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Abbreviations

	Abbreviation
	Full Name

	
	

	FOC
	Forum of Conscience



	NCB
	National Co-ordinating Body of the Working Group



	NFHR
	National Forum for Human Rights



	NGO
	Non-governmental Organisation



	Special Court
	Sierra Leone Special Court



	TRC
	Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Sierra Leone



	UNAMSIL
	United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone



	Working Group
	Sierra Leone Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 




1. Introduction

Article 19 received funding from the Ford Foundation for a project entitled ‘The West Africa Freedom of Expression and Access to Information Project’.  These funds were used to support the efforts by Forum of Conscience (a Sierra Leone based NGO) to establish a broad-based civil society Working Group on the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (hereafter Working Group).  

The objectives of the Working Group are to campaign for the right of all people of Sierra Leone to know the truth about the past conflict and to ensure that they are represented in all debates about truth, justice and reconciliation.  These objectives fit neatly with the overall focus of the proposal (i.e. freedom of expression, access to information and exposure of truth) submitted to the Ford Foundation. 

As outlined in the original proposal, several main activities were to be undertaken with the funding.  These included:

· Publishing of a Truth Bulletin in partnership with Forum of Conscience (FOC) in its capacity as the National Secretariat of the Working Group on the TRC;

· Undertaking “Truth Process” Consultation Workshops in partnership with FOC in its capacity as the National Secretariat of the Working Group on the TRC;

· Building and sustaining the capacity of the Working Group on the TRC in partnership with FOC in its capacity as the National Secretariat of the Working Group on the TRC, and

· Exploring non-TRC truth and reconciliation processes in other countries in partnership with FOC in its capacity as the National Secretariat of the Working Group on the TRC

Provision was also made in the proposal to have the project evaluated by an independent consultant.  Brandon Hamber was commissioned by Article 19 to undertake such an evaluation.  This report documents the findings of the evaluation focusing on the activities undertaken by Article 19, FOC and the Working Group between 1 March 2001 and 31 December 2001.

2. Terms of Reference

The terms of reference of the evaluation, drawn up by Article 19, requested an evaluation of the following activities:

1. The monthly “Truth Bulletin” which has been produced by the Working Group in both print and radio form since April 2001;

2. The provincial consultation workshops and meetings held by the Working Group since March 2001;

3. The visits by representatives of the Working Group to Guatemala (July), and South African and Zimbabwe (September), to study truth and reconciliation processes and related issues in these countries, and

4. The wider development of the Working Group in terms of structures, processes, priorities and strategies.

It was requested that the evaluation focus on the activities of the group and as such this evaluation is not a detailed analysis of how funds were spent – rather it focuses on whether goals outlined for the various activities were broadly achieved, as well as reflecting on the future needs and priorities of the Working Group.  

3. Methodology

To thoroughly evaluate the activities of the Working Group a number of processes were undertaken, including:

1. Background reading and desktop research by the evaluator into the current situation in Sierra Leone and the development of the TRC process specifically;

2. Several telephonic and email briefings and discussions between the evaluator based in Belfast and Jon Lunn (the main contact at Article 19 for the project) based in London;

3. The evaluator, with Jon Lunn, compiled a detailed list of questions and issues to consider whilst undertaking the evaluation (see Appendix A for full list);

4. A visit by the evaluator to Sierra Leone between 3 December and 12 December 2001 to observe some of the work of the Working Group and interview key role-players and stakeholders;

5. The evaluator undertook twenty-two confidential and individual interviews with key role-players, Working Group members and stakeholders.  Twenty-one interviews were carried out in Sierra Leone and one in Belfast with Priscilla Hayner who was responsible for drafting much of the Sierra Leone TRC Act (see Appendix B for full list of those interviewed);

6. The evaluator facilitated a two-hour evaluation session at the Working Group’s National Conference held in Bo, Sierra Leone, 6-7 December 2001.  This session evaluated the work of the Working Group through providing the fourteen delegates with a list of questions to discuss in sub-groups, followed by a report-back session and discussion.

4. Findings

The evaluation process revealed a range of information and opinions about the work of the Working Group.  Opinions were largely consistent, although some divergent views were expressed.  However, before discussing these with reference to each of the specific issues highlighted by the terms of reference, it is useful to point out some broad findings of the evaluation.

4.1 General

The Working Group set out to achieve a complex and difficult goal.  In addition to trying to develop specific initiatives (i.e. the Truth Bulletin, undertake consultation workshops, learning visits to other countries), FOC in its capacity as the National Secretariat of the Working Group on the TRC and in partnership with Article 19 set out to build a coalition and network of organisations sharing the common goal of increasing civil society involvement in the TRC process in Sierra Leone.  This was clearly difficult – not least due to the complexities of developing networks in and of themselves – but because the situation in Sierra Leone added its own complexities.  

Resources are limited and most NGOs are small, poorly equipped and serviced by unreliable communications.  Some of the NGOs are also relatively new and inexperienced.  The conflict, in one way or another, has also touched the entire population, including many of those in NGOs and the Working Group.   An extremely brutal legacy of violence still permeates most of the society.  

In addition, geographically great distances and poor roads separate NGOs, some operating in very remote contexts.  This has very real consequences for the development of a network.  For example, unreliable telephones, a non-existent postal service and an absence of dependable email services means that some members in the group have to travel from Bo to Freetown (about 180 miles on a largely dirt road) to deliver their activity reports or contributions to the Truth Bulletin. Furthermore, there is – often due to the scarcity of resources – much competition within the NGO sector for funds.  Uncoordinated funding efforts by international donors have, in some cases, led to a duplication of NGO services and activities. 

Interestingly, it is this difficult environment, which, in itself, is a motivation for the need to build networks of NGOs in order to ensure the pooling of resources and avoid duplication.  Equally though, it is inevitable that such a process within the Sierra Leone context, will lead to increased organisational tensions, particularly in the early stages.  

