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10 June 2020 
 
Mr. Petar Vidov 
Editor in Chief 
Faktograf.hr 
Zagreb, Croatia 
 
   Re: Complaint Concerning Violation of IFCN Principles 
 
 
Dear Mr. Vidov: 
 

I write to draw your attention to violations of the International Fact Checking Network 
(“IFCN”) Code of Principles in an article published on your fact-checking website, Faktograf.hr.  
The article in question was published on 9 June 2020 by author Stefan Gužvica, titled, “What 
Really Happened at Bleiburg?” You are requested to make substantial corrections to the article 
or to withdraw it immediately. 
 

The article appears in the “accuracy check” portion of your website, and purports to fact-
check a video by Croatian public broadcaster HTV, and an article on the website Priznajem.hr, 
concerning the mass execution of tens of thousands of prisoners of war by Yugoslav communist 
and partisan forces, known colloquially in Croatia as “Bleiburg and the Way of the Cross.”   
 

I will first explain all of the errors in your “fact-checking” article, and then set out the 
relevant violations of the IFCN Code of Principles. 
 

I. Errors in Faktograf.hr’s Article: Fact-Checking the Fact-Checkers 
 

Faktograf.hr devotes most of its article addressing a two-minute and six second video 
summary of the Bleiburg massacre broadcast by HTV in its “TV Kalendar” segment on 15 May 
2013 and recirculated on social media again this year. At the outset, let me draw your attention to 
Faktograf.hr’s most obvious errors.  

 
First, Faktograf.hr devotes an entire section of its article to refuting the TV Kalendar’s 

alleged assertion that “despite the surrender of the Third Reich on 8. May, the agony of the 
Croatian Army lasted another seven days.” You then spend eight paragraphs explaining why 
this alleged statement in TV Kalendar serves the “victimization and pacifization of 
collaborationist forces.”  The problem with Faktograf.hr’s analysis is this sentence (“despite the 
surrender of the Third Reich on 8. May, the agony of the Croatian Army lasted another 
seven days”) does not appear in TV Kalendar. Faktograf.hr thus “corrects” a non-existent 
statement.  This is the first obvious error by the “fact-checker.” 

 
Second, Faktograf.hr writes that, “the HTV segment in ‘TV Kalendar’ ends with the 

assertion that the ‘truth about Bleiburg’ was ‘hidden for decades,’ and that it only came to 
the surface after 1991.” This is also incorrect.  The actual quote from TV Kalendar is that the 
“wider public only learned about the events at Bleiburg after the establishment of democratic 



 2 

Croatia.” TV Kalendar’s obvious point is that the “wider public” did not learn about the mass 
executions of tens of thousands of prisoners of war and civilians until the establishment of 
democratic Croatia, which is an indisputable fact.  

 
Yet Faktograf.hr remarkably attempts to challenge this well-established fact by stating 

that this it cannot be true because, for example, “the Alliance of Associations of Veterans of the 
National Liberation War (SUBNOR) published in 1964, on the basis of its evidence, that at the 
end of the war in Slovenia and Austria 221,287 soldiers were captured, of which 136,834 persons 
were from collaborationist military formations across Yugoslavia. These facts were not only not 
concealed, they were published in Borba, the official organ of the League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia.” Is Faktograf.hr really asserting that because Borba in 1964 wrote that 221,287 
collaborationist soldiers were “captured,” the “wider public” was aware as early as 1964 that 
Yugoslav partisan and communist forces executed tens of thousands of prisoners of war and 
civilians after the war? Faktograf.hr thinks “capturing” soldiers is the same as “executing” them?  

