this would be an important step towards ending imprison-
ment tor the exercise of treedom of conscience.

When the new federal criminal code was introduced in 1977, the
substance and formulation of the corresponding articles remained
almost unchanged - those dealing with"hostile propaganda’, "counter-
revolutionary endangering of the social order”, “endangering the
territorial unity™ and “*Association for the purpose of hostile activity
(analogous to Articles 118, 100, 101 and 117 of the previous criminal
code). Hence the federal criminal code of 1977 in no way alleviated
Amnesty International’s concerns, which have remained as descnbed
above.

Prisoners of conscience

Convictions on charges of “"hostile propaganda’ in cases of prisoners of
conscience adopted by Amnesty International have been based on
various types of non-violent activity. Prisoners of conscience have been
convicted for private conversations:; for writing a book or producing a
film or pamphlet; for letters they had wntien; for wriing articles or
giving interviews that were published abroad. They had not advocated
violence; they had merely expressed views disapproved of by the
authorities and considered by the courts to constitute an attack on
Yugoslavia's social and political order or to be a “malicious and
untruthful” representation of conditions in the country.

Other prisoners of conscience have been convicted of “"hostile
propaganda’ for possessing or bringing into Yugoslavia banned political
works (often emigre journals) or for circulating such works. In
convicting people tor this oftence. the courts donot appearto have taken
into consideration whether or not the material in question advocated
violence,

The following are some cases of people convicted on charges of
hostile propaganda’” who have been adopted by Amnesty International
as prisoners of conscience.

lvan Pletikosa
On 1 3 December 1982 Ivan Pletikosa, a 58-year-old Croat who taught
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in the knglish Department of the Philosophy Faculty at Zagreb
university, was arrested at his flat in Banjaluka. When police searched
his flat they apparently found some copies of Croatian emigre journals
and a letter he hadjust written ( but not posted) in which he informed the
local police that he had received these journals without asking for them.

His trial in Banjaluka district court lasted four days: it beganearly in
Apnl 1983 but was adjourned until 20 April. He was charged under
Artcles 133 and 157 of the SFRJ criminal code with engaging in
“hostile propaganda’ and *damaging the reputation of the SERJ™ The
charges were based on remarks he was alleged to have made in private
conversation with acquaintances, in which he supposedly criticized
Yugoslavia's political and economic system and certain of Yugoslavia's
political leaders. He had also allegedly expressed dissatistaction about
the situation of Croats in the republic of Bosnia- Hercegovina(arepublic
with a mixed population of Muslims, Serbs and Croats). He was
charged also with receiving and possessing copies of emigre journals,

Two observers delegated by Amnesty International to attend the
trial on 20 April 1983 were refused entry into the courtroom by the
President of the court. Amnesty International later learned. however,
that at the trial Ivan Pletikosa denied the charges and denied having,
made the statements of which he was accused. He claimed that the
witnesses, acquaintances of his, had misunderstood him and that during
the conversations in question they had discussed certain articles in the
(ofticial) press which had covered particular current events. He denied
that he was a Croatian nationalist and pointed out that his wife was of
partial Serbian descent and that his friends included both Serbs and
Muslims.

The court rejected defence proposals both to hear six witnesses for
the detence and thata copy ot Ivan Pletikosa’s letter to the late President
Tito, written in 1979, should be obtained and read. On 22 April 1983
the court declared Ivan Pletikosa guilty ot the charges against him and
sentenced him to six years’ imprisonment. On appeal, the Supreme
Court of Bosnia-Hercegovina reduced his sentence to four years’
imprisonment and a further appeal to the Federal Court in Belgrade
reduced the sentence for the charges covered by Article 157 to one
year's imprisonment and ordered a re-trial on the charges covered by
Article 133. Following this retrial by Banjaluka district court his entire
sentence was reduced to three and a half years' imprisonment

Father Luka Prcela

On 24 January 1983 Father Luka Prcela was arrested. He was a 44-
year-old prior belonging to the Dominican ( Roman C atholic) order and
priest of the parish of Our Lady of the Rosary” in Split. It was
unotticially reported that his arrest was prompted by a sermon he had
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preached the previous day in which he had expressed indignation about
a cartoon that had recently been pubhished in a student newspaper. The
cartoon allegedly showed the Virgin Mary taking contraceptive piils and
Jesus Chnst smoking hashish. Father Prcela apparently indicated that
he considered the cartoon blasphemous and attributed the blame toritto
communist intluence on young people.

He was tried from 9 to 12 May 1983 by Split district court. Accordingto
the indictment. he had. between 24 October 1982 and 23 January
| 983 preached sermons in the church ot Saint C athenine in Sphit which,
after a short religious introduction, turmed into pohtical speeches. The
indictment, citing alieged e¢xcerpts trom these sermons, stated that
b ather Prcela had made malicious assessments of events and of the
situation in the SFRJ and had disparaged the Yugoslav war of
liberation, the late President Tito and certain war heroes. it was further
stated that he had cnticized the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
and its leaders and had praised people convicted ot hostile propaganda,
thus surring up national hatred: he was accused also ot having incited
people to abandon communist and Marxist ideology. | )

The court found him guilty of all charges and sentenced him to five
years imprisonment and a five year ban on making public statements.
His sentence was reduced on appeal to three years imprisonment.

‘Verbal offences’

These last two cases illustrate the contentious use of Article 133 in
cases of what are commonly referred to in Yugoslavia as **verbal
offences”. Besides Article 133, there are a number of other legal
provisions which penalize “verbal offences’”, among them Amcle
157 of the federal criminal code which deals with *damaging the
reputation of the SFRJ.Lesser similar offenceg, for. exan_'lpl_e.
spreading false rumours’ or “*damaging the reputation 0[_ a socialist
republic or socialist autonomous province , are penalized under
sections of the criminal codes of the republics and autonomous
provinces dealing with " offences against public order” and "' offences

against honour and reputation . | | o
The following cases are e xamples ot people convicted and impnsoned

solely on the basis of private conversations which have been cuqsider_ed
"“hostle propaganda’™ under Article 1 33, sometimes in connection with
other legal provisions, such as Article 157, which penalize “v_erbal
offences””. They are at present adopted by Amnesty International
as prisoners of conscience.

Dr lvan Zografski

In January 1984 Dr lvan Zogratski, a Bulgarian citizen aged 70 who
had lived in Sarajevo and, betore retiring, had been a doctor, was trnied
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by Sarajevo district court on charges of “hostile propaganda™ and
“damaging the reputation of the SFRJ". He was accused of having
“maliciously and untruthfully described socio-political and economic con-
ditions in Yugoslavia®™, and of “*denying the existence of the brotherhood
and unity of Yugoslavia's peoples and in particular of having denied the
existence of the Macedonian nation™. He was accused also of having
disparaged Yugoslavia's top political leaders and of having referred in
an “imsulting manner’” to the late President Tito.

According to a report in the official press, he had committed these
oftences " at his own home, in the homes of his friends and in cafes and
restaurants’ between 1979 and 1983, The court found him guilty and
sentenced him to six and a half years’ imprisonment, reduced on appeal to
five and a half years, confiscation of his property, and permanent
expulsion trom Yugoslavia at the end of his prison sentence.

Dragan Stepkovic

In March 1984 Dragan Stepkovic, a 21-year-old theology student and
sonofahigh official in the Serbian Orthodox Church, was sentenced to
two years 10 months’ imprisonment by Sarajevo military court on
charges of hostile propaganda’. The charges were based solely on
remarks he was alleged tc have made, while doing his military service,
to tour fellow-soldiers in conversations which took place in district

barracks and the bar of a nearby hotel.

He was accused of having made a number of statements to the effect
that the Serbian Orthodox Church and Serbs in general had been and
stll were being discriminated against by the Muslims and Roman
Catholics in Bosnia-Hercegovina. He was accused also of having said
that the late President Tito was responsible for Yugoslavia's economic
problems and thatthe SKJ was incapable of solving them. In addition he
was charged with having said that he hated Muslims and that all
Muslims hate Serbs; that Tito was guilty of the events in Kosovo{where
there were large nationalist demonstrations by Albanians during 1981)
because he had promised the Albanians their own republic: that **the
Tito we know is not the true Tito but a false Tito put there by the
Russians'"; that in the event of a future war, Croats and Albanians
would unite and tumn against the Serbs and drive them out of Bosnia-
Hercegovina; and that ""if one thinks at all freely one goes tojail; in our
country there is no democracy like there is in America'"

In his defence he denied having said he hated Muslims or that the
Serbs in Bosnia- Hercegovina were discriminated against. Furthermore
he denied blaming Tito for the situation in Kosovo, stating: " Tito was
our greatest fighter tor brotherhood and unity™”. He explained that he
had said the Albanians in their slogans claimed that Tito had promised
them a republic, but stressed that this was not his view. He said that the
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accusation concerning his statement about “"the other Tito™ putthere by
the Russians was patently absurd, and he stressed thathe had said: “"All
of us are to blame tor the bad economic situation,”” not just the leaders,
and that anyway he had only repeated what many otticial newspapers
had printed about the economic crisis. As for his comment : :‘In our
country there is nodemocracy like there is in America, he claimed he
had meant that the two systems were different, not that the Yugoslav
system was worse. |

The prosecution called the four witnesses in order to substantiate 1he
charges against Dragan Stepkovic. Three of them stated that they did
not think his remarks had been “hostile . and one of them described the
conversations as “"mere chatter”. From the available information it
seems probable that the fourth witness, also possibly one ot the qlher
three. were used as agents provocateurs to get Dragan Stepkovice to
make incnminating remarks.

Amnesty International has 15 adopted prisoners of conscience convicted
of ““hostile propaganda’” on charges based almost exclusively on the
content of their private conversations. All but one of these convictions
took place in the republic of Bosnia- Hercegovina where people have1
received heavy pnison sentences tor exercising their right to freedom of
expression in casual, private conversation, This judicial practice 1s, as
far as Amnesty International knows, less common in other parts of
Yugoslavia, where charges of ""hostile propaganda™ are usually brought
in connection with published material or other forms of public
e Xpression,

Dr Viadimir Dedijer, a Yugoslav Academician and Tito's biographer
who is the Chairperson of the International Russell Tribunal, said in a
letter dated 13 July 1984 that the tribunal had received a statement
which:

... had testified that the late President Tito had personally

asked for verbal offences to be abolished 1n Yugoslavia, that

Tito’s request was submitted to a session of the Central

Committee of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia but

that the Bosnian delegation, headed by Branko Mikuli¢ | the

member of the SFRJ Presidency tor Bosnia-Hercegovina and

a long-term advocate of strong-arm policies both 1in Bosnia-

Hercegovina and in the Federation| lodged a veto and so

Tito’s wish could not be tultilled.”™

Bosnia-Hercegovina has a mixed population of Mushms (the Iargest
cthnic group and, since 1971, recognized as one of Yugoslaw_a‘s
nations). Serbs and Croats. During the Second World War this region
saw bitier inter-community fighting, and the authonties have trequently
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reterred to the bloodshed of that penod as a jusutication for repressive
measures.

Ethnic Albanians

Amnesty Intemational has adopted as prisoners of conscience many
cthnic Albanians who have been imprisoned on charges of “hostile
propaganda’ under Article 133 ot the federal criminal code relating to
the possession of books, emigre newspapers and tape- recordings, or to
the wniting of slogans considered “hostile”™. The slogan KOsovo -
Republic™ s often reterred to in reports of trials as mnsiiluting “hostile
propaganda’. '

The tollowing are examples of ethnic Albanians imprisoned for
"hﬂﬂtﬂﬂ" propaganda ” who are now Amnesty International adopted
prisoners of conscience.

Sherit Asllani

On 22 November 1983 Shent Asllani, aged 28. trom Urofevac and
tempma_‘rily employed in Switzerland, was tried by Tuzla district court.
Accordingto the report of the trial in the official Yugoslav press, he was
accused of having been in possession of a book entitled The Titoists by
E nver Hoxha(leaderofthe People’s Socialist Republic of Albania) and
of two cigarette holders bearing the inscription “Kosovo - Republic',

while visiting his brother in Tuzla. The courtfound him guilty of " hostile
propaganda’ and sentenced him to four years' imprisonment.

Gaftur Loku

On 17 August 1982 the Belgrade daily newspaper Politika carried a
report by Tanjug on the trial of Gatur Loku. According to it, Gafur
Loku, an ethnic Albanian born in 1949 in Kacanik in the province of
Kosovo, was tried by Skopije district court on charges of ““hostile
propaganda on 16 August 1982,

He was accused of having made tape-recordings ( three cassettes) of
broadcasts by the Albanian radio station Radio Tirana about the
demonstrations by Albanian nationalists in Kosovo in March and April
1981 calling tor Kosovo province to be granted republican status within
the Yu.guslav tederation. He was accused of having made these tape-
_rec:;_)rcjmg,s in his home in Tetovo in April and May 1981 with the
intention of distributing them. He was found guilty and sentenced to
three and a half years’ imprisonment.

Xhavit Bajraktari, Shyqyri Miftari

Another Tanjug report was about the trial of Xhavit Bajraktari, born
in 1958, and Shyqyri Miftari, born in 1957. Before their arrest in early
October 1983 both were employed at the Trep¥a lead smelting works in
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Zvecen, Titova Mitrovica,

At their trial on 1 1 January 1984 in Titova Mitrovica district court,
X havit Bajraktari was accused of having wntten |5 “Kosovo -
Republic”, " Trep&ais ours™ and *Down with Traitors™ slogans on the
windows of the Trep&a factory canteen on 28 September at 3.30am
while Shyqyri Miftari kept watch. Xhavit Bajraktari admitted having
written the slogans, but said he did not think this amounted to a hostile
act as he was convinced there were national-economic inequalities
which were prejudicial to Albanians. Shyqyri Miftari claimed that he
had not taken part in writing the slogans and asked to be set tree.

Both men were found guilty of hostile propaganda™. Xhavit
Bajraktan was sentenced to four years' imprisonment, Shyqyri Miftan
to two years'.

Petitions

The provisions of Article 133 have been criticized in Yugoslavia. A
petition signed by over 100 citizens was sentto the SFRJ Presidency in
October 1980, asking for Article 133 to be amended so as toconfine its
application to treason. It requested deletion of the phrase ~whoever
maliciously and untruthfully portrays socio-political conditions in the
country"", arguing that this made criminal the expression of opinion; and
it asked for the article’s title to be changed to " incitement to the violent
change of the constitutional order”. By analysing supreme court
decisions and directives and referring to judicial commentaries the
petition demonstrated that, in its present form, the article supphed an
all-embracing definition of *hostile propaganda’ and lett interpretation
of what was “"untruthful’” and "*malicious’” entirely to the subjective
judgment of the court. It also emphasized the court’s latitude In
imposing sentences for this offence: up to 10 years’ imprisonment. It
concluded that in its present form Article 133 undermined citizens
constitutionally guaranteed nights.

In a subsequent article published in 1981 in the law journal Nasa
Zakonitost the President of the Federal Court acknowledged that the
formulation of Article 133 was not sufficiently precise — although he
dismissed the petition and others like it as ““essentially pohtical
pamphlets”. However, criticism of Article 133 in the country has not
abated. In November 1983 at a Yugoslav Conference of Criminologists
held in Struga a professor of law at Skopje university and a professor at
Ljubljana university called for the repeal of Article 133, and several
similar proposals have been made by members of the legal protession
and others.




‘Incitement’

Detendants in a number of political trials have been charged with
“incitement to national, racial or religious hatred, discord or intolerance ™
under Article 134 of the federal criminal code  an offence punishable
by up to 10 years’ imprisonment.