In the main, the funding made available has helped to build a broadly sustainable network of organisations dedicated to ensuring civil society participation in the TRC process.  This was most impressive in the regions where some regional structures have been put in place and a number of regional organisations have been brought into the process.   In a recent publication, Richard Bennett, previously National Institutions Specialist at United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL), refers to the establishment of these structures and the contribution of the Working Group in helping Sierra Leoneans “own” the TRC process when he writes:

The Sierra Leone TRC Working Group, which had all along played an important role in advocating for the proposed commission and in giving Sierra Leonean “ownership” also stepped up its work and, in cooperation with UNAMSIL, organised follow up workshops in some regions, amongst other things.  It also developed is own regional structure.
  

However, the development of this process has not been easy and tensions between organisations, and between organisations and UNAMSIL have marked the process throughout.  Strains particularly between Working Group members and the National Forum for Human Rights (NFHR) were reported – these seemed to revolve around the ownership of the Working Group process.  

In sum, tensions reported seemed to have been about whether the Working Group fell under the auspices of the NFHR, or whether it was autonomous and had its roots outside of the NFHR.  This was compounded by the fact that UNAMSIL has tended to see the NFHR as the main body representing NGOs in Sierra Leone, leading to those in the Working Group feeling that their contribution to building the Working Group was not being recognised.  

Additional strains between different organisations and between personalities were also evident. During the course of some interviews it emerged that there was a degree of mistrust between some parties – not only of the Working Group by others, but also some Working Group members perceptions of other individuals and organisations.  It was not the role of the evaluator to test the veracity of people’s perceptions of each other.  However, it is important to note that these perceptions existed and may have added to the difficulties in the process.  

Nonetheless, it appears that much of the tension has abated of late.  This is, at least in part, due to recent developments between the NFHR and Working Group.  The evaluator was present at a two-day national meeting in which representatives of the Working Group and NFHR ratified a policy document clearly outlining their relationship to each other.  In essence, the contribution of the Working Group members, and particularly FOC in building the Working Group, was acknowledged and at the same time it was agreed that the Working Group was formally an independent sub-committee, but part of the NFHR.  

A broad leadership structure called the National Co-ordinating Body (NCB) of the Working Group was also elected, made up of four regional representatives, a Financial Secretary, Assistant Secretary, Vice Chairperson and Chairperson.  It was also agreed that all future funds raised should be housed in a separate account with account signatories including both Working Group representatives and those from the NFHR.

The task of the evaluator, however, was not to resolve or revisit in detail any organisational conflicts present during the formation of the group and it was impossible in the time available to get a full picture of these in any case.  However, they are important to mention in two respects.  

Firstly, they have to some degree slowed the work of Working Group and the length of time it took to get it up and running.  This is commonplace when working in highly charged political environments, but perhaps, in the interests of the important work the Working Group was undertaking, the main protagonists could have moved to trying to resolve tensions faster.  

Secondly, and on the more positive side, the difficulties have been grappled with and a new decentralised and potentially highly effective structure has been developed.  Lessons on co-operation and the difficulties in building a broad-based coalition also seem to have been integrated by the various NGOs involved – this will be helpful in the future if new tensions arise.

It is also worth noting that attempts to run the process as democratically as possible, at least between the National Secretariat and the Regional Secretariats of the Working Group, have also slowed the process at times.  The constant need for report backs to the regions meant that, although desirable in building the network in the long run, the Chairperson of the structure often found himself caught between the Freetown demands of wanting to see work being done and needing to consult before steps could be taken.   

At the same time, other NGOs and some UNAMSIL staff who were not in the middle of this process experienced this as a frustration and evidence of little progress within the Working Group.  The demands of the Working Group also meant that much energy had to be expended in working within the organisation and at the expense, at times, of marketing the activities of Working Group and working with external role-players.  This has lead to accusations of lack of transparency within the Working Group and at times suspicion of the motives of those involved in the process.  Whether these perceptions are correct or not, it will be important, particularly now the Working Group is successfully up and running, to actively address how the Working Group communicates and builds relationships with other organisations in the future.

4.2 The Truth Bulletin

The Truth Bulletin (referred to as the Freedom of Expression Bulletin in the original proposal) was established in March 2001 to help educate people about the TRC and disseminate information about the process.  The Truth Bulletin is the only publication of this kind in Sierra Leone and has a part-time editor dedicated to the task of producing the publication.  Eight editions had been published at the time of writing this report.  About 300-400 copies of the Bulletin were printed for each edition.  These were distributed in Freetown and a number given to each Regional Secretariat for distribution.  The publication is largely distributed to individuals and organisations the Working Group has identified as key in the TRC process, as well as, but to a limited degree, to local communities.

In terms of content, the publication focuses most of its attention on the work done around the TRC.  The activities of the various members of the Working Group are reported and the content of some meetings summarised.  Activities of UNAMSIL and other NGOs are also reported from time to time.  There is also a ‘News from Elsewhere’ column, written by Jon Lunn in London, focusing on experiences in other countries of truth and reconciliation processes.  Quotations and views from various people including politicians, international experts and communities are also documented.  Intermittently, advocacy related articles have also been written.  For example, in the eighth edition, questions about the Special Fund for War Victims were raised, effectively putting the issue, which has barely be discussed since the Lomé Peace Agreement, on the table.

In terms of evaluating the publication, it is important to acknowledge the initiative of the FOC who received the money to produce the Truth Bulletin for the Working Group in starting such a timely publication.  No other publication of this sort exists in Sierra Leone.  Richard Bennett, previously National Institutions Specialist at United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL), in his recent article outlining the evolution of the TRC process, acknowledges that the Bulletin played a role in the public information campaign on the TRC.
 

Many of those interviewed said that they found the Bulletin helpful and it imparted information to them about the TRC they had not read elsewhere.  It was reported by several people that the demand for the publication is relatively high.  Regional groups report frequent requests for the publication.  Requests have also come from the Town Library and the Sierra Leone Library for copies of the publication.

Equally, there were a few interviewees who reported never having seen a copy of the Bulletin.  Clearly, the publication is limited by the size of its print run and hampered by poor infrastructure in relation to distribution.  This is largely due to the cost of producing the Bulletin.  On average, 300-400 copies cost about $350 for print and distribution.  In the proposal it was budgeted at $44 for 600 copies.  Distribution is also expensive as copies are generally hand delivered and a driver has to be paid to drop copies off at various points.  