 
 Faktograf.hr then claims that the wider public was aware of the Bleiburg massacres 

during the time of Yugoslavia because of a TV mini-series written by author Derviš Sušić. 
Faktograf.hr does not explain what, if anything, in Sušić’s mini-series was said about the 
massacre at Bleiburg. Faktograf.hr also relies on a book published by Yugoslav general Milan 
Basta in 1976, in which he records his memoirs about negotiating the surrender of captured 
Ustasha, Chetnik and Domobran soldiers. However, Faktograf.hr does not cite anything in 
Basta’s book to show that he actually revealed that Yugoslav Partisans and communists 
extrajudicially executed tens of thousands of POWs and civilians. Moreover, Basta himself was 
involved in the killings. He had personally promised British General Scott that surrendered 
soldiers would be given full protections as prisoners of war, which of course was a promise not 
kept. Reliance on his account of events is therefore highly questionable as a “fact-checking 
source.” It is the equivalent of relying on the memoirs of Ratko Mladić as a credible source to 
fact-check someone on the events at Srebrenica. 

 
I note that historian Slavko Goldstein explained in an interview for Jutarnji List published 

on 11 November 2007 that, “Tito Was the Leader of a Conspiracy of Silence About Bleiburg 
(Tito je bio vođa zavjere šutnje o Bleiburgu)”.1 I trust that you believe Slavko Goldstein is a 
credible historian.  There is no doubt that the “wider public” did not learn about the scale of the 
crimes until the fall of communism. Accordingly, your “fact-check” of TV Kalendar on this 
point is also wrong. 

 
Third, HTV’s “TV Kalendar” stated the following with respect to the number of victims 

of the Bleiburg massacre: “To this day, the exact number of victims has not been established. 
Some estimates say that the Partisans in their revenge-driven fury murdered between 
40,000 and 70,000 Croats, and by some estimates even more.” Faktograf.hr itself admits that 
the “exact number of victims which we colloquially call ‘Bleiburg’…we likely will never know. 
All that is certain is that the number involves tens of thousands.” Moreover, Faktograf.hr cites as 
credible Vladimir Žerjavić’s figure of 55,000 murdered.  Accordingly, the estimates of between 

 
1 https://www.jutarnji.hr/arhiva/slavko-goldstein-tito-je-bio-voda-zavjere-sutnje-o-
bleiburgu/3313826/ 
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40,000 and 70,000 by TV Kalendar is reasonable and credible. Yet, remarkably, Faktograf.hr 
invents a quote from the “TV Kalendar” video that does not appear in the video: “between 
40,000 and 70,000 Croats, while others mention even 200,000.” TV Kalendar does not mention 
200,000 as a possible number killed. Again, Faktograf.hr is “fact-checking” a “fact” which is not 
alleged. This is your error, not that of TV Kalendar. 

 
Fourth, Faktograf.hr’s “fact-check” discloses no other “facts” in HTV’s “TV Kalendar” 

which are false or inaccurate. Instead, the rest of Faktograf.hr’s text is a series of subjective 
complaints about what the TV Kalendar “doesn’t mention,” “implies,” “suggests,” or 
“intentionally ignores.” The entire article is a polemic rather than a correction of misstatements 
of fact. For example, Faktograf leads off its article with the “fact-check” that the TV Kalendar  
asserted that the “armed forces of the Independent State of Croatia and many civilians 
surrendered in Austria and Slovenia,” but Faktograf.hr complains that it “doesn’t mention that in 
the retreating column were also around 17,000 Slovenian Domobrans and Serbian Ljoticevci and 
Chetniks.” This is not a “fact-check.” This is Faktograf.hr’s subjective editorializing of what 
Faktograf.hr would have included in a discussion about Bleiburg.  If an Israeli media outlet 
broadcast a 2-minute segment which said that six million Jews were murdered in the Holocaust, 
but did not mention that other groups were also targeted and murdered, would Faktograf.hr “fact-
check” it as a “misleading” segment? Of course not. 

 
Fifth, Your article states that the British Army “had no obligations in any way to assist 

enemy forces.” No citation is provided in support of this statement, which is highly dubious. 
 