Internatonal human rights instruments such as the Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and the
!ntcmadtjnal Covenanton Civil and Political Rights, to which Yugoslavia
Is party. guarantee the right to the fundamental freedom of conscience
and expression. They do, however, envisage possible restrictions on
these rights, as in the case of incitement to racial hatred and making war
propaganda. As is appropriate to international conventions. their
provisions are couched in broad, imprecise terms. It is Amnesty
International’s view, however, that a country's criminal law should not
be imprecise and that the limitations on the rights in question should not
be so applied as to undermine the fundamental freedoms themselves. as
has sometimes happened in the application of Article 134

Ebibi Lazim

An example of such a case is that of Ebibi Lazim, a 45-year-old ethnic
Albanian who was tried by Skopje district court on 24 May 1982,
According to a report in the official Yugoslav press. he was accused of
having several times during 1981 told teachers at the primary school
where he was secretary that the nationalist demonstrations by ethnic
Albanians in Kosovo in March and April that year had been justified.
He was turther accused of having said that the demonstrators’ demand
that Kosovo province be granted republican status within the Yugoslav
tederation was alsojustified and that the territory, once inhabited by the
llyrians whom many consider the ancestors of present-day Albanians,
would " one day again be Albanian™. Onthe basis ot these statements he
was tound guilty of “inciting national hatred and discord among,
Yugoslavia's people’” and sentencedto six years' imprisonment. He has
been adopted by Amnesty International as a prisoner of conscience.

Amnesty International believes that in applying the provisions of
Article 1 34 in this and certain other cases the Yugoslav authorities have
in eftect penalized people for the non-violent expression of their
nationalist views,

‘Participation in hostile activity’

In recent years there has been an increase in the number ot political
trials of Yugoslavs accused of having been in contact, while living or
travelling abroad. with emigres opposed to the Yugoslav Government.
Such contact is strongly discouraged by the authonties by means of
propaganda, surveillance and legislation. Usually the detendants have
been migrant workers (7 guest workers™') in Western Europe, who were
arrested on their return to Yugoslavia, They have usually been
convicted under Article 131 of the federal criminal code dealing with
“participation in hostile activity . which states:

A Yugoslav citizen who, with the intent to engage in nostile

activity against the country, makes contact with a toreign state

or refugee organization or group of persons, or aids them in

the performance of hostile activity, shall be punished by

imprisonment tor at least one year.
In a few cases the available information has indicated that the accused
was convicted of contacting emigres in order to engage in acts of
political violence. In other cases, however, people have been convicted
of contact — or alleged contact - with political emigres, even though they
were not charged with the use, planning or advocacy of violence, An
example s

Jovo llic

Prisoner of conscience Jovo Hic, a 38-year-old Bosnian migrant worker
working in the FRG, was arrested in July 1979, while on holiday in hi§
home village. In December he was sentenced to nine and a half years
imprisonment by Tuzla district court on charges under Articles 131,
133 and 157. The charge of “participation in hostile activity ™ arose
from his alleged contact with several leading members of a Chetnik
emigre organization in the FRG.

He was accused of having received propaganda materials tromthem
and of using these in hostile activities towards the state by givingthemto
Yugoslavs working in the FRG and smuggling them into Yugoslavia in
order to conduct hostile activity there. However, court documents
suggested that his only proved contacts with emigres were casual and
with fellow-workers, a few of whom had tought with the Chetmks more
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than 30 years betore. One of them had shown him some emigre papers
and given him postcards and newspaper cuttings — pictures of Serbian
religious and historical figures, The “propaganda material” in this case
consisted of these and some badges with crowns on them advertising,
beer and cigarettes. He was not proved to have shown these objects to
anyone, although one witness stated he had seen a picture-postcard of a
Serbian king which Jovo llic had dropped by mistake.

Dr Nikola Novakovic

Dr Nikola Novakovic, a 68-year-old pharmacist from Rijeka and a
tormer member of the Croatian Peasant Party, was sentenced in 1977
by Sarajevo district court to 12 years’ imprisonment (reduced to 10
years in March 1982 because of ill-health) after his conviction on
charges which included **participation in hostile activity™”.

The indictment stated that while on business trips abroad between
1962 and 1977 he had visited emigre Croatian Peasant Party leaders
and helped them to plan their program. He was alleged to have got one
of these emigres a subscription to a daily newspaper published in
Zagreb and to have sent cuttings from Yugoslav newspapers plus his
own “"hostile™ commentaries to a Croatian Peasant Party emigre

Journal which published them. He was tried also on charges of **hostile

propaganda” based on his private conversations with colleagues and his
landlady in Sarajevo in which he was accused of having criticized

Yugoslavia’s political system and leadership. He denied the charges,
claiming that, although he had visited former colleagues and had
discussed political and social matters privately with them, he had not
helped to plan any program. (Amnesty Intemational’s information is
that the Croatian Peasant Party in exile has not organized or expressed
support for any acts of political violence.)

Some ethnic Albanians accused of taking part in “‘anti- Yugoslav"
demonstrations abroad have been charged with “*participation in hostile
activity”” under Article 1 31 of the federal criminal code. The following
1s an example of such a case which was reported in the official Yugosiav

press. Amnesty International has adopted the person concerned as a
prisoner of conscience.

Xhaladin Rrustemi

Xhaladin Rrustemi, aged 40, was tried on 9 April 1983 by Skopje
district court. He was accused of having made contact with '“hostile"
Albanian emigres between April 1981 andJune | 982 while temporarily
in the FRG. He was accused also of having joined in "*anti- Yugosiav™
demonstrations in Western Europe, in Disseldorf, Munich, Geneva,
Brussels, Bonn and West Berlin, in protest against the Yugoslav
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Government's handling of ethnic Albanians’ nationalist unrest m
Kosovo. He was found guilty of ‘' participating in hostile activity
and sentenced to six years imprisonment.




‘Endangering the social order’

A number ot prisoners of conscience adopted by Amnesty Intemational
have been convicted under the provisions of Article | 14 of “"counter
revolutionary endangering of the social order

“Whoever performs an act intended to curtail or overthrow the
authonty of the working class and working people; to
undermine the socio-economic system. the socto-pohtical
system of selt-management established by the constitution: to
overthrow unconstitutionally self- management and government
bodies, their executive agencies or representatives of the
highest government bodies: to undermine the country’s
economic basis, breaking up the brotherhood and unity or
destroying the equality of the nations and nationalities of
Yugoslavia, or to change the tederal organization of the state

unconstitutionally shall be punished by imprisonment for at
least one year.”

As with other legal provisions mentioned above, the provisions of
Article |14 are vaguely formulated and in practice may be used to
penalize many kinds of activity, Including non-violent ones.

Since the events of 1981 many ethnic Albanians have been charged
with “*counter-revolutionary endangering of the social order” under
Article 1 14 ofthe federal criminal code after taking part in demonstrations
calling tor Kosovo to be granted republican status. Although some
demonstrations have led to clashes with the security forces and.
occasionally, damage to property, the Yugoslav authorities appear not
to disunguish between violent and peacetul assembly and consider any
participation in Albanian nationalist demonstrations a crime,

The following cases are examples of ethnic Albanians, tried and
imprisoned under Article 114 because they had joined in nationalist

demonstrations, whom Amnesty International considers prisoners of
conscience,

Fadil Blakaj, Shefki Shatri

On 8 September 1981 Fadil Blakaj, a 23-year-old agricultural student.
Shetki Shatri,

aveterinary technician alsoaged 2 3, and four others were
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tried by Pec district court, charged with having taken partin “hostile
nationalist demonstrations in Istok on 30 April 1981 _

It was said at the trial that Fadil Blaka had travelled to r;us hli)mc
village trom Pristina on 27 March I_9$l an_d ha!d g?ne to‘ st;:: hor:i
29 April 1981 where he had met two Priftina university 5l.udents. who hac
told him about demonstrations to be held thf_;: Inlluwmg Li;i)='. “, wa‘:
further alicged thaton 30 April 1981 he hadarmved c:ir‘ly in Istok u.-herz
he had met his brother Bashkim and a group of schcx_}!gxrls whom h_e ha
told not to go to school because ot lhcpk:-rlhm)mmg dcm{)m?ra'llpn.
Finally he was accused of playing an active partin lht de.nmnglrin‘mg{
until it was dispersed by the police, and of ”appi‘ayfj-mg th; hm’,“ L‘ .L-mt.‘
counter-revolutionary sfogan "Kosovo  Repubhic iz} his dﬂ'_‘t‘,"ﬂLC hL
claimed that he did not agree with the delm{mslratmn despite his

articipation. He also demied shouting any siogans, |
pdni:ﬁzg{alleged that Shetki Shatri had let"( his workplace‘ in l;;al: 31!1
30 April 1981 and that he had met Fadii Blakaj \..vho had told hlma ut the
demonstration. He had then taken part in it with a group ot peuplg: tmm
the cotfee house " Korenci™ and yelled HFld ﬁppla u*ded hostile .slug;?n_n .
He was also said to have played an “active’” part in the demonstration

il it was dispersed by the police. |
unu#;:e“c?:ugt Iip)und hm}h dcl‘éndams guilty of "munlcr-re»-'?lutmnrar}f
endangering of the social order” and sentenced cach to five years
imprisonment,

Six students o -
Remzi Lushi, Halil lsmajli, Sabr Lush{. Blslim Ahmeu.,. Mllalm
Dervisholli and Xhemail Alyu, all untversity or hlghschmﬂ_stude;n}s:
were tricd on 7 August 1981 by Pristina dlSlt‘lCF court. Thely \!vt.l"t.
accused of organizing and taking part in demonstrations demanding that
sovo be given republican status. |
sz:::z’o?‘zjiﬁg to ‘l&ugoslax-* press reports of the tnal, {l']t’:i‘eﬂ:ﬁ’z.‘:l'ﬂl.
nationalist demonstrations by ethrl ic Albamanstudents and hlg&g?tp
pupils in Lipljan - as well as in Pristina and many other pa_rfts of KugovE
- on 2 April 1981. They were ended by police intervention. A*mu?;ll
and a half later, on the evening of 19 May 198!, RcleILUhhll. Ha 1
[smajli, Sabri Lushi, Bisim Ahmet: and Mllaim Den-'zs‘holhhl:lacti‘]a
meeting at Sabri Lushi's family home in the village ol Mut'd):*n f;,l:'
Babush at which, it seems, they plannqd a furtl_ler demog;tra 10 )
Liplian on 21 May. Nextday they met again to finalize plans. | ey agr&et
that the demonstration should begin at | .40p1:n the f_Dll{}wmg day in \ a
the march should start from the courtyard of the high-school In ip j‘g‘g.
On 21 May this march was led through the l'n:?*.n Py the alx.,%u:,th.
They reportedly shouted: “We want a n_epub'l_!c, : Lon%ne the
Republic of Kosovo!™, “Down with trators!” and “Release our
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mmradgs from prison'” (the last slogan reterring to the widespread
arrests following demonstrations in March and April 98] ).

On 7 August 1981 Priftina district court found the accused guilty of

Ccounter-revolutionary endangering of the social order”. They received
trom tour- to eight-year prison sentences,

Daut Rashani

On 29 July 1981 Daut Rashani. an I 8-year-old high-school pupil, was
lrieq by Pri%tina district court. According to Tanjug he was accus;:d 0}‘
havmg wntten and given to several friends some poems and leaflets ot' a
“hostle content™ before the March and April 1981 demonstrations in
K osovo.

Dﬂut Rasham was also reportedly accused of having taken part in
nationalist demonstrations in Pritina and of having later described the
demonstrations as “successtul’’ in another pamphlet. He was found

guilty of “counter-revolutionary endangering of the social order’” and
sentenced to six years' imprisonment.

‘Association for purposes of
hostile activity’

Most of those convicted in recent years of *‘association for purposes of
hostile activity” under Article 136 of the federal criminal code were
ethnic Albamans. Most cthnic Albanmians regarded by Amnesty
International as prisoners of conscience have been accused of forming
or belonging to “illegal groups™ and have been charged under Article
| 36, oftenin conpunction with Article 1 14. The variety and composition
of these groups is complex. Most advocated the creation of an Albanian
republic within the SFRJ although some called for the outright
unificaton of all the Albanian inhabited territonies of Yugoslavia with
the People’s Socialist Republic of Albania.

The complexity of the situation is illustrated by a Tanjug report on
10 March 1984 which stated that 72 *illegal organizations™ with
“about 1 000" members had been uncovered between 1981 and 1983,
The loose central control of these organizations over individual
members and local sections, and the relatively easy acquisition of fire-
arms in the SFRJ have made it difficult to establish whether a particular
organization has violent aims and methods. In practice certain groups
operatng under a particular name have used violence while other
groups operating under the same name have firmly rejected any use or
advocacy of violence. In yet other cases members of groups have, in
keeping with national traditions, possessed firearms ostensibly for self-
detence (that is, in case they were attacked by the security forces).

The Yugoslav authonities appear not to distinguish between any of
the various forms of nationalist activity by ethnic Albanians and equate
those who call for an Albanian republic within the SFRJ with those
calling for unification ot such a republic with Albania. They alsoequate
those who use peaceful means to try to achieve their ends with those
using or advocating violence.

The tollowing are examples of ethnic Albanians tried and imprisoned
on charges of “association for purposes of hostile activity’' often in
conjunction with ““counter-revolutionary endangering of the social
order’” whom Amnesty International considers prisoners of conscience.
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Kosovska Mitrovica trial

On 21 July 1981 Bishim Bajrami, a machinist. Ismail Smakigi, a law
graduate. and Jakup Rexhepi. a teacher, were tried by Kosovska
Mitrovica district court on charges of having formed an illegat group.
According to reports in the Yugoslav press, Bislim Bajrami was
approached in early 1980 by a member of the “"Movement for the
National Liberation of Kosovo™ (MNLK) which had created a five-
member cell in Decane commune nearby. Later, Bislim Bajrami
aliegedly tounded a three-member cell consisting of himself, Ismail
Smakiqi and Jakup Rexhepi. They received the statutes and clandestine
emigre publications of the MNLK, paid a monthiy membership
subscription and tried to recruit other members, although with little
apparent success. At the tnial Bislim Bajrami is reported to have
declared: "I don’t agree with the social system in Yugoslavia, with
social 1nequalities, nepotism, and economic crime. If this is self.
management socialism, it would be better if it didn't exist: and I believe
that if Kosovo were proclaimed a republic these injustices would be
abohshed.™
ﬁ According to press reports the three defendants were found guilty of
“tounding an illegal group with the aim of destroying the constitutional
order of Yugoslavia, disrupting Yugoslavia's unity and brotherhood., and
the annexation of Kosovo to Albania™™. They received sentences of from

six toeight years” imprisonment on charges of " association for purposes
of hostile activity” and “counter-revolutionary endangering of the
soctal order ™ under Articles 136 and 114 of the federal criminal code.

Prizren trial of 11

In July 1984 Yugoslav press and radio reported the trial of 1 1 young
Albanians in the province of Kosovo. They were Asllan Ramadani and
Arsim Stopi, both 19-year-old school pupils; Agim Galopeni. aged 24
and a student; Ali Kokolari, also aged 24 and a worker, Zek Malja,
Feim Balja) and Ramadan Hoti, all three 19-year-old school pupils; Alj
Hot. aged 19 and a student; Isljam Jashari. aged 20 and a school pupil,
and two unnamed minors whose initials are S.K. and F.G.

At their trial by Prizren district court, which lasted from 14 to 16
July, they were accused of forming and belonging to a **hostile™ group
called the "*Marxist-Leninist Youth of Kosovo”. In the indictment
Alsan Ramadani and Arsim Stopi were accused of having formed the
"Marxist-Leninist Youth of Kosovo™ in November 1983 and from then
untit March 1984 (when they were probably all arrested) of having
engaged in “hostile™ activities in Suva Reka and the village of Shiroka.
It was alleged that the group had been organized in three-member cells
and that it had produced "hostile’ pamphlets and had written slogans
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with ““hostile’” contents in the surrounding villages. It was alleged aiso
that the group had organized " hostile’” demonstrations in Suva Reka on
9 March 1984 calling for republican status for Kosovo. Finally the
detfendants were accused of organizing assistance for the poor relations
of those who were in prison because of their nationalist activity.