On the whole, the publication has played a useful, but inevitably limited, role in disseminating information about the TRC.  For those who read the publication, it would have been undoubtedly useful in updating them on the progress of the process and the work of the Working Group and the TRC more generally.  Although the exact identity and nature of the Working Group as a body is not always clear from every edition, with more of a focus on specific organisational activities and individuals than the conveying a consistent image of the Working Group as a discreet entity.  This may be intentional as after all the Working Group is a network made up of different members.  However, with the new leadership structure of the Working Group exactly it will be projected in future editions will need to be discussed.

In addition, it does appear that the exact audience the publication is targeting is not always clear.  Currently, the publication seems to attempt to cater for three audience types simultaneously, i.e. Working Group members and other NGOs, those described as ‘elites’ and communities.  

To expand:

Working Group members and other NGOs are themselves a target audience for the publication.  Those in the Working Group said they found the publication helpful in updating them on the activities of others in the group.  

‘Elites’ and social movers are another audience.  Only 25% of people in Sierra Leone are literate and these generally make up the more ‘elite’ components of society. Some interviewees were of the opinion that disseminating information to them through publications like the Bulletin would help shape the TRC process significantly and that the publication should be targeted at them.  

Communities and community leaders also seem to be a focus of the Bulletin as it attempts to pass on information about the TRC.  Some editions also quote community perspectives on the TRC.  Some interviewees felt that the publication should be more community-based, as available copies were read by certain community leaders and discussed at community level.

More discussion needs to go into how the Bulletin should be targeted in the future.  It is questionable, for example, whether the extensive detail about various meetings of the Working Group are important to the general public or key stakeholders.  The publication reads, at times, as a detailed report on the activities of the Working Group and its Chairperson.  Rather, key issues and concerns should be extracted from meetings in a clear, summarised and succinct way.  Meetings could be listed and content mentioned briefly.

That said, much of this can only be resolved once a clear agreement is reached as to who the publication is targeting.  

Three options could be considered, that is:  

· The publication becomes a mouthpiece for the activities and projects of the Working Group, targeted both at interested parties, NGOs and Working Group members across the country.  Key issues could also be highlighted;  

· The publication becomes a targeted and influential advocacy tool aimed at influential role players and stakeholders channelling the views of the Working Group and those they receive from the ground directly to the desks of individuals, organisations and the TRC once it starts.  Interviews with key role players, invited articles from journalists (and the ‘News from Elsewhere’ column which is well suited to such a publication) and advocacy-based articles on specific issues (e.g. reparations, victim support, etc.) could also be featured.  The activities of the Working Group could be listed and briefly mentioned, and

· The Bulletin could become a sensitisation and advocacy tool targeted at communities – covering community views, interviews with different community workers and Chiefs about the TRC, highlighting the work they are engaging in, as well as disseminating information about the TRC process.  The activities of the Working Group could be listed and briefly mentioned.  Articles in different languages would also be a necessity if this approach were adopted.

It is, of course, possible to attempt to develop a publication that touches on all these issues to varying degrees, which, it could be argued, is what is being attempted currently.  However, if the publication is to build its readership and develop loyalty, some targeting will be necessary – if not in terms of the entire publication, then in terms of its layout and sectioning.  

On the more general side, articles, on the whole, could also be thinned and made more ‘punchy’. Some articles, particularly those talking about meetings, and the ‘New from Elsewhere’ column, focus on what was said by specific individuals too much – rather than extracting key issues in a more straightforward manner.  It was reported by Working Group members that attempts have been made to ensure content from across the regions.  However, there is still a largely a Western and to some degree a Southern focus.

Much was also said by those interviewed about the layout and design of the publication.  All concerned wanted a more professional layout, use of colour, pictures and the development of a more attractive publication.  Although desirable, this would require additional funds.  If this is possible, and a more targeted focus developed, the Truth Bulletin will remain an important and useful publication.

4.3 Radio Programmes

It was difficult for the evaluator to get extensive information on the radio programmes and hear sample broadcasts, as none had been recorded, or run during his time in Sierra Leone.  A radio programme was due to be recorded whilst the evaluator was in Sierra Leone, but the times of the show were changed by the broadcaster at the last minute.

That said, many of those interviewed reported that they had participated in radio programmes over the last few months with Working Group members.  Most felt these were beneficial in imparting information and reported that they had received adhoc feedback from different individuals saying they had heard the programmes.  This was particularly the case in regions where Working Group interviewees reported great success with radio broadcasts, especially where these featured local individuals.  Radio was identified as a valuable tool for sensitisation, although it was unclear whether these local programmes were funded by the Working Group or simply programmes developed by local broadcasters.  Either way, Working Group members seemed to be part of them often imparting information they had gleaned from consultations and meetings set up by the Working Group itself.

In terms of the specific radio programmes developed by the Working Group, most views were positive.  However, several people felt they were not long enough and once each participant had said what they wanted to say there was little time for discussion.  This could have left listeners with more questions than answers in some cases.  Although this is not necessarily problematic when trying to raise awareness about an issue and provoke debate – it does raise questions about the structure of the programmes and how clearly the message of each programme was thought through prior to going on air.

Furthermore, although the programmes in themselves were reported as useful, it appears that the Working Group had little control over when the programme would be run as this has been up to the discretion of the radio station.  The result is that it is inevitably difficult for listeners to follow the threads of certain debates or issues over a period of weeks.  It was suggested by some interviewees that perhaps future radio programmes could be run as a series or package over a period of days targeting and focusing on a specific issue. 

As was noted earlier, it was difficult to get a full picture of the radio programmes.   Feedback is generally positive, although more of a regional focus would be desirable.  In addition, the idea of trying to arrange a focused series of programmes (e.g. focusing on women and the TRC, children, etc.) appears to be a useful suggestion. 

