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This analysis will be of an extract from the transcript of Witness “DD”’s testimony in the trial of Radislav Krstic. This document contains a firsthand recounting of the events of the Srebrenica massacre in the form of a legal transcript. It was one of five hundred testimonies taken over years from witnesses of the events in Srebrenica to use in the trial. The trial in itself would result in Krstic being found guilty of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes and he would sentenced to life imprisonment in 2017, 22 years after the war had finished.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  ‘Mladić (IT-09-92) | International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia’, Icty.org, 2017 <https://www.icty.org/en/case/mladic/> [accessed 9 February 2025].] 

The author would technically be “Witness DD” who was living in a small enclave not far from Srebrenica. She was there at the time of the massacre when shells started falling around their house. During that time would be the last time she would see her husband and two eldest sons as they are believed to have been victims in this genocide. The witness was testifying in the case against Radislav Krstić. She testified on July 26, 2000, five years after the massacre took place. The woman’s identity is protected so that limits the ability to get to know who she is beforehand. All we are able to know about her is that she was born in Srebrenica and was living there at the time of the genocide. Her testimony was one of over five hundred that were given in the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia in the trial of Radislav Krstic. Many trials would be held regarding the people involved in these wars, violence, and crimes committed during these wars and time of political instability.[footnoteRef:2]   [2:  ‘Witness DD | International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia’, Www.icty.org <https://www.icty.org/en/content/witness-dd>.] 

The testimony of Witness DD was taken on July 26, 2000. This date is almost exactly 5 years after the massacre originally took place. It was taken as evidence in the trial against Radislav Krstic when the International Criminal tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and prosecuting those involved. Although the actual trial for Radislav Krstic would not take place for another twelve years this along with many other testimonies from over five hundred witnesses would influence the result and impact of that case. There is also the fact that this testimony was taken not long after the massacre originally took place and it still showed this woman and her child, as well as her daughter and her children, struggling to get by and rebuild their lives with her daughter not even having accommodation whereas the woman is only given a small room to live in for her and her son.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Extract from transcript of testimony ‘Witness DD’, International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, Case No IT-98-33-T, 26 July 2000] 

The testimony appeared in the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia. This particular one was used in the trial of Radislav Krstić which would end in him being convicted of crimes against humanity and war crimes and he was sentenced to 35 years.[footnoteRef:4] The intended audience of this information was likely the judge, the prosecution, and the defense, as well as a jury if one was present on top of all other legal staff within the court room. Perhaps the intended affect was to help get General Krstic sentenced, maybe she intended for a harsher sentence. Most likely the intended purpose of this testimony would have been to tell the truth and provide insight on what had been happening on that horrific day in a way that would leave no room for him to argue that it didn’t pan out that way. After the ending of the trial, the records were made public about the cases involved including multiple witness testimonies to be consumed by the public and was also used as a form of memorialization of the events that occurred during the wars. [4:  ‘Mladić (IT-09-92) | International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia’, Icty.org, 2017 <https://www.icty.org/en/case/mladic/> [accessed 9 February 2025].] 