They were found guilty of “"association for purposes of hostile
activity’' and " counter-revolutionary endangering of the social order”
and received sentences of from one and a half to five and a half years’
imprisonment.

Teachers, students on trial

Another case is that of Nazmi Hoxha, a 33-year-old teacher. and 1 5 co-
defendants most of whom were fellow-teachers or students. They were
tried on 10 and 11 July 1982 by Gnjilane district court This tnal too
was covered by Tamjug.

The 16 were accused of belonging to the "Group of Marxist-
Leninists of Kosovo” (GMLK). According to the Tanjug report, the
GMLK was founded in 1976 in Priftina by Hydajet Hyseni. who was
sentenced to 15 years' imprisonmenton 17 November 1982, The group
in Gnjilane, a branch of this organization, was apparenty tounded in
1978 by Nazmi Hoxha(who had known Hydajet Hyseni since 19735),
and Bejtulla Tahiri, a 30-year-old teacher. Members of this group
allegedly used pseudonyms, paid membership fees to subsidize the
group's travel and printing expenses and took an oath to defend the
"*freedom and rights of Albanians in Yugoslavia and the Balkans™. The
statute of the GMLK. set out in the group's newspaper Paroja
( Vanguard) reportedly recommends the recruitment of educated people
as they were considered better able to persuade others of the need to
achieve republican status tor Kosovo.

The defendants were accused of having written and produced
leaflets calling on Albanians to take part in boycotts and strikes and
which were ""hostile” to the SFRIJ. They were said to have distributed
these in Kosovo as well as in towns with large Albanian communities in
the republic of Macedonia. Some of the defendants were charged also
with possessing and distributing "hostile™ literature (originating either
in Albania or Albanian emigre circles) and with writing in various
places the “hostile” slogans “Kosovo ~ Republic', ""Long live the
Socialist Republic of Kosovo!"', ""Down with traitors ', " There 1s no
brotherhood and unity with chauvinists” and "It cannot be held by
terror .

The accused said that their organization was based on the tenets of
Marxism-Leninism and Stalinism and that nationalist irredentist activity
could not be attributed to them. They did not deny, however, that their
organization aimed to achieve republican status for Kosovo and hoped
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that 1t would cventually be united with Albania. The Tanjug reports
noted ;hat dCﬁpl'lC the group’s claim to have a strictly Marxist- Leninist-
Stalinist basis, its members were unable to quote from any of Marx'

work and appeared to be interested only in the works of the leaders of

{-\Ibaniﬂi It was reported that no works by Marx or Lenin had been
tound among the group’s possessions.

_Alt_haugh most of the accused are reported to have defended their
actions. Tanjug noted that two of them cxpressed repentance. The court
foiund all but one (who was found guilty of **hostile propaganda ) guilty
Of “association for purposes of hostile activity”” and “counter-revo-
lutionary endangering of the social order”. Nazmi Hoxha was sentenced
to |5 years' imprisonment; his co-defendants received sentences of up
to I3 years. '

None were accused of engaging in violence to achieve their aims
Although Tanjug stated that after the demonstrations of March an(i
Apnl 1981 the group began to write “hostile" slogans and appeal to the
p()pulat;(}n to "rise up in revolt”, the slogans mentioned in the charges
do not In any way advocate violence. Nevertheless it seems that the
achaI writing of such slogans as “"Kosovo - Republic™ has been
officially interpreted as an incitement to “rise up n revolt™. |

Probably three of the defendants have by now served their sentences
and hgen released. The other 13 have all been adopted as prisoners of
conscience,
Amnesg}-* International has adopted as prisoners of conscience a fu rther
84 etl;!mc A.I banians who were tried in groups and sentenced to upto 15
years imprisonment. They had been charged mainly with forming or
belonging to illegal groups. H -

Although most prisoners of conscience convicted on charges of
“association for purposes of hostile activity  under Article 136 are
ethnic Albanians, Amnesty International has adopted as prisonérs; of
conscience members of other Yugoslav nationality groups too who have
been convicted under this article. They include the Croat Dr Anto

Kovacevic E.md. the Macedonian Dragan Bogdanovski. defendants in
the 1983 trial in Sarajevo of 13 Muslims.

Dr Anto Kovacevic

Dr Anto lf(m-'aéevic.. a 32-year-old Croat from the republic of Bosnia-
Hercggm'ma who had been a teacher in a centre in Vienna for mentally
handicapped children, was arrested in October 1981 while visiting his
family in Yugoslavia.

Inearly April 1982 the Deputy District Public Prosecutor of Doboj
ﬁ[ed an indictment against him on charges of ** association for purposes
of counter-revolutionary endangering of the social order and the
terntonal integrity of the SFRJ™, " hostile propaganda’ and “damaging
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the reputation of the SFRJ . He was accused of having belonged to an
emigre organization while in Vienna and of having said malicious and
untrue things about the Yugoslav political system while in Yugoslavia.
He was accused also of having made derogatory remarks (political
jokes} about the late President Tito.

According to Amnesty International’s information the charges
against him were based mainly on statements by two of his compatriots,
students at Vienna university, who were detained for questioning by the
police while visiting their families in Yugoslavia at the end of December
1984. They allegedly claimed that Dr Kovafevic knew several
(‘roatian emigres in Vienna and had several times crniticized Yugoslavia's
pohtical system and leaders.

His tnal in Doboj district court began on 27 Apnil 1982, but was
twice adjourned. In June 1982 the two men who had made statements
about him and had returned to Vienna, sent further statements to the
President of Doboj district court, vanous Yugoslav officials, Dr
Kovafevic's lawyers and several human rights organizations, including
Amnesty International. In these statements, they formally withdrew
their previous evidence against Dr Kovatevic saying that they had given
it under pressure from the police, who had threatened that if they did not
cooperate they would lose their passports and thus be unable to return to
Vienna to continue their studies. They declared that the police had
released them and allowed them toreturn to Vienna after they had made
statements against Dr Kova€evic and that they had agreed to help the
police by informing them about the activities of other Yugosiav students
at Vienna university, They stated that on retumning to Vienna they had
not carned out the instruction to spy on their compatriots; moreover
they refused to respond to a telegram summoning them back to
Yugoslavia to appear as witnesses at the trial of Dr Kovadevic. Despite
the absence of these two men, Dr Kovadevic's trial recommenced on
24 June 1982. He was found guilty on all charges and sentenced to eight
and a half years impnsonment and confiscation of his property.

On appeal to the Supreme Court of Bosnia-Hercegovina his
sentence was reduced to six years imprisonment.

Dragan Bogdanovski

Dragan Bogdanovski, according to Amnesty Intermational’s information,
left Yugoslavia in 1951 without a passport and crossed the border into
Greece where he was granted political refugee status. Later he wentto
France where he studied political science at the Sorbonne, and was
politically active in Macedonian circles. In 1970 he is believed to have
moved to the FRG, where he continued his political and propaganda
activities and was elected President of a Macedonian emigre organi-
zation, Dvizanjeto za osloboduvanje i obedinuvanje na Makedonija
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(DOOM), The Movement for the Liberation and Unification of
Macedonia. He was also the editor/publisher of an emigre journal.
Macedonian Nation, published in Munich. The aim of DOOM. as
described by Dragan Bogdanovski in 1978 in an article in Macedonian
Nation, was the creation of an independent Macedonian state which
would incorporate not only the present Yugoslav republic of Macedonia
but also certain Greek and Bulgarian territories inhabited to a greater or
lesser extent by Macedonian-speaking communities. The article did not
advocate violence to achieve this aim.

According to official Yugoslav press reports of the trial, Dragan
Bogdanovski was arrested in 1979 after entering Yugoslavia ilegally.
He was tried by the Skopje district court from 12 to 13 February 1979,
having been accused of ""association for the purpose of hostile activity
against the state”” from 1956 until 1979 while he was living abroad
According to the public prosecutor, he had intended to undermine the
social and political order of Yugoslavia, destroy the brotherhood and
unity of the Yugoslav peoples and destroy the territorial integrity of
Yugosiavia. Details of the charges against him are not available. but
evidently his arrest, trial and conviction were prompted by his activities
as a propagandist for the cause of an independent Macedonia.

He was found guilty and sentenced to 1 3 years’ imprisonment. He is
believed to be serving his sentence in Idrizovo prison, near Skopije.
Amnesty International has received allegations, which it has not been
able to substantiate, that he did not enter Yugoslavia illegally but was
kidnapped by SDS agents in the FRG and taken to Yugoslavia for trial.

‘Islamic Declaration’ Trial

On 20 August 1983, after a trial lasting for over a month, the Sarajevo
district court sentenced a group of 13 Muslims accused of " hostile and
counter-revolutionary acts derived from Muslim nationalism’".

Dr Alja Izetbegovic, a lawyer and retired director of a building
company aged 59, and Omer Behmen, a construction engineer aged 55.
were charged under articles 136 and 114 of the federal criminal code.
Omer Behmen was sentenced to 15 years’ imprisonment and Alija
Izetbegovic to 14 years', reduced on appeal to 12 and 11 years'
respectively.

Ismet Kasumagic, a metallurgical engineer, professor at the Metak
lurgical Faculty of Sarajevo university and a UN metallurgical expert
aged 56, was charged under Articles 136 and 133 of the federal criminal
code. He was sentenced to 10 years’ imprisonment, reduced on appeal
o seven years.

Edhem Biakdi¢, an electrical engineer aged 32, and Huso Zivalj, a
techmical engineer aged 35, were charged under Article 136 and
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sentenced to seven and six years' imprisonment respectively. reduced
on appeal to four and three and a halt years.

Salih Behmen, Omer Behmen's brother and a mathematics teacher
aged 62, Mustafa Spahic, an imam aged 34, and Melika Salihbegovic. a
writer aged 39, were charged with spreading “hostile propaganda™
(Article 133) and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment each. On
appeal their sentences were reduced to tour, three, and three and a half
years respectively,

The same charge was brought against DZemal Latic. a 27-year-old
teacher at a Muslim theological school who was sentenced to six and a
half years” imprisonment, reduced on appeal to four years', and against
Dervis Djurdjevic. a lawyer at the Ministry of Education aged 32. who
was sentenced to six years imprisonment, reduced on appeal to three
and a halt years.

Djula BiCakdic, Edhem Bifak&c's 31-year-old sister and secretary
at an electrical company, was charged under Article 137(1) with
“aiding a criminal” and sentenced to six months’ imprisonment.

In the course of the trial 58 witnesses were called and 80 documents
and wntten depositions examined as evidence. On the second day part
of the trial was held in camera “'in order to protect Yugoslavia's

relations with certain non-aligned countries’”. The prosecution’s case
focused on the following points:

@® The reading . translation and discussion of the " Islamic Declaration™.
written by Dr Izetbegovic, represented a conspiracy to make Bosnia-
Hercegovina an “ethnically pure Islamic republic”. A moot point
during the tnal was how many copies of the Islamic Declaration were
available in Serbo-Croat (it had been translated into Arabic.
Turkish, German and English from Serbo-Croat). The prosecution
tried to show that a number of copies did exist in Serbo-Croat since if
this could not be proved the charge of conspiracy would fall.

@® A trip to Iran was planned in January 1983 by five of the defendants
and durning this trip they “spoke untruthfully’” about the position of

Muslims in Yugoslavia and tried to instigate activities opposed to the
interests of Yugoslavia.

® The defendants criticized the leaders of the Islamic Religious Com-
munity ( an official body which supervises Islamic religious activi-
ties) for being government agents.

@® The defendants maintained that Muslims’ religious rights were cur-
tatled 1in Yugoslavia through schoolchildren being offered food
containing pork. restrictions on the building of mosques and schools
and compulsory military service for Muslim girls.

® The detendants had encouraged racial and religious prejudice
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lh‘mugh the above activities and by urging Muslims not to associate
with or marry non-Muslims.

Four of the defendants. Dr [zetbegovic, Omer and Salih Behmen
and Ismet Kasumagic. had been convicted in the late 19405 ff}r
mcmbf:rship of the Young Muslims. descrihed by the Yugoslaﬁ-r
authorities as a terrorist organization. In the indictment Dr lzetbegovic
was accused of claiming that Muslims had suffered considerably at the
hgnds of communists when the partisans entered their villages at the end
of th:c Second World War and that organizations like the Youn
Muslims were set up to counter this. ;

+Dr [zetbegovic, the main defendant., was charged with havin
written the Islamic Declaration which. the prosecution maintainedg
mdlc_ated a desire to create an ethnically pure Muslim state out {)i"
Bosnia- He;cegm’ina.} Kosovo and other Muslim areas. The prosecution
ﬂ;rther claimed that th Islamic Declaration was “the modernized
Ezl z:jt;";::;}n:and program of the former terrorist organization, the Young
L was alleged that in 1977 he gave the text of the Islamic
Dgclarat:oq to Omer Behmen and emigres in Vienna and asked thej
opinion of it. The declaration was translated into Turkish Er‘:gli‘shr
German ar_ld Arabic between 1974 and 1983 and given {0 seve‘rai
people to discuss in order, it was claimed. to form a group whose goal
would be the r.evolutionary endangering of the social order. The
l;;;s;zuuop n;a:ntained thgt according to the Islamic [')eclarati‘(m the
' mlmcraelv(;;ae | must start with a religious revolution and be followed by

In his defence Dr lzetbegovic maintained that he did not know five of

4

In the circumstances of the Second World War the partisans
emerged. They were in effect armed detachments of the
Yugoslav Communist Party which was impostng a communist
order in Yugoslavia step by step. While the physical survival
of the Muslims was no longer in question, spinitual survival
was now threatened. The Islamic Religious Community was
placed under the control of the authorities. Supporters of the
Communist Party and often even members of the Communist
Party were appointed leaders of the community. The most
severe losses were inflicted at the time by the Communists on
the Muslims when military units entered villages. All potential
opponents, mainly people of higher social standing and
intellectuals known to be | Muslim] believers were simply put
to death without any judicial proceedings or investigation.

The other charges related to oral statements alleged to have
been made by the defendants about the position of Muslims in
Yugoslavia. and, in the case of Melika Salihbegovic. to a letter she
was said to have written to the Ayatollah Khomeini in lran which

included the following statement:

“For 37 years | have been living in a Christian milieu and in
atheist Furope, where a handful of scared Mushims live in an
atmosphere of falsehood and hypocrisy. It is no wonder
therefore that my youth and that of thousands of my young
compatriots was spent straying along the paths of ignorance: 1t
is no wonder that we are returning to Allah. If we are
submissive, it is our despair. ..