4.4 Consultation Workshops

Developing a consultation process and building the Working Group structure has been a main part of the work of Working Group to date.  A range of meetings in Freetown and in the regions have taken place.  This has resulted in building the Working Group substantially.  As was noted earlier, a NCB has been set up and there are Chairs and Desk Officers in four regions.   Input into the TRC Act was also made after the Act was taken to the regions for discussion.  Additionally, the Working Group hosted a range of consultations with different role players focusing on the work of the TRC.  Some of these focused on TRC sensitisation work and were done in partnership with UNAMSIL.  To date, the Working Group has helped organise (with the assistance of various member organisations and UNAMSIL in two cases) ten main consultation workshops (see Appendix C for full list).

The workshops appear to have mainly focused on imparting information about the TRC and have in some cases reached the general public and Paramount Chiefs.  Some of the Regional Secretariats reported building on this process and doing additional and extensive work with some of Chiefdoms setting up contact groups in the regions after the larger meetings.  For example, it was reported that contact groups in all the chiefdoms in the Kenema district have been set up.  Similar processes were reported elsewhere.

In essence, this highlights one of the greatest strengths of the consultation workshop process – namely, that it has managed to reach out beyond Freetown and assist in setting up a broad regional network of organisations and contact groups interested and primed on truth and reconciliation issues.  

However, it is important to note that other sensitisation work about the TRC was also taking place at the same time as the work of the Working Group.  This was run by different groups including UNAMSIL, the International Law Group and the NFHR.  For example, with funds from the Open Society Institute, and facilitation by the UNAMSIL Human Rights Section, the NFHR reports in its Annual Report 2001 that it has engaged more than 130 traditional rulers across the country.

At times there was overlap and members of the Working Group were used to help set up and be part of these meetings.  However, there were also some indications of competition between the Working Group and NFHR rather than simply co-operation in the TRC sensitisation process, i.e. groups competing around who is seen to be at the forefront of TRC sensitisation. Hopefully, the new structures set up by the Working Group and NFHR will help to prevent any duplication or competition between the various structures in the future. 

It was also difficult to ascertain the exact content of most the workshops.  It did not appear that the Working Group had developed a package of clear and consistent messages with regards to imparting information about the TRC.  In this sense, many of the workshops seemed to be consultations and discussions aimed at imparting basic information, hearing the concerns of local people and also building the structure of the Working Group, rather than simply sensitisation processes.  This means that some structure, at least in some areas, has been left in place, which can be accessed further down the line.  

Furthermore, it goes without saying that more workshops could have been held given the size of Sierra Leone, but this would probably not have been possible given the current resources.  In addition, the FOC (in association with the Working Group) was committed to six workshops in its original proposal.  Resources permitting, several levels of consultation (i.e. from the district to Chiefdom to sections to towns to villages) could still take place, as it is only the districts and Chiefdoms that have been largely accessed to date.

It was evident, however, to the evaluator, that several of the bodies that may fund any such work in the future, highlighted what they termed ‘sensitisation fatigue’.  They were interested to know how the Working Group would take the process forward to the next level, rather than simply informing people about the TRC process.  To this end, any future consultations and workshops should probably be issue-specific and very clear outcomes outlined for each intervention.  It is advised that the Working Group only consider any new consultation programme in light of their broader plans, priorities and strategies discussed in Section 5 of this report and only once a sound strategic plan has been developed.  

4.5 International Exposure Visits

As part of the attempts to empower civil society on truth and reconciliation issues, two international exposure visits for Working Group members were organised, one to Guatemala (July) and one to Zimbabwe and South Africa (September).  Four people, one from each of the four regions, went on the trips.  Two of the four nominated went to Guatemala and the other two to Zimbabwe and South Africa.  

Nominations from each of the Regional Secretariats were made as to who should go on the trips and various criteria were discussed (e.g. since many of the initiatives in Guatemala were church driven it was felt that people with a religious background should go on that trip). The Regional and National Secretariats then agreed the final names.    There was little evidence of much animosity about the selection process.

On each of the visits a number of organisations were met that dealt with truth and reconciliation issues.  It appears as if fairly lengthy discussions were held and a number of key issues highlighted.  It was interesting for the evaluator to observe that some of the lessons extracted from the visits were mentioned several times during the National Conference (6-7 December in Bo) that the evaluator attended.  

At the time of writing this report, the written report from those who went on the trips had not been completed.  However, two report-back sessions had been held – one in Freetown for the North and West groups and one in Kenema for the South and East groups.  It was reported that about twenty people attended the first workshop and about thirty the latter.

Although it is difficult to evaluate the contents and quality of the report-backs it was clear that certain issues were beginning to be discussed at the National Conference meeting that had clearly been raised in the report-backs from the visits.  These included both the potential for future contact and exchanges with organisations such as the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation in South Africa and AMANI in Zimbabwe, as well as mention of specific issues such as the following:

1. The importance of reparations in truth and reconciliation processes;

2. The role of NGOs in the process of statement taking during TRC processes;

3. The value of considering the mental health impact of the conflict and what support those accessing bodies such as Truth and Reconciliation Commissions may need, and

4. The role of NGOs during Commissions and what their role is after such processes

In this sense, it appears that the exposure visits have resulted in direct issues being put on the agenda of the Working Group.  For example, it appears that discussions about reparations in South Africa (and particularly the lack thereof) helped stimulate thoughts about the role of the War Victims Fund in Sierra Leone, resulting in it being a major focus of the eighth edition of the Truth Bulletin.  It also appears that a range of options (some of these are discussed in Section 5) have also been put on the table to consider in relation to the future work of the Working Group.  However, exactly how the lessons learned and translated into the work of the Working Group will be extended to broader constituencies outside of the Working Group remains to be seen.

4.6 The Role of Article 19

Although not a major focus of the terms of reference of the evaluation, the role of Article 19 was probed in most interviews.  On the whole, the feedback was positive and Article 19 was commended time and time again for supporting the development of the Working Group without dictating its agenda.  In some cases, due to the shadow-supportive role played by Article 19, some individuals were not even aware that Article 19 had been actively supporting the work of FOC and the Working Group.  In essence, Article 19 inspired local groups to develop their own process, supplied useful information and helped broker a timely fundraising initiative for the Working Group.  

On the less positive side, some interviewees questioned Article 19’s broader contact base within Sierra Leone and it was noted that Article 19 seemed to only relate to other role-players in Sierra Leone through FOC.  It was suggested that Article 19’s influence could be extended and is desired elsewhere.  

