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Do the people of former Yugoslavia percieve the ICTY as 
a just tribunal? 

 

 

Are the verdicts widely accepted and approved of? 

 

 

Are the victims satisfied? 

 

 

 





 

 Restitution of property – yes 

 

 

 Reparations for physical or emotional injury - no 
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Problems ICTY 
based 

local 
level 



 No right of access to evidence presented during the 
proceedings before the ICTY 

 

 Cannot demand to be informed of the progress of the 
proceedings before the ICTY 



 Domestic legislation and reparations policy 

 

 Will the resources extracted from the perpetrator be 
sufficient? 

 

 Political good will of a specific state to assume 
responsibility instead? 



- j.c.e. I, II, III 
 
- role of the judges 
 
- witnesses 



Victims: BiH and Croatia 
Trial: Netherlands 

Victims: Sierra Leone 
Trial: Sierra Leone 



 

 

Justice delayed is justice denied. 



 





 

 International Claims Commission (?) 

 

 Trust fund (?) 

 

 Proseuctor must notify the victims of the reasons 
behind the decision not to prosecute 



 Number/nationality of persons convicted 

 

 Possibility of returning home 

 

 Repaired houses 

 

 State support 



 Is the problem in the system or outside the system? 

 

 Did the international community fail to sufficiently 
value the conflict in former Yugoslavia? 

 

 If the ICTY helped in establishing peace among the 
people of former Yugoslavia, is this peace permanent? 