She was accused also of having, together with Dr lzetbegovic.
drafted a foreword to the Islamic Declaration in March 1982. In her

{S:amtz [l'j)eclarat:ion. Both he and Omer Behmen stressed that the defence she denied having written to Ayatollah Khomeini or having
l'jla{?‘it eclaration was concerned with the general emancipation of prepared a preface to the declaration, which she claimed she had
uslims, not with Yugoslavia and Bosnia in particular, and that it was not seen.

meanll to apply to coyntries where the overwhelming majority of the Mustafa Spahic, when asked by the judge whether he had
population was Muslim. talked about the Islamisation of Bosnia-Hercegovina, replied:

Dr Izetbegovic stated that he had given the Islamic Declaration to
Omer Behmen and some Arab students in order to get their opinion of it
and thatthe _had had_ It translated because he felt that " the Muslim world
was turning into a third world power . . . the declaration offers the vision of a
Qemocranc and humanistic social order”. He denied that there was an
link between the declaration and the program of the Young Muslimsy

| Dr lzgtbegm'ic and Omer Behmen were accused also of haviné
written articles which, according to the prosecution. contained talsehoods
about the position of Muslims in Yugoslavia including the following :

the accused and that _he had never uttered the phrase " Islamic republic
ethnically pure Bosnia-Hercegovina™ and that it had not featured in th;

“This is totally incomprehensible to me . .. When lIslam came
to the Balkans 1s well known. It is known that the Turks ruled
here for 446 years over what we call Bosnia-Hercegovina
which is inhabited by three ethnic communities, the Serbs, the
Croats and the Muslims - as these latter have been classified
as a nationality since 1971. The Turks never could, nor
perhaps tried, to make Bosnia-Hercegovina ethnically
homogeneous. And now | am being accused of wanting this’

This is utter nonsense . . .
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Pfisuner of Conscience: 4dem
I';S two children. Adem Dem
osovo tried in February 1976 on charges i ing '‘cri ‘

* | re ges including *‘crimes endangerin
:jerr::’n{isalrmlggm} ?!ld independence of Yugoslavia. They were sen'glencegd‘?:
1p qyran im*pnwnmen!. Adem Demaqi has served two previous prison
sentences for nationalist agitation. (See page 0). |

D?maqf, the well-known Albanian writer, with
aql was one of 19 Albanian nationalists from

Prisoners of Conscience: Viado
(:otovac (above), 54, a Croatian writer,
was (ried in 1981 on charges of "‘hostie
propaganda’’ after he had given
interviews to foreign journalists. He was
senienced to two years imprisonment.
(See page 14.) Melika Salihbegovic
(above right), a Muslim writer who was
imprisoned after being accused of
writing to the Ayatoliah Khomeini of
iran and of helping 1o draft a forward
to an ‘‘lsiamic Declaration'’. She is
serving a three-and-a-half-year prison
term. (See page d43.) Dr Alija Izetbe-
govi¢ (right), 59, was the principal
defendant in the 1983 (rial of 13
Muslims accused of ‘‘hostile and
counter-revolutionary acts derived from
Muslim nationalism'’. Dr [zetbegovic
denied the charges against him but was
convicted and sentenced to 14 vyears
imprisonment, reduced on appeal to 11
vears. (See page 42.) ¥jencesiav (! izek
(below right),a Croatian emigre living in
the FRG, was abducted in NMovember
1977 while in Milan and returned to
Yugoslavia for trial on charges of
having ‘‘acted in accordance with
counter-revolutionary attitudes that
undermined the Yugoslav social
system’’. In August 1978 he was
seinlenced to 15 years imprisonment,
later reduced to 13 yvears. (See page 9.)




Prisoners of Conscience: Dobrosiav
Paraga (above), a 19-year-old student
arrested in November 1980 for
collecting signatures for a petition for
an amnesty for all political prisoners.
He was convicted of *‘hostile propa-
ganda’’ and ‘‘participation in hostile
activity’'. He was released in November
1984. (See page 17.) Mustafa Spahi¢
(above right), a 3d-year-old imam
charged with spreading ‘‘hostile propa-
gands’’. He was sentenced to five years
imprisonment on 20 August 1983, (See
page 43.) Dragan Bogdanovski (right),
former president of a Macedonian
emigrg, organization and the editor/
publisher of an emigre journal. Accused
of ‘‘associstion for the purpose of
hostile activity against the state’’. he
was tried in February 1979 and sen-
tenced to 13 years imprisonment. (See
page 42.) Omer Behmen, (below right),
55, % construction engineer accused of
preparing Isiamic documents deemed to
have been ‘‘hostile’’ to Yugoslavia. He
was seatenced (o 15 years impris-

onment, reduced on appeal to 12 years.
(See page 42.)

Prisoners of Conscience: Dr Franjo
Tudjman (above), historian and veteran
Partisan, who was imprisoned in
January 1982 because of interviews he
gave to foreign journalists. Appeals for
his sentence to be postponed because of
his serious heart trouble were refused.
He had five heart attacks in prison
before his conditional release on heslith
grounds in November 1984. (See page
68.) Dr Anto Kovalevié (right), 32, a
teacher who is serving six years impri-
sonment because he is alleged (o have
been guilty of ‘‘association for the
purposes of counter-revolutionary
endangering of the social order and
territorial integrity (of Yugoslavia).”
The charges against him were based on
the evidence of two students who later
withdrew their testimony and said that
they had been threatened by the police.
(See page 40.)




Ethnic Albanians
from Yugosiavia
demonstrate in July
1984 in Berne, Swit.-
erland for Kosove to
be granted repub-
Hean  status  within
the SFRJ. The
demonstrators
(right) are carryin

pictures of Jusuf anﬁ
Bardhosh  Gervalla
(left) and Kadri 7eka
{centre) who were
assassinated in Stuts-

gart in January 1983, ail
faces have been blacked o

to \"ug'uﬂinvia for participating in such demonst
Yheladin Rrustemi, page 32.)

ut. Ethnic Aibanians have

egedly by SDS agents. (See page 8.) The demonstrators’

been impri__snntd on their return
rations. (See also the case of

Ukshin . Hoti, an  ethnic  Albanian
churged with political offences. He was
sentenced to nine years imprisonment.
In December 1982 Al wrote to the
Federal Secretary of Justice mentioning
that it had received information that
ethnic Albanians charged with political
offences had been ill-treated. The
organization referred to three specific
cases and urged him to conduct a
judicial inquiry into the alleged ill-
ireatment of Hydajet Hyseni. Halil

Alidema and Ukshin Hoti. (See page
65.)

Prisoners of conscience: Ir Ivan
Zografski, (above) a retired medical
specialist aged 70, is serving a five-and-
a-half-vear prison term. He has had all
his property confiscated and is to be
expelled from Yugosiavia after his
imprisonment — all because of casual
conversations in which he allegedly
criticized the country and its leaders.
(See page 25.) Ivan Pletikosa, (below)
58, who taught LEnglish at Zagreb
University, was imprisoned in 1983 for
“verbal offences’”: he was charged
{with engaging in ‘‘hostile propaganda®’
and ‘'‘damaging the reputation’' of
Yugoslavia) on the basis of remarks he
allegedly made in private conversations.
He was sentenced to six yvears impri-
sonment, reduced on appeal to three
and a half vears. (See page 23.)

d

Prisoner of conscience: Radomir
Veljkovi¢ during his time as an officer
in the Yugosiav army. In 1973 he was
convicted of '‘damaging the reputation
of the state, its agencies and its repre-
sentatives’’ and '‘hostile propaganda’’.
Among other things he had filed a writ
against President Tito accusing the
President of being responsible for
crimes and abuses allegedly committed
by the SDS. The court ruled that
Radomir Veljkovi¢ was insane and
“‘dangerous to his surroundings’’ and
ordered him to be confined to a psychi-
atric institution, He has been in the psy-
chiatric section of Belgrade Prison
Hospital for almost twelve years. (See
page 58.)




Prisoner of Conscience: Mihaj

Mihajlov (above) was publicly lﬁlt‘k:lg’l:{;
President Tito while on trial on charges
of “‘hostile propaganda’’. This was the
third occasion on which Mihajlov, a
well known writer, was tried on such
charges. Public statements by political
leaders attacking the accused before
trial or conviction have led o alle-
gations that verdicts in political trials

are decided on in advance by part
officials. In 1978 Mihajlo mmmf wai
sentenced to seven years imprisonment
and 2 four-year ban on ““public

expression and appesarance’’. He was
pardoned in 1977, (Sece page 68.)

Prisoners of Consclence: Ismet Kasumagi¢
(above), 56 years old and a professor at
the Metallurgical Faculty of Sarsjevo
University, was accused of ‘‘hostile and
counter-revolutionary acts derived from
Muslim nationalism’’. He was sentenced

to 10 years imprisonment, reduced on
appesl to seven years. (See page 42.)

Momdilo Seli¢ (left), a Belgrade writer who
was imprisoned in 1980 for writing and
distributing a document the authorities
disapproved of: he was pardoned and
freed in May 1982, (See page 16.)

Prisoners of Conscience: Marko
Veselica (top left), former Communist
Party official and economics don who
was sentenced to eleven years
imprisonment hecause of an interview
he gave a foreign journalist; he is also
alleged to have sent documents abroad
about human rights abuses In
Yugoslavia. (See page 68.) Dauwrs
Rashani (1op right), 18 at the time of his
arrest, was sentenced in 1981 to six years
imprisonment for taking part in
nationalist demonstrations snd writing
and distributing p?ms and leaflets.
(See page 36.) Huso Zi

vear-old technical teacher tried on
charges of ‘‘hostile and counter-
revolutionary acts derived from Muslim
nationalism’’'. He was sentenced to six
years imprisonment, reduced on appeal
to three and a half years. (See page 42.)
Dr Nikola Novakovié (bottom right),
71, who was sentenced to 12 years
imprisonment in 1977, reduced on
appeal to 11 years. 47 is calling for his
release because he is a prisoner of
conscience and because of his age and
ill-health: he has a cardio-pulmonary
disorder and complains of considerable
pain when urinating or walking. (See
page 321.)

valj (right), @ 35- Paus ia
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Miodrag  Mili¢c  (opposite, above),
Viadimir Mijanovi¢ (opposite, right),
Milan Nikolié¢ (opposite, left),
Dragomir Oluji¢ (below, left), Gordan
Jovanovi¢ (bottom, right) and Paviusko
Imsirovié (below, right), six Beigrade
intellectuals whose trial lasted from §
November 1984 to 4 February 198%5. The
six were accused, among other things,
of having formed a group which aimed
to change the social and political system
and get rid of the present government,
and of holding meetings at which they
had attacked ‘‘the heritage of the
liberation struggle, the huilding of

socialism and the character and acts of

Fito’". Before the trial ended the
charges against Paviusko Imsirovi¢ were
withdrawn. Viadimir Mijanovi¢ and
Gordan Jovanovi¢ were removed from
the indictment due to illness and it was
reported that they would be tried on a
future unspecified date. The charges
against Miodrag Milic, Milan Niko-
lic and Dragomir Oluji¢ were changed
and they were found guilty of the less
serious  offence of ‘‘hostile propa-
ganda’’. They were sentenced to two,
one und a half and one year's impri-
sonment respectively but were allowed
to remain free pending appesal. (See
page 16.)
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None of the above were charged with having used or advocated

viplence and Amnesty International has adopted them all as
prisoners of conscience.

Djula Bifak&ic. who was accused of typing up an account of the

Impressions of the group that went to Iran. was released at the end
of the trial.

Conscientious objection
to military service

Military service is compulsory and Yugoslav law does not permit any
exemption or alternative service for those who refuse conscription for
reasons of conscience. Article 214 of the federal criminal code provides
for up to five years' impnsonment for those who go into hiding to avoid
conscription. Those who leave the country or stay abroad for this
purpose may be punished by from one to 10 years' imprisonment. In
time of war or immediate danger of war these oftences are punishable by
at least five years’' imprisonment or death.

In the 1960s Amnesty International adopted as prisoners of
conscience a number of conscientious objectors belonging to the
Nazarenes, a Christian sect. Amnesty International does not know of
any currently imprisoned conscientious objectors, but former prisoners
have alleged that such cases do exist. In recent years some Jehovah's
Witnesses and other conscientious objectors are known to have chosen
to stay abroad rather than face imprisonment for their refusal to do
military service.




Confine_ment of prisoners of
conscience in psychiatric

Institutions

iAumrdmg o Article 6.3 of the federal criminal code a court may HTIPOSE

| Lftmfpplilﬁn_'rryr psychiatric treatment and confinement in a health nstitu-
tion i{:vr otienders who when committing the offence were not resmmihl.c
tor their actions. this measure may be applhied only if the court decidéutthal
the accused 18 “dangerous to his s;urmundings-”. |
/}mnexi}; Intemational’s information indicates that the torcible
ufmtmemgm of dissenters in psychiatric institutions is uncommon in
}' ugoslavia. Inits report Yugosiavia - Prisoners of Conscience published
In 1982 (to which this report is a sequel) Amnesty lmemati‘{mal
mentioned two people. Vladimir Markovic and Vje'kﬁslav Naglic
detained at that time in Belgrade prison hospital's psychiatric sectior;

because of their non-violent exercise of their right to freedom of

expression. Both men have since been released. Amnesty Intemational
xglll from tume to time receives allegations that people who have non-
violently expressed dissent have been punished by psychiatric confine-
ment. o '

In _Junc 1983 Amnesty Intemational wrote to the Y ugosiav
a‘utht_}rm.cs raising tour such cases. Since then one of those conceméd -
DuSan Cetkovic is reported to have been released. However, other
cases suggest that the legislation may be applied in such a way tl‘mt the
person concerned is torcibly confined to g psychiatric institution a%‘a
dlreq result of the non-violent exercise of fundamentat rghts with(hyut
proof that he or she is “"dangerous to his surroundings’. | )

Radomir Velikovic

An example is Radomir Veljkovic, a retired Yugoslav Army officer
born in 1926 who has been torcibly confined since 1973, Accarding to
an appeal on his behalf by members of his famil y in March 1983 he first
came into conthict with the authorities in 1959 when he criticizéd whﬁ{
he considered to be an unjust allocation of housing in his military unit

He was later arrested on several occastons, interrogated and beaten: hL
was also allegedly forcibly confined in a military psychiatric huspital*ii;r
a ume. In 1967, at the age of 41, he was tbrf:ibl}"-f retired. .
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The same year the Commune Assembly of Sarajevo Centre
initiated proceedings to have him declared unfit for work on the grounds
that he suffered from paranoia. On 19 December 1967, however,
Sarajevo Clinical Hospital issued him with a certificate stating that he
did not sutter from any mental illness. On 22 December 1967
proceedings against him were dropped by court order atter the court had
heard another psychiatrist's medical opinion.

In 1968 he filed a wnit against an employee of the Commune
Assembly of Sarajevo Centre, accusing her of having initiated the
proceedings against him in 1967 on the orders of a Sarajevo military
garrison officer. Amnesty International does not know the result of this
court action.

In 1969 Radomir Veljkovic filed a writ against President Tito.
accusing him of responsibility for cnmes and abuses allegedly committed
in the past by the SDS.

in 1970 the Zenica Medical Centre diagnosed Radomir Veljkovic
as sane and fit for work. In 1970 and 1972 he filed supplements to his
writ against President Tito.

In early 1973 the Sarajevo Public Prosecutor brought charges
against him under Articles 174 (“"damaging the reputation of the state,
Its agencies and its representatives’’ ) and 1 1 8 (*"hostile propaganda™) of
the federal criminal code, based on his writs against President Tito. On
8 February 1973 he was arrested. On 20 March the Sarajeve distnict
court found him guilty of the charges. However, the court ruled that at
the ume of committing the oftfences he was insane and that he was
“dangerous to his surroundings”. It therefore ordered him to be
compulsorily confined in a psychiatric institution for treatment.

In a supplement to his appeal against this decision, dated Y April
1973, Radomir Veljkovic said there had been serious departures from
correct legal procedure in the course of the proceedings against him. He
claimed that he had been denied the right to choose his defence counsel
and had instead been assigned a court-appointed lawyer. The lawyers
he had himself chosen were allegedly prevented from attending the trial,
and he himself was not allowed to attend it either. Moreover, according
to him, the court, in reaching its decision, did not explain the grounds for
his confinement in a psychiatnc institution, and in particular did not
explain in what way he was dangerous. He said that the fact that a man
filed a wrt against another did not make him dangerous. Lastly. the
appeal referred to five separate specialist diagnoses which had pro-
nounced him sane in the peniod when he committed the offences of
which he was accused. He claimed that the diagnosis of insanity on
which the court had based its decision was false.