In terms of exiting the process, it does seem that sufficient support has now gone into the process to allow the Working Group and its new leadership structure to take the process forward independently.  Article 19 could remain in a solidarity role, but clearly partnerships and funding needs to be sought from a broader base if the structure is to sustain itself.  There is an adequate foundation within the Working Group to let this process now unfold.  If at all possible, it would useful if Article 19 – as its last direct intervention with the Working Group – could assist with trying to raise funds for a facilitative leadership session and strategic planning programme for the NCB (see Section 6. Recommendations). 

5. Future Structures, Processes, Priorities and Strategies

5.1 Structures and Processes

The full potential of the Working Group process was undermined by structural problems and tensions between organisations and personalities in the past. However, significant progress was made on all the objectives of the proposal.  In addition, recent steps forward in establishing a sound organisational structure through the establishment of the NCB and agreement on the policy document between the NFHR and the Working Group are to be welcomed.  

Nonetheless, significant work will remain to be done to ensure this structure operates effectively, sustains itself and regional input is guaranteed throughout.  To ensure sustainability and development of the structure, a number of issues need to be considered by the NCB and Working Group in the short-term.  These include:

1. How responsibility for the Working Group will be shared by members for activities such as management, oversight and funding-raising;

2. What formal processes for accountability and report-back there will be between the Working Group membership and the NFHR;

3. How leadership will be built through the Working Group process;

4. What the appropriate levels of decision making between the NCB and its membership should be, i.e. what can the NCB legitimately do without taking it back to regions for discussion;

5. What processes will be put in place to actively review the overlap and duplication of work between members and other structures, and

6. Periodic reviews of the status of the Working Group’s relationships with other bodies, especially UNAMSIL, the Special Court, Special Court Working Group and the TRC, as well as the development of subsequent action plans on how to manage relationships and partnerships effectively.

5.2 Priorities and Strategies

The Working Group has in the past six months put most of its energies into building the structure and undertaking some consultations in regions.  Significant progress has been made in this regard despite various difficulties.  The enthusiasm of the various Working Group members to remain part of the process and build a viable truth and reconciliation process in Sierra Leone is encouraging.  However, as the beginning of the TRC and Special Court looms, the Working Group needs to outline a clear programme of action for the coming year.  To this end a number of issues need to be discussed and resolved.  These are:

1. The mandate of the Working Group;

2. Relationship to the Interim Secretariat and the TRC;

3. Relationship to the Special Court Working Group, and

4. Specific programmes of action

5.2.1 Mandate of the Working Group

It does not appear that an unambiguous approach to the essential question of whether the Working Group is an implementation body or a network has been adequately addressed.  

The Truth and Reconciliation Working Group Policy Document outlines the mandate of the Working Group as:

· A clearinghouse for information gathering and dissemination on the TRC;

· Co-ordination and harmonization of the activities of member organisations;

· Facilitate and access funds for its operations;

· Represent and consult civil society groups on national issues / policy related to the TRC, and

· Facilitate Working Group members to access funds as and when necessary and possible. 

Drawing on this mandate, the Working Group is clearly intended to be a network and managing body and not an implementation structure.  However, diverging opinions on the role of the Working Group were apparent from the conversations the evaluator had with various members, and even from observing the process at the national meeting in Bo.  The issue of the exact nature of the mandate of the Working Group needs to be resolved, discussed and unequivocally finalised.  This is important as it impacts on any plans and fundraising the Working Group is to undertake in the future.  It also has implications for whether the Working Group wants to create a separate working identity. 

5.2.2 Relationship to the TRC

Once the TRC begins the Working Group can expect its relationship to the TRC to be a critical factor in any work that it chooses to undertake.  Naturally, the make-up of the Working Group will mean that different organisations in the Working Group may have their own individual relationships to the TRC.  However, if the Working Group is operating as a unified voice for civil society then it can expect to have to engage with the TRC on a number of matters both collaboratively and, at times, in a more critical capacity.  In relation to this, it seems that three main options can be considered in the short-term. 

Firstly, the Working Group can undertake to work with the TRC in a purely collaborative manner seeing their role as laying the ground work for the TRC and undertaking work directly for the TRC in communities (e.g. sensitisation, statement taking, identifying people to testify, etc.).

Secondly, the Working Group could define its operations as wholly outside of the TRC, i.e. as being a constructively critical voice for civil society. Standing wholly outside of the TRC, the Working Group could become a critical voice driving the TRC to meet certain identified priorities such as keeping the process ‘victim centred’. The Working Group could also undertake some of its own truth and reconciliation processes and community reconciliation initiatives. 

Finally, the Working Group could adopt a ‘critical partnership’ position in which it chooses to collaborate with the TRC as partners on certain issues, but reserves the right to be critical of the process if need be. 

All the options have their benefits (and deficits) and the Working Group would do well to discuss these options addressing the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of each approach.  The Working Group will also need to continually monitor and manage its relationship to the TRC over the course of its life and hence more than one position can be adopted at different times.  

It is also critical that the Working Group focus on what it is that they will do to complement, as well as what they will do uniquely from the TRC.  The TRC itself will invariably have a range of outreach and sensitisation programmes, and Working Group should not find itself in competition with these, but its their work should complement these or provide some other unique service.

Furthermore, it is also essential that the Working Group urgently starts to plan for how it will work with the Interim Secretariat of the TRC which is due to be formed shortly.  At this stage it is not clear whether the Interim Secretariat – that will lay the groundwork for the TRC (e.g. opening offices, setting criteria for employment of staff, documenting key priorities, etc.) – will be absorbed into the TRC when it starts or fall away once the TRC begins.  Either way it will be an important relationship for the Working Group to consider and plan for as an immediate priority. 

5.2.3 Relationship to the Special Court Working Group

One of the distinct aspects of the process of dealing with the past in Sierra Leone is that both a TRC and a Special Court will be running at the same time, or at least overlapping for some period.  A Special Court Working Group made up of NGOs has been formed focusing on laying the foundations for the Special Court.   Some of those in the Special Court Working Group are also members in the Working Group on the TRC. 