This particular extract does leave out many details. Other testimonies have shed light on the events that took place including descriptions of the sexual violence experienced by women. It also does not include all of this particular witness’ testimony. There is much more information and insight that this extract eaves out compared to the full transcript of the testimony from the ICTY. There is also the fact that this testimony is limited to the perspective of one person and does not include others, most notably the male perspective of this massacre but there are few men who survived to tell that perspective. It would obviously leave out details that other people might have experienced that this woman just happened to either not notiv=ce or not have happen to her at all.
The source would be an official legal transcript. Some of the implications with this source could obviously be the fact that its retelling of events is going to be biased towards the witness telling the testimony, in this case a victim of the crime committed. However, being an official legal document as well as an exact transcript of what was said does mean its probably better for a first-hand account of the events that took place. Being a witness testimony it is also structured into specific questions asked of the witness so while someone may be seeking the answer to another question it is limited to information provided as answers to the question. It differs from things such as diaries and personal written testimonies as the current question as well as the emotions of the witness could affect what is told rather than with diaries and written testimonies where the person can go back and add more information and context. Ther also likely would have been a time limit and a limit on questions for each witness which can impact the amount and type of information you receive from it. 
The main strength of this source is probably that it’s a firsthand witness account of the massacre, therefor it is probably one of the most useful and accurate sources when wanting to know information on what happened in Srebrenica on that day. She gave insight into many aspects of the massacre. She gave an example of when they separated boys from the women and children as they were believed to be “fighting age” even if they just looked too old rather than if they were or not. A weakness for this specific extract would be that it doesn’t include the entire testimony and does miss some vital parts of information. One weakness I would say for the whole source is that unfortunately it only tells us one perspective of what happened and specifically an adult female perspective. It is limited in the particular experiences that happened, but it still provides great insight that we would not have without her, or others’, testimonies on this event. It also provides an insight into what life was like for this person after the war, where she admitted she was still living as a refugee in a small room with her son, as well as her daughter who has her own children and has no accommodation at all. So even though the massacre had happened, and the war had been over for about 5 years at this point, and they were still struggling to find there new home and that she didn’t believe Srebrenica was safe anymore and wouldn’t return even though it is her home. Another weakness of this source would also be that since she is a protected witness there are certain redacted details that could have furthered peoples understanding of the event such as location, age, name. there is also the problem of the defense disputing the credibility of the testimony as it is their job to defend their client, even if he does happen to be a person who has committed genocidal acts and war crimes. The final weakness I would point out in this source would be the fact that what she says was translated as well as the questions being asked. The fact that it’s a translation means that anyone who uses the English version is subjected to the slight bias that the translator could have. It is likely to be the most accurate translation as it is a legal transcript, but there is also the fact that some words and phrases do not translate directly into English therefore meaning that we do not get the true emotion behind the transcript. The woman would have had to speak through an interpreter as the trial was mostly done in English.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Extract from transcript of testimony ‘Witness DD’, International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, Case No IT-98-33-T, 26 July 2000] 

What this transcript can tell us is an exact account of what an individual living in Srebrenica experienced during that time in July 1995. It gives us a firsthand account of how the genocide was committed. It says how the shelling started days before and that people were escaping their houses and hiding in the woods.[footnoteRef:6] It tells us how when they were heading towards the known safe area that Serb forces were there and stared separating women, children, and the elderly from the men and boys. It gives an account from the perspective of a woman who was first separated from her husband and eldest son just to then have her other son taken away from her and that day being the last time she would ever see them. It also tells us of the aftermath experienced by the survivors of this genocide. She also confirms that sexual violence against women was not an uncommon thing and was a rather targeted and planned part of this massacre. Since this testimony was given in 2000, it would have been five years after the massacre originally occurred, and how this woman was just one of many refugees struggling to get by and struggling to get through the day when they are constantly reminded of what they have lost due to this violence committed against them. It shows the fear and humiliation that her people still faced after the war as well as during the conflict. Knowing that there weren’t many places within their own country that were safe enough for them. This testimony also gives insight on the ruling and sentencing of the ICTY. If these case documents and testimonies had not been available to the public it would have given academics less reasoning behind the ruling and maybe what the general public knows today of that massacre would be significantly less as there would have been fewer primary sources to use.[footnoteRef:7]  [6:  Extract from transcript of testimony ‘Witness DD’, International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, Case No IT-98-33-T, 26 July 2000]  [7:  Extract from transcript of testimony ‘Witness DD’, International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, Case No IT-98-33-T, 26 July 2000
 ] 

The testimony of Witness “DD” provides a great insight into the events at Srebrenica and a witness account of the horrors perpetrated on the orders of Radislav Krstic. While Krstic has gone on to deny that he had a significant role in the genocide and ethnic cleansing in the area this is one piece of evidence that has proven that it still happened and is one way to discredit him and helped to sentence those responsible for the horrific acts of Serbians against Bosnian Muslims. 
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