Apparently he was never given a copy of the court’s decision to have
him confined, to which he was legally entitled. He has been in the




60

psychiatnic section of Belgrade Prison Hospital since 25 July 1973,
In an appeal to the Presidency of Yugoslavia for his release (dated

:lgr;\:saef;f;; gﬁjrigfyf;ﬂlg ;}aled that since confinement he had been . Arres L, inve St,g ation and trial

_ ections and drugs, which had affected his
physical and mental health. They wrote:
“!nsefar as Radomir’s mental and physical health has been
d1§turbe¢ the responsibility for this lies with the authorities and
with the special treatment he has received for so many years . .
Wg would draw attention to the fact that he committed his
political offences in a moment of despair over having been
prematurely retired and over many other injustices . . . The
political offences for which he was indicted cannot possibly be

: Standards of arrest, investigation and trial procedures in Yugoslavia
considered dangerous to the surroundings or security . . . We ‘

: i _ appear to vary considerably according to region and particular
believe Radomir should be given treatment, released. circumstances. Although Amnesty International knows of political

rehabilitated, and that his material problems should be solved." | cases where procedure has been in accordance with legal provisions., it
Amneﬂy International believes that Radomir Veljkovi¢ has been knows of others in which these provisions were seriously breached. In
forcibly confined to psychiatric hospital for the non-violent exercise of noting instances of the abuse of arrest, investigation and trial
his right to freedom of expression and has adopted him as a prisoner of procedures, it does not claim that they occur persistently — but it does
conscience. | believe that they are sufficiently prevalent in political cases to warrant
Radomir Veljkovi¢ has been forcibly confined in a psychiatric ' serfous concern.
Egsp:t_al fﬁrﬁ’.?’e ﬂ:‘la_“ I'l years and another adopted prisoner of
nscience, Milisav Zivanovic, has been confined for over ei | ; :
Under Article 33 (or under the analogous Article 6 z"f"’t’hgé“fgfg:; Arrest and pre-trial detention
federal criminal code) there is no time-limit on confinement in a | Detention is ordered by an investigating judge by means of a written
psychiatric institution. warrant. However, political prisoners are often arrested under the
provisions of Article 196(1) and (3) of the Code of Criminal Procedure
which allow the police, in exceptional circumstances, 1o arrest suspects
without such a warrant. They may be detained in this way for up to three
days; if not released at the end of this period, they must be brought
before an investigating judge, who decides on release or further
detention.

A number of prisoners of conscience have reported that while being
held without court protection during this three-day period ( which has
been known to be illegally extended) they were subjected to severe
psychological, and in some instances, physical, pressures by the police
(usually the SDS - the state security police). Certain detainees have
later complained that they were threatened with violence and even
death - and with reprisals against their families or friends. There have also
been reports of interrogations lasting for hours on end, sometimes
conducted at night, and, in certain instances, of detainees being
deprived of tood or sleep. Where such pressure and intimidation have
occurred, the aim appears to have been to force self-incriminating
statements from the suspects or to make them sign false confessions
dictated by the police.
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An example of sertous departures from correct legal procedure may
be found in the case of the prisoner of conscience Dr Veselin Masic,
from Brcko, Bosnia- Hercegovina, who was arrested on § October 1978
on charges of "hostile propaganda”. He was reportedly not informed
By law. too. investigation of a crime is initiated and cc | tjh.a{ his family had engaged a lawyer for him on 21 October. On
investigating judge after a fbrmf;l e ; e .;u;td x.:.anduated by an 26 October Tuzla district court ruled that his lawyer should not be allowed
prosecutor { Aticle 161 of lhé (.(Z Lo *(ﬁf{ en I{Pgu:i by t_hle public to be present during investigation hearings or to examine the h?z}rmgs
offence in question repre%enta;q o *Lul(" N "”j'llrljdi; T{K-Cdlirﬁ!. If the records. It did this by invoking provisions of the Code of Criminal
i estigating N dee may. at th[: r; {:”] g";}\-t ¢ tiﬂgE!iF‘tl society, the | Procedure according to which defence counsel may be excluded from
delegate to the police certain arts {F:i‘thp= & d, - the PUb'hf--« prosecutor. certain parts ot the investigation proceedings if there are special reasons
must specify in a formal pt:rd;:f I: lm..t.?tl}%‘:m{;,n‘ k?r-h}Lh the former related to the dett}'nce‘nr state secunty f_}f Lhe country althuugh’nm;uch
International knows of cases in which Lh?ri“vu“f; *‘MC%CY Amnesty grounds existed in this case. The entire investigation proceedings are
conducted by the state wﬁufiw ]ii'f‘ k x‘ft'ttl;n rlt-rln\-th_tlg}dtlnn has been reported to have been conducted behind closed doors by the SDS.
by the int*esiigziting iucigc 1LY police. with only nominal participation Another lawyer who. owing to the illness of the first, took over the case a
T s gﬁéram&g e aceused the o | week betore the tnal, was denied access to his client and to copies of the
their choice thri‘aﬂghout lbf. o me‘-“:lt | :LI Flgh{l:‘l‘df.te?ce counsel of records of investigation hearings: no explantion was given. At the tnal
ating iudee i< reao. - g e .,.L.. {‘?mﬁ_ Prl}ttdlngr_}. the Investi- on 4 December 1978, this lawyer's request tor the hearing to be
i:hf EJ B “‘ require tF"‘"’ilﬂ!m the accused before the tirst hearing ot postponed as he was not adequately informed about the case was
h;;; r?ghlx{l; fﬂg:gt}‘ a ddt,nu. lawy.er,.‘w'hu .m.aﬁy be prgscn? during the reject?q by _lhe court. _Dr Masic was tound guilty and sentenced o six
Inte g : ] »;, E t ‘E_.im F',S_t‘ga[{”gluﬁige examines @hp accused. Amnesty years impnsonment (reduced to five years on appeal).
{hc‘;;n 1:;::1(:“Ht?ulirif:tre;fnih::hL?e“"'lfr‘:’&:"“s“’”‘3 respected: - There were similar departures from correct procedure during the
informed of thair "righl N 'eﬁ ) t ! Lah i:‘:r ich the a-..i.userd were not investigation and tnal in 1979* of ‘the prisoner of conscience J(}\_.-'u I_Ilc*
gnorance of the fact that i isati Ay xer fo(rj W{?j't: even kept in who was also tried by Tuzla district court, and during the investigation
other cases. the accuqeﬁ Ei!'t; feDort J t";h E’__niag:' one Iqr Lhem In yet of another prisoner of conscience, Aljja llzetbegm-'lc, and his co
services of court-appointed Iaf:vc’:s O have been obliged to accept the ' defendants, tried by Sarajevo district court in July 1982. In the latter
An article in NIN 50" Ohooe o N case I!]E gccused were denied access to their lawyers throughout the
complained of | VLY on .-9+ OLtpber 1978 noted that lawyers investigation proceedings.
tid?]nl:ﬁ% m“in:it:é;:g:fu!ﬁgse‘;‘ t%alg_l?jg 3“?55 fl?_ their clients; they ~ Pnsoners of conscience have several times complained that
them & favour if ihey a“ii edgther;ntf ' :‘i agt' 35: 1* ‘tht:}_/ were d‘()mg investigating judg_es have refused to permit them to be presemdun.ng the
Unless they happer{ed ohe s I‘rierld i L{h o) t{!: | _lnrw-gstlgaut)n heanngs. examination of witnesses and that they were not allowed to exercise the
they were iusually rofused d conv of tllf ’“‘*“'f_ugdﬁtiﬂgjqu?-. they said., | rights granted to them by the Code of Criminal Procedure. |
pretext that no more copies werep?et; Thc records of hlednngs on the Amnesty International has heard of several cases in which the police
by Amnesty Intermationals imfocmat ese Ll)ln[,;)l?lﬂ{&j are confirmed appear to have deliberately abused their powers in order to obtain
The same article noted that there hadibneqn 4 numocer of Pﬂllilcal trials. statements from witnesses. For example. after the arrest of a prisoner of
been threatened with leaal ac en cases in which lawyers had conscience, Momtilo Selic. on 13 February 1980, several of his
AecOunts. | ‘-'“f-‘d with cgal action, or with an examination ot their | acquaintances were reportedly held as “suspects” by police and
of their :ll:,?‘l :;r 1?{2 ﬁgii’;ﬂi'g:L‘;’:j‘f“’l‘}{“kumg llhglr etilorts' on.behalf induced to make statements against him after being led to understand
who have defended client{; 1 volit ";Inti_lr * hl ’LOW edge, certain lawyers that they themselves might face criminal proceedings. |
merely of threats. but of aétllalp; r'i:als lla Sl 9?‘(’;‘3 S‘ee" _Lhﬂ‘ target, not Again, after Jovo llic was arrested on 11 July 1979, the police
Srdja Popovic was triod on ohar ei A n o If Belgradq‘lawyer confiscated the travel documents of a‘number of witnesses who, like
basis of his defence of a cli‘en% T F’l".e_.a‘ ilng _‘?lf’[" rumours - on the him, were migrant workers in the FRG home on holiday. Their travel
sentenced to a year's imprisonment w;:{o luzad i in 1014, He was documents, on which their means of livelihood depended, were returned
barred from legal practice for a venr spended on appeal; he was also _ to them only after they had testified against the accused. |
o year. Similar methods appear to have been used against witnesses in the
case of A. KovaCevi¢ (see above p.41).

~ Byvlaw, the family of a detainee should be informed within 24 hours
of his or her arrest; Amnesty International has received reports {‘:fl.:"-l*it:;s
gfherc this provision was disregarded and the familv was RepttL iﬁ
lgnorance ot the prisoner’s whereabouts well bevond this’period despite
therr requests for information, | o




lll-treatment and torture

Amnesty International has rece
Hl-treatment and torture during
lo cause grave disquiet,

The best documented case

b(‘rm_tf dam a_geq a bank in the city on | 7 September. Thev were charged
Ev’lth ‘tc_errm**asm‘ ( planting the bomb). " association agains:t the state™ and
participation in hostile activity”. Five of the 11 convicted weré found
gmlty‘ of plgnting the bomb and sentenced to death, later commuted to 20
years impnsonment. All five claimed they were innocent and ap ziled
against sentence on the grounds that they had been convicted ?;1 th
basa_f; of confessions extracted under torture during ir.vestigation 0:'31
|8 February 1978 the Supreme Court of Croatia ordered their retrial on
}he charge of planting the bomb on the grounds that the evidence was
insufticient and contradictory and that correct criminal legal procedure
appg_ared not to have been followed as regards the confessions. It
conhmeq lh:t'.‘ll‘ sentences on the other charges. After the retrial ‘th
Zagreb ldlstnct_ court found three of them - Milo¥ Tvrtko. Antun 2ini
and ] 0Sip P_emlc - guilty of planting the bomb and sentenc‘ed eachto 15
years impnsonment. The other two, Djuro Perica and Branko Vidaéei
were acquitted but continued to serve sentences of 15 and five ears:
'mpnisonment on other charges. According to foreign press rf:po?'ts In
pronouncing sentence the court conceded that the accused might hé
been tortured during investigation. o
_Antut_l Z.mk appealed to the Supreme Court of Croatia against the
Lagreb d:strlctcou.n's verdict passed on 1 February 1979. Inthe a ezal
( Am_nesty International has a copy) it was pointed out that althou ipthe
district court had.based its finding on selt-incriminating st;iteﬁlénts
mac;le by Antt}n Zink during investigation, it had also accepted expert
lestimony \yhlch conflicted with his statements. *
As for his assertion that he had made a false confession under torture

d?fl,n.g. Investigation, the appeal document noted that he had been denied
access 1o detence counsel throughout the investigation. It recalled that

ived a_nmjnber of allegations of physical
mvestigation. some sufficiently detailed

st concerns defendants in a political trial in
June 1976 in Zagreb. The 13 accused were arrested in 1975 after a
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ata court hearingon 12 September 1978 he had descnbed in great detail
how he had been beaten with a rubber truncheon several times dunng
the investigation and how he had been given electric shocks. In
particular, he had described how, on the evening of 8 March 1976, he
had been driven by the police to a house where he was again given electric
shocks. beaten and threatened at gunpoint with death. He claimed that
he had then agreed to confess to anything he was told and had
afterwards written a false confession suggested to him by the police. On
10 March this was dictated on police premises for the court records in
the presence of an investigating judge.

The appeal document noted also that at the main court hearing none
of Antun Zink's co-defendants had testified against him. Lastly, the
appeal stated that the court, in its judgment, had not given reasons why it
had relied on the defendant’s confession in finding him guilty, despite his
account of how the confession had been obtained. His appeal was
rejected by the Supreme Court of Croatia.

Amnesty International has copies of other appeals by two ot his co-
defendants, Vinko Markovi¢ and Djuro Perica. Both claimed that they
had made false confessions during investigation after the police had
beaten them and applied electric shocks to their genitals. Similar
allegations have, it seems, been made by Milo§ Tvrtko and Josip Pemic.
( Amnesty International has not seen copies of these allegations).

Kosovo allegations

Most alleged ill-treatment of detainees which Amnesty Intemnational
has been informed about relate to the autonomous province of Kosovo
following the nationalist demonstrations there by ethnic Albanians in
March and Apnl 1981.

In April 1982 an article in the Yugoslav press noted that allegations
of ilk-treatment in pre-trial detention had been made in a number of
political trials of ethnic Albanians. Amnesty Intermational also heard
that many defendants had been iil-treated after arrest in order to extract
information or confessions from them.

One report, from someone claiming to be an eye-witness, was of an
incident in April 1981 in which a prisoner was tied by his hands to the
ceiling of his cell, stripped half-naked, and beaten until he began to
vomit blood.

In December 1982 Amnesty International wrote to the Federal
Secretary of Justice mentioning that it had received information that
ethnic Albanians charged with political offences had been ill-treated.
The organization referred to three specific cases and urged him to
conduct a judicial inquiry into the alleged ill-treatment of Hydajet
Hyseni, Halil Alidema and Ukshin Hoti. Hydajet Hyseni was said to
have been severely ill-treated following his arrest in December 1981,
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He did not appear at the trial of 18 co-defendants in Pridtina in July
1982 because, the court was told, he was in a depressed state.
he was said to be in the ' '

also alleged to have been
physically ili-treated during pre-trial detention. were sentenced to | |

and nine years' imprisonment respectively in July 1982 Amnesty

International received no reply to its letter and as far as the organization
knows no inquiry was ever conducted.

Amnesty International has received several allegations from other parts
of Yugoslavia as well that individuals arrested because of the non-
violent exercise of their human rights had been threatened by police

against their families. Other forms of

Security police raid

In June 1984 Amnesty International wrote to the Federal Secretary of
the Interior about allegations it had received after an SDS raid on 3
private apartment in Belgrade in which 28 people were taken into
custody. The organization heard that four of them were beaten while
being detained. Jovica Mihailovic stated that the interrogating officer hit
him so hard that he fell off his chair twice and that the officer had
continued to hit him while he lay on the floor. He also claimed that he was
then struck in the kidneys. He was released on 24 April and a medical

certificate issued that day (a copy of which Amnesty International has)
records injuries to his head and body. Tomislav Jeremic said that he was
hit on the sole of his bare foot with a police truncheon by an SDS officer

He claimed that after being moved to the Belgrade district prison he was

insulted and hit 20 times on the back of his head by another officer.

Dragisa Paunic stated that he was kicked in the abdomen and twice hit
on the back of the neck by an officer. Amnesty Interational heard that

Zoran Matic was beaten with rubber truncheons by four officers.

Suicide verdict disputed

custody on 22 April 1984 but then
pril. His body was found a week later in
a country house in mysterious circumstances. According to a police
statement made before the results of the autopsy were known, his death

had been caused by an overdose of sedatives and was suicide. However,
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the autopsy report revealed that the cause of death was poisoning by a

large amount of insecticide. The official verdi(;t ﬁm*a]ir(liedﬁu:;d:ﬁ
‘ to be marned. He had played
Radomir Radovi¢ was 33 and due . =t At
' in calli independent labour movemen :
active part in Lallmgfnran_m ; S
b : contested by his family
rdict is questioned by his lawyer and con _‘
Flgeids Acéain the Yugoslav authorities did not answer Amnesty
ernational's letter. - ‘ L
lmeThe forcible extraction of confessions is illegal in Yugoslavia |iima-;:lna
punishable offence. Amnesty Intematml;at[ do;:s nlfivt ‘::3; ;}evera}i
; - % ecuted tor this. 1o :
instances of police having been pros _ | AN
: in the press in which police h
trials have been reported 1n t 1 In one such
: ' le they have arrested. In o h
victed of beating to death people 1 L
Z(a)ge in September 1982, a Skopje court sentenced three militia

members to between 12 and 14 years’ imprisonment.