A decision appears to have been taken at some point concerning the two working groups and it was decided that the groups should function autonomously.  Although there is an overlap of membership between the TRC Working Group and the Special Court Working Group, it is questionable the degree to which having two separate structures is absolutely necessary and functional.  

There needs to be agreement on how information is passed between the two working groups and on how information about the Special Court and TRC processes will be imparted to communities.  In addition, it would seem to make sense that if sensitisation about the TRC and Special Court is taking place, that these events are either done collaboratively or sequenced in such a way that a clear representation of the entire “dealing with the past” process is painted for those attending the workshops. 

Although the evaluator picked up little tension between the two working groups – and it was stressed that they were separated for functional reasons – the operations of two distinct groups of civil society structures once the TRC and Special Court begin, may be grounds for friction. This will be a distinct possibility as highly charged political cases come before the TRC and Special Court and as funds are released to support either process.  The groups could find themselves competing for funds and trying to ‘market’ the structure they are supporting as the most important component of the “dealing with the past” puzzle in Sierra Leone when in fact they are complementary.

In the interim, therefore, a collaborative structure could be set up in which information can be shared between the two working groups.  In addition, it would be useful for evaluations and monitoring of the impact if the TRC and the Special Court be undertaken as a joint activity.  Functionally the issues can be separated, but in terms of the bigger picture, the Sierra Leone people will feel the impact of the various institutions as a whole – the working groups’ analyses, at the very least, should therefore reflect a joined up approach. 

5.2.4 Specific Programmes of Action

As the process of the TRC unfolds, the Working Group and its members could undertake a number specific programmes of action.  As documented in the Truth and Reconciliation Policy Document, the Working Group itself would not implement these programmes but encourage other members to undertake various aspects of work and assist where possible with fundraising.  Although as noted in 5.2.1 the exact implementation and networking functions of the Working Group do not seem to be unequivocally cemented.  

In addition, all programmes or projects may be dependent on the relationship the Working Group fosters with the TRC.  It is also important to note that at the December 6-7 meeting in Bo, the Working Group decided to change its name from the Truth and Reconciliation Commission Working Group to the Truth and Reconciliation Working Group.  The word ‘Commission’ was dropped to reflect the fact that the Working Group’s reconciliation work may extend beyond simply the work of the TRC as such.

That said, a number of projects are worth considering:

1. Awareness raising and building a foundation for the TRC – continuing the process of raising awareness about the TRC, its processes, how to access it, expectation management, and discussing the importance and impact of the process for local communities;

2. Monitoring TRC progress – assessing and documenting the impact of the TRC at a local level and reporting back to TRC to help it fine tune its operations and meet the needs of communities, whilst overlapping this with an analysis of the Special Court;

3. Mapping the nature and extent of the conflict – the Working Group undertaking some of its own community-based investigations into the nature of the conflict using various systematic information gathering techniques from collecting statements (see below) to talking with witnesses, helping seek and identify mass graves, and collecting documents;

4. Statement taking – although it is not clear at this stage what methodology the TRC will use to take statements, a basic process of statement-taking and identifying witnesses could be undertaken.  This may also be dependent on training Working Group members to take sensitive and uniform statements.  In addition, once the TRC begins, it is possible that community groups may be trained to officially take statements for the TRC, if this were the case taking statements formally on behalf of the TRC could be considered;

5. Community reconciliation – the extent of the conflict in Sierra Leone suggest that communities and individuals will require a range of reconciliation and conflict management processes that extend beyond the remit of the TRC.  These could include, for example, victim-offender mediation (or traditional equivalents of assisting victims and perpetrators to co-exist in the same communities through processes such as cleansing rituals) and managing the impact of the truth at a community level (e.g. if someone is found to have been an informer or betrayed people in their community) ; 

6. Establishing Victim Support Work – clearly many people have been brutally physically and psychologically traumatised through the conflict.  A range of support processes will need to be put in place at local levels ranging from ensuring that referral support can be offered (i.e. mapping and documenting what resources are available and how to access them, these could range from psychological support to material support such as temporary shelter) to finding ways to assist in the grieving process, exhumations and reburials and offering psychological support through counselling or appropriate traditional interventions;

7. Setting up of Victim Support Groups – the Working Group could also consider whether it is possible to set up and sustain a network of victim support groups.  Such groups could ensure that through interaction with each other and self-help, victims can support one another through the TRC process and lobby to have their needs met;

8. Offering Psychosocial Support and Advice – mental health needs are not separate from the other needs of victims.  Therefore, it could be useful for the Working Group members to offer social (e.g. housing advice, dealing with being displaced, etc.), legal and investigatory assistance in addition to bolstering psychological assistance to victims;

9. Evaluating and Learning Lessons – the Working Group could, whilst engaging at the community level and with bodies like the Special Court Working Group, also attempt to evaluate and provide a thorough understanding of the TRC and its impact, implications and lessons for reconciliation and peace-building in Sierra Leone.  Such a process could be used to replicate programmes to other regions and help design the long-term follow-up of the TRC.

6. Recommendations

A number of suggestions and recommendations have been made throughout this report.  This section of the report attempts to condense these into a set of concise recommendations and issues that need to be considered:

1. The new structures set up by the Working Group and NFHR need to be commended and maintained and in this regard ensuring civil society unity as the TRC begins needs to be a priority;

2. A three day team building and facilitative leadership training course run by external facilitators should be undertaken with the NCB aimed at building the cohesiveness of the team and developing common practice on such issues as appropriate involvement in decision making, facilitating agreement, managing process, developing and inspiring vision in the Working Group’s membership, strategic planning and monitoring performance;

3. In the interim, leadership clearly needs to be decentralised in an attempt to ensure the role of a wide range of Working Group membership is encouraged, fostered and built;

4. The Working Group needs to balance the achievement of results with developing and enhancing its relationships with other role-players through constant contact and an effective communication strategy to convey its activities to the NFHR and those outside of its structures;

5. The FOC – despite playing a major role in forming the Working Group – needs to disentangle its own image from the identity of the Working Group so that the Working Group gets seen as structure driven by a range of interest groups and not solely as a FOC initiative;