Finally, Faktograf.hr’s article engages in rank speculation as well as partisan advocacy 

(pun intended) on behalf of the perpetrators of the crime against humanity committed at Bleiburg 
and thereafter. For example, Faktograf.hr asserts that those persons who withdrew towards 
Bleiburg had failed to accept two offers of amnesty by the Partisans. Faktograf.hr then asserts, 
without citation to evidence, that this “suggests” that this means those who withdrew were 
“ideologically of the explicitly fascist orientation, as well as persons who committed war 
crimes.” This is a subjective, likely biased, belief without evidence. Is the role of Faktograf.hr to 
correct misstatements of fact, or is it to engage in speculation? Faktograf.hr then complains that 
TV Kalendar “intentionally ignored” Faktograf.hr’s “suggestion,” as if TV Kalendar should not 
only broadcast facts, but also speculation. What is even more concerning is Faktograf.hr’s 
suggestion that the 55,000 victims deserved their fate because they were (as Faktograf.hr 
“suggests”) either “explicitly fascist” or “war criminals,” and thus the crime against humanity 
was apparently a good deed.  

 
Faktograf.hr also claims that “we should condemn the taboo that existed in Yugoslav 

historiography, which in a one-party system did not concern itself (and could not concern itself) 
with the murder of innocent people by the Partisans, even though those types of crimes are 
literally inevitable.” To argue that the murder of civilians is “literally inevitable” is to downplay 
and minimize the criminality of the perpetrators. Faktograf.hr goes on to suggest that it is unclear 
why the Bleiburg massacres occurred “despite the explicit prohibition issued by the Supreme 
Staff against the execution of prisoners of war.” The suggestion, again, is that the crime against 
humanity was committed against the orders of the top of the military and communist structures 
in Yugoslavia. In fact, the very top of the state must have known of, and approved, this crime. 
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Tito himself was in Zagreb and Ljubljana in late May 1945, exactly at the height of the killing 
spree.  It is inconceivable that he was unaware of the killings and that they occurred against his 
express orders. Faktograf.hr apparently includes these  unsourced defenses of the “Supreme 
Staff” to rebut the assertion in TV Kalendar that the responsibility for this crime against 
humanity goes to the very top of the Yugoslav Partisan and communist authorities, including 
Tito. 

 
II. Violations of IFCN Principles 
 

Your article violates several of the IFCN principles, as set forth below. 
 
1. Principle 1: Lack of Commitment to Non-Partisanship and Fairness 

 
The author of Faktograf.hr’s article, Stefan Gužvica, could reasonably be perceived to be 

both partisan and Partisan, and therefore lack the objectivity, non-partisanship and fairness to 
address the topic of Bleiburg as a “fact-checker.” Mr. Gužvica is an activist for Radnička fronta, 
a neo-communist political party in Croatia which does not claim to be objective in its sympathies 
for Yugoslav communists and Partisans. This information is publicly available on Mr. Gužvica’s 
Facebook page, as well as on the Facebook page of Radnička fronta. He is also an author at 
Marks21, a Marxist website, and also writes for Antifašistički vjesnik, an online publication that 
stands explicitly in defense of Yugoslav Partisans and does not claim to be objective or unbiased. 
All of these facts raise legitimate questions about whether Mr. Gužvica can be an unbiased “fact-
checker” when assessing allegations of crimes committed by Yugoslav Partisans and 
communists.  

 
Would Faktograf.hr use a historian perceived to be pro-Ustasha to fact-check a video 

segment about Jasenovac? The failure to disclose Mr. Gužvica advocacy for neo-communist and 
Yugoslav Partisan organizations violates criteria 2.3 of Principle 1 of the IFCN Principles:  
 

The applicant discloses in its fact-checks relevant interests of the sources it quotes 
where the reader might reasonably conclude those interests could influence the 
accuracy of the evidence provided. It also discloses in its fact-checks any 
commercial or other such relationships it has that a member of the public might 
reasonably conclude could influence the findings of the fact-check. 

 
There is simply no question that a member of the public might reasonably conclude that Mr. 
Gužvica’s relationships could influence the findings of a fact-check. This conclusion is further 
justified when viewed in the context of Mr. Gužvica’s efforts to justify the crimes committed by 
the Partisans and communists, including his assertion (without citation to evidence) that that 
Partisan murder of civilians was “literally inevitable,” or the “suggestion” that the murdered 
victims were of “explicitly fascist orientation or war criminals,” or his defense of the Supreme 
Staff. 
 