Political trials

According to Article 197 of the C
1S completed, the Investigating jud

within 15 days. A copy
detence counsel and the court.

Public statements by
trial or conviction have
are decided on in advance by party officials.

On 25 Februa
Mihajlo Mihajlov

»

. * nished judges to
Judge according to the law and not out of fear of the Tsar. ;

The )’ugoslav daily paper Borbareportedon 1 3 F ebruary 1981 that
the Presndgnt of the Croatian Assembly, Jure Bili¢, had * mentioned the
llleg_al acuvity of the well-known nationalists Gotovac, Veselica and
T_udjman. and in this connection had announced the forthcoming trials
of the latter two™ (investigation proceedings had not as then started in

the case of Dr Marko Veselica). On 12 Febru
i : : ary 1981 the Zagreb pa
Viesnik reported that Jure Bilic had declared: SEDpaper

... because of the situation in our country we must expose this

group around Veselica, Gotovac and others, regardless of what they

used to be because by their actions objectively they are heading
tor fascism,™ '

On 20 February Dr Tudjman received a three-
tence. and on 5 June Vlado Gotovac was sentenced to two years
Investigation proceedings were started in Dr Veselica's case or;
19 March, and on 9 September he was sentenced to 11 years™ impri-
sonment.

Article 287 of the Code of Criminal Procedure stipulates that trials
shall be open; the public may be excluded only if this is necessary to

year prison sen-

hecor : | ode of Criminal Procedure. pre-tnal
clention may last for a maximum of six months, When the investigation

ShiLiohdade ' ge hands over the dossier to the public
prosecutor. If the latter decides to file an indictment, this must be done

of this indictment must be given to the accused.

political leaders attacking the accused before
led to allegations that verdicts in political trials

ry 1975 President Tito publicl y attacked the writer
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" preserve secrets, law and order, or to protect morality, the interests of a
minor or other particular interests of society” (Article 288).

Access to courts restricted

Practice with regard to political trials vanes. Some have been held in
camera, others in open court. Several have been declared "open™ - but
with public access strictly limited because of “"lack of space™. Such
trials have been held in small courtrooms with access restricted to those
1ssued with official passes. This has effectively limited the " public™ to
close relatives, particular journalists. uniformed and plainclothes police
and, sometimes, foreign observers.

Access appears to have been even more restricted in political trials
in Kosovo between July and September 1981. A Yugoslav press report
on 9 August stated that a group trial in Pri$tina had been held in a
courtroom seating only 20. Guards outside had directed passers-by to
the other stde of the road. Access for journalists had been restricted to
Tanjug correspondents.

In other ways too political tnals have failed to meet international
standards. For example, there have been several complaints that courts
have repeatedly interrupted defendants, defence counsel and witnesses,
thus preventing the defence case from being fully presented. Sometimes
when witnesses have given evidence that did not match statements they
had made during investigation proceedings the court has “reminded™
them of their previous testimony by reading it aloud rather than by
trying to clarify the reasons for discrepancies. At other times the court
has disallowed evidence and forbidden the calling of witnesses for the
defence on the grounds that this was “"not necessary”. However, the
prosecution has sometimes been allowed to depart from normal legal
procedure by presenting evidence not included in the dossier. In
Amnesty International’s opinion this has meant that such trials have
been heavily weighted in favour of the prosecution which is against
national law and contrary to intemationally accepted standards for fair
trial. In only one of the political trials that have come to Amnesty
International’s attention has the accused been acquitted.




Sentencing

Sentences imposed for non-violent offences may be heavy in
Yugoslavia: the average sentence imposed in the first instance on prisE}ners
at present under adoption or investigation by Amnesty International is
six and a halt years. Sentences passed in political cases are usually

ppheld on appeal, although a number have been either reduced or
increased.

Press reporting of trials

National press coverage of political trials is usually either very brief,
where the accused is relatively unknown, or selective. if the trial has
aroused public interest. In the latter case, press reports tend to imply
that the accused is guilty, even betore any court conviction. Although
details of the indictment may be quoted. the public is rarely given details
of the accused’s defence.

Number of prisoners of conscience

It is impossible to give a precise figure for the number of prisoners of
conscience in Yugoslavia. Most political trials involve political offences
defined in republican or provincial law ( punishable by up to five years’
imprisonment) or in the code for Petty Offences (punishable by up to
60 days’ imprisonment); they are very rarely reported in the press.
Political trials involving the more serious political offences defined
under tederal law are often reported, but by no means always.
Official statistics are regularly issued on the number of people
charged with or convicted of political offences. Although not all would
be prisoners of conscience as defined in Amnesty International's statute
- people imprisoned for their conscientiously held beliefs who have not
used or advocated violence - the figures available indicate that there are
many more prisoners of conscience in Yugoslavia than those known to
Amnesty International. Unofficial sources tend to put the number of
political prisoners much higher than those given in official statistics. and
have alleged that, in addition to those convicted on political chai'ges,
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there are also political prisoners who have been convicted on false. tor
example "‘economic’’, counts.

According to the Stratistical Yearbook of the SFRJ. in the 10-year
period from 1961 to 1970, 1,801 adults were convicted by tinal count
decision of “offences against the people and the state”  the principal
category of political offences as defined in Section 10 of the federal
criminal code of 195 1. The figures given for the years 1971 to 1978 are
as follows:

1975 . ...... ........534
1976 ............. .. 839
V977 ... JOR

Of the 3.778 people convicted in this period. 3,583 received prison
sentences. Of these prison sentences, 2.767 were underone year. 67 |
between one and five years: 114 between five and 10 years; 32
between five and 10 years; 32 between 10 and 1§ years and there was
one of 20 years. The highest incidence of convictions for political
offences between 1971 and 1978 occurred in Croatia and Bosni-
Hercegovina. These tigures, however. exclude people convicted of
political oftences falling into other categones such as offences
against honour and reputation” or “offences against public order’.

Another official source, the Federal Public Prosecutor’'s Office,
regularly issues reports on crime figures, including those tor political
offences. However, these figures refer to the numbers of people charged
with, rather than convicted of, political oftfences. The Srartistical
Yearbook of the SFRJ shows that a number of those charged are
acquitted. In 1977, for instance, of 565 people charged with " offences
against the people and state””, 398 were found guilty.

It is not clear what definition of political offences is used by the
Federal Public Prosecutor’s Office and whether it has changed in recent
years. It appears to include not only " offences against the people and the
state” (termed in the federal cnminal code of 1977 " offences against the
social order and security of the SFRJ), but also offences such as
**damaging the reputation of the SFRJ"’ and **spreading false rumours”.
In the past decade the highest figures for political indictments filed were
for 1972 to 1973. According to a report in Vjesnik in June 1973, 5,806
indictments for political offences were filed from the beginning of 1972
to the end of March 1973. Since then statistics issued by the Federal
Public Prosecutor’s Office and published in the Yugoslav press indicate
that the number of people charged with political offences in 1975 was
1,319, and 1,131 1n1976.( 1,880 and 1,465 respectively, according to
Yigures released by the Federal Secretariat for Internal Affairs,)
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The figures given for the years 1977 to 1983 are as follows:

At the time of writing, Amnesty International groups were working

for the release of 202 adopted prisoners of conscience and | O
a further 29 cases. Investigating

Imprisonment

Location of prisons

Prisons are administered by the Secretariat of Justice and General
Administration of the republic or autonomous province where they are
situated. Sentences of over six months (in some republics, a year) are
served in prisons called “penal-reformatory institutions”, Kazneno-
popravni domovi, often referred to by the initials KPD. Shorter
sentences are served in commune or district prisons. Normally
prisoners are sent to prisons in the republic or autonomous province in
which they live.

Prisons in which prisoners of conscience have been detained
include: Zenica and Foda, in Bosnia-Hercegovina; Stara GradiSka,
Lepoglava, Slavonska Po%ega (for women) and Goli Otok (in recent
years used mainly for young male adults) in Croatia, SpuZ in
Montenegro; Idrizovo in Macedonia; Ni§ and Zabela in Serbia; Dob in
Slovenia and Sremska Mitrovica in the Vojvodina. In 1979, most of
these institutions had a prison population of between 950 and 1,500,
including political prnisoners.

In the absence of a KPD in the Autonomous Province of Kosovo,
prisoners from that region have been sent to other parts of the country.
This has been particularly resented by ethnic Albanians from Kosovo
who have as a result been separated by long distances from their
families, although since October 1980 female prisoners from Kosovo
have been sent to a women’s prison in Lipljan, Kosovo. In July 1979
Rilindja, the official Albanian-language daily newspaper published in
Pritina, capital of Kosovo province, reported that construction of a
KPD had begun in Istok in Kosovo, the first part of which was due to be
completed by September 1981.

Prison conditions

Many of the above prisons were built before the Second World War and,
despite some modernization, are often in a state of poor repair.
Conditions in them vary considerably. Amnesty International's
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information suggests that conditions in Sremska Mitrovica and
Lc;x}g!ax-'a prisons - n particular in the former (where prisoners who
are citizens of other countries are held) - are superior to those inkmamf
others; an Amnesty International delegation visited the two prisons in
1976. Conditions at Stara Gradi®ka prison appear to be among the
worst. . |

Agcordmg to a report published in the Yugoslav press in 1978, the
C roatian ‘Assemhly Issued a statement declaring that the "majtjri{v of
prison buildings in Croatia are more than 50 years old, some more ﬁmn
100 years. They can in no way meet the sanitary"requirements of
today_. .. Some sections of Stara Gradi$ka must be demolished because
they srmpl‘y cannot be renovated”. A former prisoner of conscience who
was held in Stara Graditka until 1976 has mentioned “the filth, the
desolation, the hunger™ there. )

Poor prison conditions have also been reported elsewhere in
Yugoslavia. Such accounts frequently refer to severe overcrowding and
madgquat& samitary facilities. It seems that in these two respects in
particular standards are often well below the United Nations Standard
Mlnimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners. |

Pnsqqers are put in three categories by the prison administration
and political prsoners are normally assigned to the most severe
category, getting, for instance, shorter visits and smaller food parcels

They share cells and work with ordinary criminal prisoners.

Accommodation

Cells vary greatly in size and usually contain two- or three-tiered bunks

In Lepoglava prison most cells are about 4 metres by 2 metres and housé
[hI.'EE Inmates. The cells have no running water and a slop-bucket is used as a
toilet. Sanitation is also reported to be primitive in Stara Gradifka.
where between 30 and 40 prisoners sleep in rooms measuring about
10 metres by 5 metres. The conditions are aggravated by the marshy sur-
roundings and damp climate. In Zabela as many as 73 inmates are reported
to have been accommodated in a dormitory measuring 6.6 metres by
10.2 metres. Because of this excessive crowding the windows have had to
be kept_c}pen at night, even during the winter, and older prisoners have
i{::?rﬁlamed of being obliged to sleep fully dressed in an effort to keep
| In Zemcg up to 180 prisoners are said to have been accommodated
In one dqr*l.n{tory. In both Zenica and Zabela there is a flush toilet in a
room adjmmqg the prisoners’ dormitory.

~ Although it seems that most prisons have some form of heating, this
s reported often to be inadequate or liable to break down. At Stara
GradiSka it appears that until 1976 (and possibly to the present day)

75

the only form of heating was a small stove in the prisoners “living
quarters  adjoining their dormitory.

FFormer prisoners of conscience have complained of damp and cold

in winter which has caused much bronchial. tubercular and rheumatic

disease among inmates in several prisons, including Lepoglava, Stara
GradiSka, Zenica, Zabela and Ni&. " At roll-call at §.30am. all you can
hear is coughing.”” remarked one former inmate of Lepoglava prison.

Food

Prisoners are legally entitled to a diet of 2,500 calories a day. Prison
menus trom Sremska Mitrovica and Lepoglava seen by Amnesty
International prescribe an average daily consumption of over 3,000
calones. Prisoners have complained, however, that food is inadequate,
particularly its quality and vanety, and low in vitamins and protein. The
main meal is at midday: the evening meal usually consists of tea and
margarine (to be eaten with the daily ration of bread), or occasionally
yoghurt or stewed truit. Prisoners who work receive additional rations,
usually paid for by the prison-run enterpnses. To supplement their diet
prisoners rely on food parcels sent by their families and on limited
purchases of food from the prison shop.

Work

All prisoners capable of doing so are required to work and those who
refuse are liable to be punished. There is generaily an eight-hour shift,
with one rest-day a week. Prisoners who have worked tfor 11 months in
the year are allowed two weeks’ rest. Prisons have their own workshops
and often run their own enterprises. {Non-political prisoners are
sometimes sent outside as hired labour.) Most prisons produce furniture
and metal-work and some have farms where pnsoners do agricultural
work. At Lepogiava there are also upholstery. basketry and ceramics
workshops and prisoners assemble spectacles and ball-point pens. At
Zabela the principal products are paraffin stoves and at Sremska
Mitrovica farming equipment; Stara Gradi’ka produces cisterns,
furniture and carved souvenirs; Zenica, furmniture, metal goods and
moulds for machinery; Slavonska Po¥ega, leather goods and toys.
These products are sold both at home and abroad.

Safety measures in some workshops appear to be deficient and
prisoners have referred to industrial accidents resulting from poorly
maintained machinery used by tired or depressed inmates.

Prisoners are legally entitled to be paid between a fifth and a third of
the wage they would receive for similar work and output outside. In
practice however, they are reported to receive considerably less:;
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moreover, 30 per cent of their wage is withheld as savings by the prison

administration untl! their release. The remain;
5€. aining 70 per cent ma
used to buy goods at the prison shop. pe Y oe

Education, recreation and exercise

Pri sons are required to provide basic schooling and vocational trainin

tor inmates. especially Juveniles and young adults who have no%
completed primary education. Prisons have libraries and there are
rooms xyhere prisoners may watch television in their free time, read the
d{)mesug press and play chess. Most prisons have a sports g;ound In
some pnisons there are also opportunities for group activities such. as

woodcamng_. painting or music. Usually prisoners appear to have
adequate daily exercise in the open air.
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prisoners of conscience have left prison in poor health needing medical
treatment and convalescence,

Medical services in prisons seem to be inadequate; moreover,
prisoners who report sick tend to be suspected of feigning illness and to
receive only a cursory examination. This has sometimes led to serious
ailments requiring specialist treatment being ignored. Amnesty
International considers this a breach of Article 22(2) of the United
Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners
which states:

“Sick prisoners who require specialist treatment shall be
transferred to specialized institutions or to civilian hospitals.
Where hospital facilities are provided in an institution, their

Contact with tamilies and lawyer

Alldcorrespondence s censored. Prisoners are entitled to receive and
send two letters a month. and apparently some prisons have a more

generous policy: in Lepoglavﬁa: for instance, there is said to be no limit
Oon correspondence. ln.ac-ldmcm, prisoners may receive from their

egory). They

may also be visited by relatives once a month. In the case of political

pnisoners, these wf'isits usually last half an hour and are in the presence of
?h prison guard — 1f the prisoner mentions prison conditions or treatment
¢ visit is liable to be abruptly terminated. Although some ordinary

! 1 e allowed to see their spouses alone or to meet them
outside the prison, Amnesty International knows of only one case in

which this privilege has been granted to a prisoner of conscience.