6. Succession planning and steps to ensure that leadership within the Working Group can be replicated across all positions of the NCB and Working Group need to be considered and implemented;

7. The role of women in all structures needs to be debated and steps taken to ensure greater representation of women across the Working Group;

8. A culture of mutual support within the Working Group and NCB needs to encouraged, this is vitally important as the type of work undertaken around the TRC will be potentially traumatising for those assisting and not only direct victims;

9. The frenetic pace of the Working Group and its leadership needs to be replaced with a more measured and planned process, this is critically important in preventing burnout and ensuring that work is undertaken in a structured rather than crisis driven fashion;

10. Meetings need to be focused and only held if absolutely necessary;

11. A two to three day strategic planning exercise facilitated by an outside facilitator should be undertaken to help design the Working Group’s programme of action for the coming year and resolve any outstanding issues;

12. The Working Group needs to clarify whether it is a implementation body or solely a networking structure, this needs to be disseminated throughout its structures; 

13. The identity of the Working Group and its image needs to be considered, i.e. whether it is necessary for the Working Group to have its own offices, letterhead and image, and subsequently how this will be projected through initiatives such as the Truth Bulletin and radio programmes;

14. An audit of funds used to date and funds still available should be undertaken to help feed into a process of documenting the funding needs of the Working Group; 

15. A fundraising strategy should be designed based on the audit and sound budgeting in order to meet the needs outlined in the strategic planning exercise;

16. The Truth Bulletin needs to be professionalised and the exact target audience of the Bulletin discussed and the publication tailored accordingly;

17. The funding implications of professionalising the Truth Bulletin should be considered and budgeted for appropriately – this should be built into future fundraising initiatives;

18. Radio programmes should be continued to be used, but these should primarily be targeted at the regions where they are most needed;

19. The idea of running packaged and targeted radio programmes over a concentrated period on specific topics should be considered;

20. The funding implications of running packaged radio programmes should be considered and budgeted for appropriately – this should be built into future fundraising initiatives;

21. The Working Group and NCB needs to urgently consider how it will relate to the Interim Secretariat of the TRC;

22. The Working Group and NCB needs to actively consider how it will relate to the TRC and assess how it will complement the process and what work the Working Group will undertake that will make its contribution unique;

23. A more systematic, planned, structured and collaborative relationship needs to be developed with the Special Court Working Group and a joint Committee in which the bodies share ideas and programme updates established;

24. The Truth and Reconciliation Working Group and Special Court Working Group should consider how they can develop a joined-up analysis, evaluation and monitoring process of the TRC and Special Court in order to ensure a more holistic understanding of “dealing with the past” in Sierra Leone;

25. The role of Article 19, although supportive in the past, needs to be replaced through the Working Group fostering relationships with a range of international partners, and

26. If at all possible, it would useful if Article 19 – as its last direct intervention with the Working Group – could assist with trying to raise funds for a facilitative leadership and strategic planning programme for the NCB as discussed above

Appendix A - Questions for the evaluation
General Issues to Consider

What is the overall purpose of the programme of activities?

What are the stated aims and objectives of the programme of activities? (as per proposal)

How do those working on the programme of activities, and A19, understand these?

How have these evolved and changed? 

What is gap (if any) between the stated and actual outcomes?

How much of the work has, to date, been completed?

How much more work needs to be done?

How are the programme of activities managed?

What is the role of A19 in the programme of activities? How helpful has this been?

What is the relationship between the programme of activities funded via A19 and other funded activities of the Working Group?

Who are the key organizational role-players undertaking the work of the Working Group?

How is the strategy and approaches of the Working Group decided?

How are decisions made?

How could the organizational process be improved? 

What are, in general terms, the strengths of the overall programme of activities?

What are some of the challenges facing the overall programme of activities?

Assessing the monthly “Truth Bulletin” which has been produced by the Working Group in both print and radio format

In Print

What is the purpose of the Bulletin?

What has the role of A19 been in this part of the work? How helpful has this been?

Have the purpose/s evolved and changed over time?

Who writes the Bulletin?

How is the content decided?

What are the strengths of the content of the Bulletin?

What are the weaknesses of the content of the Bulletin?

To whom is it distributed? How?

How many have been distributed? And, has there been a change in quantity over time?

What kind of impact has the Bulletin made?

If it has made an impact, how do you know this?

What has reader feedback been?

How might the Bulletin be improved?

What should the role of A19 be in the future?

Is the success/weaknesses of the Bulletin monitored consistently? If yes, how?

What ways can be used to evaluate the Bulletin in the future?

Radio

What is the purpose of the Radio Programming?

Have the purpose/s evolved and changed over time?

What has the role of A19 been in this part of the work? How helpful has this been?

Who writes/participates in the Radio Programming?

How is the content decided?

What form/s does the Radio Programming take? 

What are the strengths of the content of the Radio Programming?

What are the weaknesses of the content of the Radio Programming?

Who is listening to the Radio Programming?

How many people are listening? Where are people listening?

And, has there been a change in quantity over time?

What kind of impact has the Radio Programming made?

If it has made an impact, how do you know this?

What has listener feedback been?

How might the Radio Programming be improved?

What should the role of A19 be in the future?

Is the success/weaknesses of the Radio Programming monitored consistently? If yes, how?

What ways can be used to evaluate the Radio Programming in the future?

Evaluating the provincial consultation workshops and meetings held by the Working Group since March 2001

What is the purpose of the consultation workshops?

Have the purpose/s evolved and changed over time?

What did the Working Group want to get out of workshops?

What has the role of A19 been in this part of the work? How helpful has this been?

How many workshops have been held and where?

What types of meetings have been held? 

What is the content of the workshops?

How is the content decided?

What is the geographical spread and reach of the workshops?

How active have the different Regional Secretariats been in this area?

What has the overall impact of such workshops and meetings been?

If they have made an impact, how do you know this?

What follow-up has there been after the workshops and meetings?

How effectively have the workshops and meeting been organized?

How might they be improved and impact increased?

What should the role of A19 be in the future?

Is the success/weaknesses of the workshops/meetings monitored consistently? If yes, how?

What ways can be used to evaluate the workshops/meetings in the future?