Faktograf.hr also violated criteria 2.5 of Principle 1, which states, “Save for the issues of 
accuracy and transparency, the applicant’s staff do not get involved in advocacy or publicise 
their views on policy issues the organization might fact-check in such a way as might lead a 
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reasonable member of the public to see the organization’s work as biased.” As noted above, Mr. 
Gužvica writes for Antifašistički vjesnik, an advocacy group whose purpose is to defend the 
legacy of Yugoslav Partisans. He is also an activist for a neo-communist political party. His 
work for those organizations might lead a reasonable member of the public to see his work as a 
“fact-checker” on crimes committed by Yugoslav Partisans and communists to be biased. 
 
 

2.  Principle 2: Lack of Commitment to Standards and Transparency of Sources 
 

Faktograf.hr violated Principle 2 of the IFCN by failing to disclose any sources at all for 
several controversial statements, including the claims that the Partisan murder of civilians was 
“literally inevitable,” or the “suggestion” that the murdered victims were of “explicitly fascist 
orientation or war criminals,” or the suggestion that the British had no obligations toward 
Croatian prisoners of war. 

 
To the extent that Mr. Gužvica was himself his own source for these claims, Faktograf.hr 

violated criteria 3.4 of Principle 2 by failing to disclose “the relevant interests of the sources it 
uses [Mr. Gužvica] where the reader might reasonably conclude those interests could influence 
the accuracy of the evidence provided.” 
 

 
3. Principle 4: Lack of Commitment to Standards and Transparency of 

Methodology 
 

IFCN Principle 5 requires Faktograf.hr to maintain a commitment to standards of 
transparency of methodology. Faktograf.hr violated criteria 5.5 of Principle 4 by not contacting 
Vladimir Brnardić, the author of the TV Kalendar segment. Faktograf.hr identifies Brnardić as 
the author of the segment, but evidently did not contact him before publication in an effort to 
obtain additional evidence from him in support of the statements made in the segment. This 
violated criteria 5.5, which states: 

 
The applicant seeks where possible to contact those who made the claim to seek 
supporting evidence, noting that (I) this is often not possible with online claims, 
(II) if the person who makes the claim fails to reply in a timely way this should 
not impede the fact-check, (III) if a speaker adds caveats to the claim, the fact-
checker should be free to continue with checking the original claim, (IV) fact-
checkers may not wish to contact the person who made the claim for safety or 
other legitimate reasons. 

 
Faktograf.hr evidently did not contact Mr. Brnardić. If it had, Mr. Brnardić certainly would have 
corrected some of your errors before publication, including your false claims that TV Kalendar 
mentioned the “agony of the Croatian Army lasting another seven days,” as well as your claim 
that the TV Kalendar stated that the “truth about Bleiburg had been hidden for decades.” 
 
 Please note that, going forward, Faktograf.hr should strictly comply with Criteria 5.5 and 
contact the people whose claims it is fact-checking, before publication. 
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4. Principle 5: A Commitment to an Open and Honest Corrections Policy 

 
Criteria 6.4 of Principle 5 requires Faktograf.hr “should either on its 

corrections/complaints page or on the page where it declares itself an IFCN signatory inform 
users that if they believe the signatory is violating the IFCN Code, they may inform the IFCN, 
with a link to the IFCN site.” Your website does not expressly inform users that if they believe 
Faktograf.hr is violating the IFCN Code, they can inform IFCN, and then provide a link to the 
IFCN site. 
 
 Pursuant to Criteria 6.3 of Principle 5, I hereby request that, with respect to all of your 
errors I have identified above, you “make a correction openly and transparently, seeking as far as 
possible to ensure that users of the original see the correction and the corrected version.” 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 

        
   
       Luka Mišetić 
       New York, NY 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