Il;r; i(t);:ers have the right, if they so request, to see defence counsel once a

Religious restrictions

Contrary to the provisions of the United Nations Standard Minimum
Ruleg for ‘the Treatment of Prisoners, religious services are not
permitted in Yugoslav prisons and pnisoners do not have access to a
religious representative. In November 1980 the Archbishop of Zagreb

be granted religious
and of protection from

Medical treatment

Reports received by Amnesty International suggest that a number of

equipment, fumishings and pharmaceutical supplies shall be
suitable for the medical care and treatment of sick prisoners, and
there shall be a staff of suitably trained officers.”

Some prisoners of conscience appear to suffer from the sort of
chronic illnesses that constitute a grave threat to their physical health
given that they are serving long sentences and medical standards are
low.

Dr Franjo Tudjman

A case in point is that of Dr Franjo Tudjman, a prisoner of conscience
sentenced to three years’ imprisonment in February 1981. He has a
history of hypertensive heart disease and suffers from high blood
pressure, angina and other complaints. Because of his condition he
appealed tor postponement of sentence. This was refused by the
Yugoslav authorities despite his doctors’ recommendation that the
sentence be postponed and that he continue to receive medical
treatment and remain under close medical supervision. He began to
serve his sentence in January 1982. In February 1983 he had a major
heart attack and was later granted an interruption of sentence. The
interruption was extended on medical grounds three times, but he was
returned to Lepoglava prison on 26 May 1984 to complete his sentence.

In Lepoglava, where the medical facilities for treating acute heart
complaints were reported to be inadequate, he had four more heart
attacks, one of which left him partially paralysed on the left side.
Despite appeals by his family and Amnesty International it was not
until 11 September 1984 that his sentence was once again interrupted
for two or three months on health grounds. Amnesty Intemational later
learned that his sentence had been reduced to two and a half years by the
Supreme Court of Croatia and that he had been grar »d conditional
release in November 1984 on grounds of ill-health.
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Dr Nikola Novakovic

Another case is that of Dr Nikola Novakovi¢. a 71 -year-old prisoner of
conscience sentenced to 12 years’ imprisonment in 1977, He had twice

appealed on medical grounds for the curtailment of his sentence. It was
reduced on 13 December 1977 to |1 years and on 24 March 1982 to

10 years. He has a cardio-pulmonary disorder and was admitted to
hospital with chronic bronchitis for 4 weeks in 1981 He apparently had
cardiac disease symptoms after this time in hospital and has ischaemic
lumbago and varicose veins. In late 1979 he had a hydrocelectomy,
and after the reduction of his sentence in March 1982 a further hydro-
celectomy was performed. He complains of considerable pain when
urinating and walking.

Inearly 1984 he again appealed for reduction of sentence. This was
rejected by the Supreme Court of Bosnia- Hercegovina on 24 June 1984
on the grounds that reduction was possible only when there had been
changes in the prisoner’s circumstances since the verdict was passed.
The court contended that as the details of Dr Novakovic's ill-health
were known at the time of the reduction of his sentence to 10 years, the
legal requirements for further reduction had not been met. His appeal
was rejected as groundless. Amnesty International is calling for his

unconditional release because he is a prisoner of conscience and
because of his age and ill-health.

Tomo Dumandéic

A third case is that of Tomo Dumantié, who died in prisonin July 1981,
He had been sentenced in April 1976 by Zagreb district court to 10
years' imprisonment (reduced on appeal to eight) on charges of
"'participation in hostile activity” and *‘association against the people
and the state’’, Court documents received by Amnesty International
shortly before his death reveal that he was not accused of using violence
and strongly suggest that he had not advocated it

At the time of his imprisonment he was already in poor health. As a
child he had contracted tuberculosis of the thoracic vertebrae, which
led to grave spinal deformity. He later had tuberculosis of the kidneys
and bladder. In November 1979 he developed a lung complaint and
applied for suspension of sentence so that he could get special
treatment. A year later this petition had still received no response. In
October 1980 he was admitted to hospital in VaraZdin after an acute
heart attack. Having treated him for this. the hospital sent him back to
Lepoglava prison where he received no further treatment. Seven months
later, in June 1981, he became critically ill and was sent for treatment to
Zagreb prison hospital; he resubmitted his petition. On 28 July this
second petition was rejected. He died in Zagreb prison hospital that day.
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International considers that in these and certain otl?er cases
ms;)c;slav authorities have unjustiﬁably _c!elayed appropriate ca_m:
and medical treatment for prisoners in civilian hosPnal_s for speci
diseases — or simply have prevented th_em from seeking it. Momover}
Amnesty International believes that in the cases of a num:::; :d
prisoners of conscience with severe heart problems who have gth
petitions for suspension or reduction of sentence, or pardpn, ; e
Yugoslav authorities have refused the petitions without giving due
consideration to the clear humanitarian grounds for granting them.
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Prolonged isolation

Cases have been reported of prisoners being kept in isolation for more
than a year. This happened to two Albanian prisoners of conscience, Isa
Kastrati and Xhafer Shatn. In 1977 they reportedly went on hunger-
strike in Spu? prison in Montenegro. They barricaded themselves in
their cells demanding to be moved to Sremska Mitrovica prison. Guards
forcibly entered their cells and a prison riot followed in which some

Punishment and ill-treatment

I'here are minor differences in prison punishments in the variou
Yugosl_av republics a;u:l autonomous provinces, but in general such punish?
ments include: _shaﬂng oﬂ“ hair. denying mail and parcels (for up to three
(r?onths), denying or restricting the right to buy articles in the prison shop
or up to three months): solitary confinement, with or without work (for
up to 30 days)_ and 1solation (for up to a third of sentence but not for more

than a year without interruption). Prisoners in solitary confinement ar
legally entitled to an hour's exercise a day in the open air )

~ Prisoners have complained that punishments are often arbitrari
imposed by gygrds and that, although they are entitled to apgergl“:j Trlnz
fhn gor} authorities and the appropriate Secretariat for Justice. in practice
eir mmplaipts are ignored. There have been reports of the maximum
pertods of so!:tary confinement and isolation sometimes being exceeded
thmAugl; the immgdiate reimposition of the punishment ;
A ormer prisoner (?f conscience in Stara Gradi:ika rs

geStl,nShed how he was putin a solitary confinement cell measuﬁr?g 2?‘2&3::
y l' metres, containing no bed but only a chair. The only surface that
?ou d serve as a table was the lid of a foul smelling toilet bucket. Another
nc:g{?;:: pns?rtler of cl{l}ft}smence there was reportedly punished by a
S Soltary confinement for having lent a foreign-language
iegx;(t;c;jk to another prisoner. (Both instances occurred in thegmifi-
1 Accmdmg to a 1979 account, several of the solitary confinement
cells in block No.2 of Zenica prison have concrete floors and prisoners

are alleged to have been punished by having their hands chained to rin
in the floor In such a way that they could not stand upnight but had %;
Frouch. During the day they were not allowed to lie down and were

iable to be beaten by guards if found doing so. These, and other solita
confinement cells. reportedly contain no beds (unlike isolation cellg

_ re, although, - "

1s heated there are no window-panes (jusgth baaﬁz?rimg;dﬁi?zt

supposedly being to prevent pnson ' -
. ers from tryi -
themselves with glass splinters. ng to mutilate

inmates were wounded by guards. Isa Kastrati and Xhater Shatri later
each had their sentences increased by three and a half and three years
and were allegedly kept inisolation for 17 months. Two years later, on
8 July 1979, they and two other Albanian prisoners in SpuZ again went on
hunger-strike calling for all Albanian political prisoners to be retried, for
all such prisoners to be moved to prison in Kosovo province and for
information about Albanians’ political trials to be published in Albanman

in the Yugoslav press.

Deaths in custody

Amnesty International has received allegations that Albanian
prisoners, including prisoners of conscience, are treated especially
harshly (Ni8 prison in particular has been mentioned). On | 7 June 1979
Rilindja mentioned a trial in which the Governor of ldrizovo prison
(Macedonia) and six guards were sentenced to between eight months’
and eight years' imprisonment after two prisoners had died. They were
apparently found guilty because “while carrying out their superiors
orders they had become overzealous in discharging their duties and
overstepped the bounds of their authority”. They had been instructed to
escort six Albanian prisoners to solitary confinement. When the latter
refused to obey, the guards beat them, killing two. One of the four
survivors received an additional two years' imprisonment and three an

extra year.

In 1983 emigre sources published a complaint by a group of Albanian
political prisoners from Kosovo sent to the Secretariat of Justice of
Croatia in which they described the ill-treatment they claimed to have
received while being transported from Pridtina district prison to Gospic
prison in Croatia and while detained in Gospi¢. They stated. among
other things, that on arrival at Gospic prison on 15 November 1981
they were forced to undress, then assaulted by guards who hit them on
the face and body. Two prnisoners claimed to have been hit on the
genitals by guards who taunted them, saying they would never produce
children. The complaint mentioned injuries sustained by named
prisoners and stated that the corridor where the incident occurred was
stained with blood. A group of some 20 more prisoners from Kosovo
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who arrived at Gospic¢ on 26 December 19
similar ill-treatment. Two
Governor about ill-

81 were said to have received
prisoners who complained to the Prison

treatment were allegedly beaten unconscious in R e, ease pr OCesSS
repnsal on 12 December 1981
Accounts given by former prisoners suggested that elsewhere in

as nommal practice in

Yugoslavia the beating of inmates w

certain prisons. In September 1982 a Belgrade criminologist sent an
open letter to the Serbian Secretary of Justice about the treatment of
prisoners in Belgrade District Prison. The letter was based on his
personal observations while serving a month's sentence there for a non-
violent political offence. He said that prisoners were often beaten and

were threatened literally every day with beating. He noted that guards Conditional release
were apparently led to believe that beating was a lawful form of

| isoners who have served half (in rare cases, a thi_rc:!) of their sentence

punishment | :;lj gaﬁe been of good conduct are eligible for conditional release under
Article 38(6) of the federal criminal code. On 5§ March 1984 the

President of the Presidency of Kosovo gmounced that many young

Albanians who had repented of their ‘‘crimes” and behaved well had

been released before completing their sentences. However, Amnesty

International does not as yet know of any actual case in which a prisoner

of conscience has been granted conditional release on grounds of good
behaviour.

Pardon

Convicted prisoners may petition for pardon and the SFRJ Pres@ency
is empowered to grant it to those convicted under federal_law. It is the
custom for the Presidency to pardon a number of such prisoners (both
political and others) on the anniversary of th_e SFRJ (2_9 November).
The names of those pardoned are published in t_he gfﬁc:al gazette, the
Stu2beni list SFRJ, which does not, however, mc:.hcatc how many of
them were political prisonerslé There are two main forms of pardon:
' ntence and release. |

redl’?hn: 3‘?;1;::- of pardons granted on the 29 Novembqr anniversary
varies considerably from year to year. In recent years it hag. gharply
decreased. In 1977, 574 people were parc;}oned amid much Pub_lmlty after
the meeting of the Conference on Secqnty and Cooperation in Europg
in Belgrade. Ofthese, 144 convicted prisoners were released and 74 ha
their sentences reduced; 13 of those releaspd gnd 20 whose sentences
were reduced were under adoption or investigation by Amnesty Intermna-
tional. Judicial proceedings in the cases of a further 356 were dropped.
Details for 1977 to 1984 are given in the table below.
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penalties as well, such as prohibiting them for a specific period from
public expression of any kind or from following a particular profession,
Moreover, many prisoners of conscience find themselves unofficially
barred trom their former, or similar, occupations. People with specialist
training have been obliged to tind menial work, often poorly paid, or to
live on the earings of their spouses, Furthermore, many former
prisoners of conscience have complained hecause on release they were
refused a passport and hence prevented from working abroad. One of them,
adoption or investigation by Amnesty International) former prisoner of con_science Petar Sale, wrote on 6 March 1981, in an
1977 574 144 (13 appeal to the Secretar:lat for !n_temal Affairs of the Republic of C rqatia
1978 (13) 74 (20) _ against the Zadar police decisionon 25 February 1981 to refuse hima
1979 o 80355 a9 passport:
1980 ;; . ;9 ¢ 1) 32 (2) “In February 1981 I filed an application for a passport n
1981 cyoe 2 (2 B (P order to travel abroad. My passport was withdrawn on

_ 30 (0 26 ( 2) 22 January 1973 because, as a former student leader, 1 had been
1982 59 24 (1) 35 (2) convicted of an offence against the people and the state. 1 was
1983 60 29 ( 3) 31 (0) again arrested in 1974, also for an offence defined in chapter
1984 82 300 (1) 52 ( $) 10 of the former criminal code, and sentenced to a prison
term of four years 10 months. 1 served the sentence in Stara

s:;’;‘;‘:;:; ;:i:mp::e;ple whose short prison sentences were commuted to Gradli§ka tg'thel;earg last dayi I leftl prison ()‘:jn i (:‘Ct(l;l;er 197?.
‘ “Immediate er my release | reported to the bureau O

**includes one - - .

e wnviﬂ?;zf :ahseir:ﬁeadban on promotion at work (a consequence of employment and since then | r{qve continued to report
regularly to this bureau. In addition, for two and a half years

now. I have persistently applied for employment, regardless of

the job or the place. My supposed constitutional nght to work

F-:’ardons granted to prisoners convicted
of crimes ungier federal law from 1977 to 1984
on the occasion of the anniversary of the SFRJ

Year Pardons Releases Sentences Judicial pro-
total reduced  ceedings dropped

(figures given in brackets refer to prisoners under

Amnesty

The Federal Chamber of the SFRJ Assembly is authorized to amnesty
people imprisoned for oftences defined by federal statute. This is done
by passing an amnesty law proposed by the SFRJ Presidency. The last
time suf.:h a law was passed was in November 1973. It concerned 12
categones of political offence and the offence of evading conscription

and applied to people who had committed these otfences between
30 Mar_ch 1962 and November 1973 - except for those prosecuted for

or convnctgd of, these offences between 1 January 1971 and Novembe;
1973 (which meant it did not affect, among others, the numerous people
prosecuted or convicted after the political upheavals in Croatia in late
1971 gnd 1972). Excluded from the amnesty too were people who had
committed any of the nine most serious of these crimes as leaders or

organizers or who, in the course of committi mmi
: itting them, had co
murder or any act of terrorism. B e ted

Released prisoners

iIn a nuglber of cases Amnesty International knows about. courts have
mposed not only prison sentences on prisoners of conscience but other

is not only not implemented; for me it does not exist. I have
two small children who must be fed . .. After all this time 1
decided, seeing no other solution, to request a passport . .. |
want to live, and for that one needs to eat. In order to eat, one
needs work. 1 am not permitted to do this in my country. I
really do not know what should be done so that I and my
children may have the right to live, for without work our
existence is jeopardized. I asked for a passport so that I might
work abroad and thus feed my family, But even this is not
allowed.”




Apmesty _lntematinnal considers the death penalty a violation of the
right to !lfB and the ultimate cruel and inhuman punishment and
opposes its use in all cases. Article 175 of the SFRJ constitution
states that "a man's hfe shall be inviolable”, but that ‘‘in
exceptional circumstances’’ the death penalty may be provided for by
federal statute for the gravest crimes. Nonetheless, 45 of the
140 criminal offences defined in the federal criminal code carry a

discretionary death sentence. These include 16 types of polit;
offence if they have: ypes of political

... resulted in anyone’s death or endangered human life, or
were accompanied by serious violence or great destruction, or
led to the undermining of the security or the economic and

military strength of the country, or in other especiall av
cases.” (Article 139) PEEIETY e

Al._m in_cluded are a number of non-violent military offences
committed in time of war or immediate danger of war, such as evasion
of and refusal to do military service, desertion, non-fulfilment of
duties durl.ng‘ combat, activity designed to lower military morale.