Evaluating the visits by representatives of the Working Group to Guatemala (July), and South Africa and Zimbabwe (September), to study truth and reconciliation processes in each country

What is the stated purpose of the visits?

How did the participants / Working Group understand the purposes of the visits?

What has the role of A19 been in this part of the work? How helpful has this been?

What process was used to select people to go on the visits?

How well organized were these visits?

What were the most important lessons of these visits for Sierra Leone? 

What were the most important lessons for the Working Group specifically?

Where unanticipated outcomes from the visits both positive and negative?

What has the impact of these visits on the activities of the Working Groups been?

Have any follow up activities taken place? 

Should more / or some follow up activities take place and  if so what should these be?

How useful has the report been?

What lessons can be learnt for future production of such reports?

Should future visits been considered? If so, why?

Evaluating the wider development of the Working Group in terms of structures, processes, priorities and strategies

(Some of this section would be prefaced by answers to General Questions above)

What is the current organizational structural of the Working Group?

What has the role of A19 been in this part of the work? How helpful has this been?

What is the current membership profile of the Working Group? How has this changed over time?

How are processes and decisions managed and made?

How do different groups within the Working Group understand its purpose?

How are the activities of the Working Group planned and strategized? (Nationally and regionally)

How are the different Regional Secretariats working?

What are achievements of the Regional Secretariats?

What are the major weaknesses of the Regional Secretariats?

How satisfied are members of the Working Group with the structures and processes of accountability that been established?

How might these be improved?

How far have members of the Working Group developed a clear set of priorities and an effective strategy to achieve them?

Is there a fundraising strategy?

What is needed to strengthen the capacity of the Working Group to raise funds?

How are the funds currently managed and distributed?

How satisfied are members of the Working Group with the procedures and structures for financial reporting to the Regional Secretariats?

What are the main achievements and problems?

What relationships does the Working Group have with other partners?

How is the Working Group viewed by other stakeholders?

What problems and successes have there been in that regard?

What steps need to be taken to strengthen the credibility of the Working Group? 

What steps need to be taken to strengthen the effectiveness of the Working Group?

What should the role of A19 be in the Working Group in future?

Is the success/weaknesses of the Working Group (nationally and regionally) monitored consistently? If yes, how?

What ways can be used to evaluate the successes/weaknesses of Working Group (nationally and regionally) in the future?
Appendix B - List of Interviewees

	
	Name
	Position
	Organisation

	1
	Adu, Patrick
	Chairperson
	Movement for the Restoration of Democracy, Kenema

	2
	Bajek, Michael
	Deputy Chief of Mission
	Embassy of the United States (Sierra Leone)

	3
	Caulker, John
	Director
	Forum of Conscience

	4
	Fatoma, Patrick
	Secretary General
	Special Court Working Group

	5
	Gbanie, Alphonsue
	Human Rights Field Officer
	Caritas, Makeni

	6
	Hayner, Priscilla
	Programme Manager
	International Centre for Transitional Justice

	7
	Hughes, Charlie
	Chairperson
	Fordi

	8
	Johnbull, Patrick
	Group Development Officer
	Amnesty International (Sierra Leone)

	9
	Koroma, John
	Chairperson
	Centre for Human Rights and Peace Education, Bo

	10
	Kamera, Abdul
	
	Manifesto 99

	11
	Lahai, Sheku
	Executive Secretary
	National Forum for Human Rights

	12
	Lunn, Jon
	Consultant
	Article 19

	14
	Marckarone, Pat
	Editor
	Truth Bulletin, Working Group on the TRC

	14
	Miedico, Mauro
	Human Rights Officer, TRC
	UNAMSIL

	15
	Peterson, Geoffrey
	Human Rights Training Specialist
	UNAMSIL

	16
	Rehall, Joseph
	Chairperson
	National Forum for Human Rights

	17
	Sesay, Foday
	Executive Director
	Destiny Agriculture Development Association (DADA)

	18
	Smith, Derek
	Second Secretary
	British High Commission, Foreign and Commonwealth Office

	19
	Sonny-Davies, Shellac
	Deputy Director
	World Council on Religion and Peace

	20
	Stuart, Ian
	1st Secretary (Development)
	British High Commission

	21
	Taylor, Louise
	Director
	International Human Rights Law Group

	22
	Vahad, Patrice
	Human Rights Field Co-ordinator
	UNAMSIL

	23
	Woods, Kofi
	Project Officer
	International Human Rights Law Group


Appendix C – List of Workshops Held

	Date in 2001
	Type
	Location
	Organisers
	Focus

	17/18 May
	National Conference
	Bo (South)
	Working Group, UNAMSIL included
	Brought organisations together, much discussion on the relationship between Special Court and TRC (sequencing) and role of civil society

	19 May 
	Consultation Meeting
	Kenema (East)
	Working Group
	Consult with 10 Chiefdoms, about 40 participants

	16 June 
	Consultation Meeting
	Pujehun (South)
	Working Group
	Consult with 12 Chiefdoms, about 50 participants

	7 July 
	Consultation Meeting
	Blama (East)
	Working Group
	Consult with 5 Chiefdoms, about 50 participants

	2 August
	Consultation Meeting
	Makeni (North)
	Working Group joint with UNAMSIL
	Consult with 13 Chiefdoms, about 50 participants

	September
	Consultation Meeting
	Moyamba (South)
	Working Group
	Mainly with township residents

	End-October
	Consultation Meeting / Sensitisation
	Kabala (North)
	Working Group joint with UNAMSIL
	Consult with 11 Chiefdoms, about 50 participants

	14 November
	Consultation Meeting / Sensitisation
	Sousa Bay (West)
	Working Group, Campaign for Good Governance organising with DADA
	Open air meeting, large crowd, for Committees and groups in the area

	16 November
	Consultation Meeting / Sensitisation
	Ogoo Farm (West)
	Working Group, Campaign for Good Governance organising with CCYA
	Open air meeting, large crowd, for Committees and groups in the area

	17 November
	Consultation Meeting / Sensitisation
	Regent Village (West)
	Working Group, Campaign for Good Governance organising with SLYEO
	About 50 people with Committees and groups in the area
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