’I:he criminal codes of the six republics and two autonomous
provinces provide for a discretionary death sentence for aggravated
murder and for inducement to suicide of juveniles under the age of
14 or of people incapable of understanding the significance of their act
Or not responsible for their own actions. Pregnant women and

people under 18 when the offence was committed are exempt from
the death penalty.

Appeals, clemency

Those sentenced to death may appeal to two higher courts. The
ﬁnal‘ court of appeal for those sentenced under republican or
provincial law is the supreme court of that republic or province. and
for those sentenced under federal law, the Federal Court. Aﬂér all

avenues of appeal have been exhausted and the death penalty has
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been upheld, defendants have the right to petition for clemency. If
they, or members of their family on their behalf, fail to do so, the
appropriate procedures for granting clemency must be instituted ex
officio. The right to grant clemency - to commute a death sentence
to 20 years’ imprisonment — is exercised by the SFRJ Presidency in
the case of crimes defined under federal law, and the presidencies of
the republics and autonomous provinces in the case of crimes
defined under republican or provincial law. Official statistics show
that between 1968 and 1978, 36 death sentences were upheld by
the highest Yugoslav courts. Amnesty International does not know if
any of these sentences were later commuted to imprisonment by
presidential pardon. An article in the Yugoslav press in 1979 stated
that about three or four death sentences on average were carried out
every vear; the Deutsche Presse-Agentur, a news agency in the
FRG, reported in September 1980 that 39 death sentences had
been carried out between 1970 and 1979,

Sentences, executions

The latest death sentences for political oftfences that Amnesty
International knows about were passed in 1976; all six cases were
commuted by the court to terms of imprisonment. The latest judicial
executions for political offences took place in 1973, the victims
being two Croatian emigres, Djuro Horvat and Vejsil Keski¢, who
had been convicted in 1972 of making an armed incursion into
Y ugoslavia.

Since the beginning of 1979 (after the period covered by the
most recent official statistics) Amnesty International has learned of
29 death sentences being passed and of 10 executions. Three of
those accused had been convicted of committing war crimes during
the Second World War, the others of aggravated murder. Amnesty
International is aware of only one case (that of Muslija Dilaver of
Skopje, convicted of double murder and two attempted murders) in
which death sentence was, after review by the highest court,
commuted to 20 years’ imprisonment by presidential pardon (in this
case by the Presidency of the Republic of Macedonia).

Public discussion

In recent years the death penalty has been the subject of much
public discussion in Yugoslavia. Leading abolitionists have come
from the legal profession, including the lawyers Veljko Guberina
and the late Filota Fila, both of whom have published works on the
subject. In February 1979 Filota Fila argued the abolitionist case in
a televised debate with the present President of the Federal Court,
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Dr Mirko Perovic. An article on the death penalty which appeared
In the Yugoslav foreign language monthly Review on 7 August 1979
noted that another lawyer, Veljko Komljenovi¢, had tried to found a
Yugoslav League of Abolitionists, but did not say why he had not
managed to do so.

On 17 October 1981 an association to campaign for the
abolition of the death penalty was formed. It consisted of |1
members. In February 1982 its official registration was refused on
the basis that procedural requirements had not been met during its
tormation. An administrative appeal against this decision was
rejected in April 1982, However, on 8 December 1982 the
Supreme Court of Serbia granted an appeal and ruled in favour of
the organization. The Supreme Court found that the alleged
irregularities had not been material and should not preclude
registration. The matter was therefore referred back to the
registration authority. But registration was again refused in April
1983: this time on substantive grounds. The authority considered
that an organization campaigning for the abolition of the death
penaity was contrary to the SFRJ constitution, the federal criminal
code and Article 29 of the law regulating citizens’ organizations.
The administrative appeal from this decision was rejected in June
1983 as was the judicial appeal to the Supreme Court of Serbia on
31 January 1984. The association said that in its view the decision
to refuse registration involved misinterpretation of the constitution
and therefore appealed to the Federal Court. Amnesty International
later learned that this appeal too was rejected on § September | 984.
even though a report submitted by Yugoslavia to the Human Rights
Committee in February 1978 on its implementation of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights under Article
40 of that covenant, stated: "It is the intention of the Constitution
and even more of legal solutions and judicial practice to encourage
abolitionist policy.”

In 1984 a petition was submitted to the SFRJ Assembly for the
abolition of the death penalty on the grounds of the inviolability of
human life, a humanitarian vision of socialist society and the
rejection of the principle of retribution. This petition, originating in
the republic of Slovenia and published in the magazine Mladina
was, according to official reports, signed by 866 people in Slovenia
and other republics. It prompted a debate in the Assembly which

decided there were as yet ‘‘no constitutional or other prerequisites
for abolition”’,

Action by Amnesty International

In working for prisoners of conscience in' ngoslayig, Amnesty
International has stressed to the authorities its nnpamall.ty and has
supplied documentary evidence of its work for prisoners of
conscience throughout the world. It has also emphas_lzed that
Amnesty International’s efforts to secure thg release of prisoners of
conscience are based, not on sharing the views of these prisoners,
but on the belief that the violation of fundamentgl human rlghp 1S a
cause for international concern, transcending national boundaries.

® Amnesty International groups have _appealed to theiYugosIav
authorities for the release of all prisoners of conscience and

sought information about other prisoners who might be prisoners
of conscience. In each case groups have pointed out infringements
of the rights proclaimed in the Universal Decla{a‘uon of an:lan
Rights and in the International Covenant on Civil and Pohtical
Rights which Yugoslavia has ratiﬁec!, and .have stressed‘ the
authorities” obligation to honour their international human rights
undertakings. B

® Human rights violations in Yugoslavia have been‘publmzed:
prisoners of conscience in Yugoslavia have featured in Amr_lesty
International’s Prisoner of the Month and Prisoner of Conscience
Week campaigns, and there have been urgent appeals on behalf
of prisoners on legal or medical grounds.

® In June 1976 an Amnesty International delegation ‘visued
Yugoslavia for a week. It met the Federal Secretary qf Justice, the
Deputy Federal Secretary of Justice, the Fe@eral Publif: Prosecutor,
the Prison Adviser to the Federal Secretariat of Justice and other

senior officials and lawyers.

Amnesty International discussed with these nfﬁ_cials its concern
about legislation under which pnsoners a'f conscience 'have been
convicted, and referred to cases of mdﬁrldual prisoners of
conscience adopted at that time. The delegation also vlsued_ two
prisons and Zagreb prison hospital. Afterwards Amnesty International
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urged the Yugoslav authorities to amend national legislation so as to

make 1t consistent with Yugoslavia's i -
: avia s internatio ‘
commitments. nal human rights

Over the years Amnest :
€ y International has sent observer
number of political trials in the country. sloa

Amnesty International —
a worldwide campaign

In recent years, people throughout the world have become more and

more aware of the urgent need to protect human rights effectively
in every part of the world.

e Countless men and women are in prison for their beliefs. They
are being held as prisoners of conscience in scores of countries—in
crowded jails, in labour camps and in remote prisons.

e Thousands of political prisoners are being held under administra-
tive detention orders and denied any possibility of a trial or an

appeal.

e Others are forcibly confined in psychiatric hospitals or secret
detention camps.

e Many are forced to endure relentless, systematic torture.
e More than a hundred countries retain the death penalty.

e Political leaders and ordinary citizens are becoming the victims
of abductions, ‘‘disappearances’’ and killings, carried out both by
government forces and opposition groups.

An international effort

To end secret arrests, torture and killing requires organized and
worldwide effort. Amnesty International is part of that effort.

Launched as an independent organization over 20 years ago,
Amnesty International is open to anyone prepared to work univer-
sally for the release of prisoners of conscience, for fair trials for
political prisoners and for an end to torture and executions.

The movement now has members and supporters in more than
160 countries. It is independent of any government, political group,
ideology, economic interest or religious creed.

It began with a newspaper article, ‘‘The Forgotten Prisoners’’,
published on 28 May 1961 in The Observer (London) and reported
in Le Monde (Paris).

Announcing an impartial campaign to help victims of political
persecution, the British lawyer Peter Benenson wrote:
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Qpen your newspaper any day of the week and you will
fm_d a report from somewhere in the world of someone
belngilmprisaned, tortured or executed because his opinions
or religion are unacceptable to his government. . . . The
newspaper reader feels a sickening sense of impotence. Yet
If these feelings of disgust all over the world could be

Znited INTO common action, something effective could be
one.

Amnesty International at work

The working methods of Amnesty International are based on the
principle of international responsibility for the protection of human
rights. The movement tries to take action wherever and whenever
there are violations of those human rights falling within its mandate.
Since it was founded, Amnesty International groups have intervened
on behalf of more than 25.000 prisoners in over a hundred countries
with widely differing ideologies.

A unique aspect of the work of Amnesty International groups—
placing the emphasis on the need for international human rights
work —is the fact that each group works on behalf of prisoners held
in countries other than its own. At least two prisoner cases are
assigned to each group; the cases are balanced geographically and
politically to ensure impartiality.

There are now 3,341 local Amnesty International groups through-

. out the world. There are sections in 43 countries (in Africa, Asia,

the Americas, Europe and the Middle East) and individual members,

The mandate | subscribers and supporters in more than 120 other countries.

Members do not work on cases in their own countries. No section,

group or member is expected to provide information on their own

country and no section, group or member has any responsibility for

action taken or statements issued by the international organization
concerning their own country.

Within a week he had received more than a thousand offers of
support—to coliect information, publicize it and approach govern-
ments. T!jc groundwork was laid for a permanent human rights
organmization that eventually became known as Amnesty Interna-
tional. The first chairperson of its International Executjve Com-

mittee (from 19§3 to 1974) was Sean MacBride, who received the
Nobel Peace Prize in 1974 and the Lenin Prize in 1975,

Amnest_y International is playing a specific role in the international
protection of human rights.

It seeks the release of men and women detained anywhere

because of their beliefs, colour, sex, ethnic origin, language

or religious creed, provided they have not used or advocated
violence. These are termed prisoners of conscience.

It works for fair and prompt trials for all political prisoners

and fwl)rks on behalf of such people detained without charge
or trial.

Continuous research

The movement attaches the highest importance to balanced and
accurate reporting of facts. All its activities depend on meticulous
It opposes the death penalty and torture or other cruel, research into allegations of human rights violations. The !n}ema-
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment of a/l prisoners tional Secretariat in London (with a staff of 175, comprising 30
without reservation. nationalities) has a Research Department which collects and analyses
information from a wide variety of sources. These include hundreds
of newspapers and journals, government bulletins, transcriptions
of radio broadcasts, reports from lawyers and humanitarian organ-
izations, as well as letters from prisoners and their families. Amnesty
International also sends fact-finding missions for on-the-spol
investigations and to observe trials, meet prisoners and interview
government officials. Amnesty International takes full responsibility
for its published reports and if proved wrong on any point is pre-

_Amnesty International acts on the basis of the Universal Declar-
ation ot Human Rights and other international convenants. Amnesty
International is convinced of the indivisibility and mutual depend-
eqce‘of all human rights. Through the practical work for prisoners
within its mandate, Amnesty International participates in the wider

promotipn anc} protection of human rights in the civil, political,
cconomig, social and cultural spheres.

Amnesty l’n}ernational does not oppose or support any govern-
ment or polmc:-.fl system. Its members around the world include
supporters of differing systems who agree on the defence of ajl

peo_ple In all countries against imprisonment for their beliefs, and
against torture and execution.

pared to issue a correction.

Once the relevant facts are established, information is sent to sec-
tions and groups for action. The members then start the work of
trying to protect the individuals whose human rights are reported to
have been violated. They send letters to government ministers and
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embassies. They organize public meetings, arrange special publicity
cevents, such as vigils at appropriate government offices or embassies,
and try to interest newspapers in the cases they have taken up. They
ask their friends and colleagues to help in the effort. They collect
signatures for international petitions and raise money to send relief,

such as medicine, food and clothing, to the prisoners and their
families.

A permanent campaign

In addition to case work on behalf of indi-

vidual prisoners, Amnesty International

members campaign for the abolition of tor-

ture and the death penalty. This includes try-

Ing to prevent torture and executions when

people have been taken to known torture

centres or sentenced to death. Volunteers in

dozens of countries can be alerted in such

cases, and within hours hundreds of telegrams

and other appeals can be on their way to the Symbat of
government, prison or detention centre. Amesty Internstionss

Amnesty International condemns as a matter of principle the tor-
ture and execution of prisoners by anyone, including opposition
groups. Governments have the responsibility of dealing with such
abuses, acting in conformity with international standards for the
protection of human rights.

In its efforts to mobilize world public opinion, Amnesty Interna-
tional neither supports nor opposes economic or cultural boycotts.
It does take a stand against the international transfer of military,
police or security equipment and expertise likely to be used by
recipient governments to detain prisoners of conscience and to inflict
torture and carry out executions.

Amnesty International does not grade governments or countries
according to their record on human rights. Not only does repression
In various countries prevent the free flow of information about
human rights abuses, but the techniques of repression and their
Impact vary widely. Instead of attempting comparisons, Amnesty

International concentrates on trying to end the specific violations
of human rights in each case.

Policy and funds

Amnesty International is a democratically run movement. Every two
years major policy decisions are taken by an International Council
comprising representatives from all the sections. They elect an Inter-
national Executive Committee to carry out their decisions and super-
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vise the day-to-day running of the International Secretariat.

The organization is financed by its members throughout the

world, by individual subscriptions and donations. Members pay fees

and conduct fund-raising campaigns—they orgqnjze concerts and art
auctions and are often to be seen on fund-raising drives at street

corners in their neighbourhoods.. |
Its rules about accepting donations are strict and ensure that any

funds received by any part of the organization do not compromise
it in any way, affect its integrity, make it dependent on any donor,

or limit its freedom of activity. | :
The organization’s accounts are audited annually and are pub-

lished with its annual report.

Nations
Amnesty International has formal relations with the United
(ECOS(y)C). UNESCO, the Council of Europe, the Organization of
African Unity and the Organization of American States.




How to subscribe to
Amnesty International

A subscription to Amnesty International will give you access to new—often
unpublished—information about human rights abuses on a giobal, indepen-
dent and impartial basis. By subscribing to Amnesty International you will
aiso receive details about how you can help the people who are the victims.

Amnesty International Newsletter

This monthly bulletin is a regular update on
Amnesty International’s work: reports of
fact-finding missions, details about political
prisoners, reliable reports of torture and
executions. It is written—without political
3. 4 bias—for human rights activists throughout
= .-\ the world and is widely used by journalists,
students, political leaders, medical doctors,
— lawyers and other professionals.

Amnesty International Report

This annual report is a country-by-country
survey of Amnesty International’s work to
combat political imprisonment, torture and
the death penalty throughout the world.
The report is organized into sections and
normally covers at least 100 countries. It is
probably the most widely read—and most
influéntial—of the many reports published
by Amnesty International each year.

Annual newsletter subscription: £ 5.00 (US$12.50)
Subscription to both the newsletter and report:
£10.00 (US$25.00)

Amnesty International Publications Catalogue

a
\ li’l'ﬂ.i"“ '

The Amnesty International publications
catalogue lists all recent major Amnesty
International reports and documents,
together with a selection of earlier publi-
cations still in print. It is available, free of
charge, from Amnesty International
Publications.

Write to: Amnesty International Publications, 1 Easton Street, London
WC1X 8DJ, United Kingdom, or your local section.




® An 18-year-old ethnic Albanian is serving a six-

year prison sentence after taking part in nationa-
list demonstrations...

® A 70-year-old doctor is jalled for over five years

and is stripped of all his property because of
ramarks he made in private conversations...

® A Bosnian migrant worker gets nine and a half
years — the svidence used against him includes a
picture postcard of a Serbian King...

All three have been adopted as prisoners of
conscience by and are
among the many cases in this report which
ilustrate how the Yugosiav authorities act against

people whose views or non-violent activities they
disapprove of.




