EVALUATION REPORT

THE VIOLENCE PREVENTION FORUM
A model for intersectoral collaboration
to prevent violence

Matodzi M Amisi

THE VIOLENCE PREVENTION FORUM
A model for intersectoral collaboration
to prevent violence

MATODZI M AMISI
Matodzi Amisi is a research associate at the Institute for
Security Studies in the Justice and Violence Prevention
Programme. Between 2016 and 2019 she participated in the
forum. Matodzi is also a research associate at the Centre for
Learning on Evaluation and Results (CLEAR-AA) working to
support African governments in establishing and strengthening
evaluation systems. She is a former chairperson of the South
African Monitoring and Evaluation Association (SAMEA).

To cite this report: M. M. Amisi (2020)
The Violence Prevention Forum: a
model for intersectoral collaboration
to prevent violence, Evaluation Report,
Institute for Security Studies and the
Violence Prevention Forum.
2|

THE VIOLENCE PREVENTION FORUM

LESSONS FROM THE VIOLENCE
PREVENTION FORUM

• In contexts where historical trauma shapes relationships between individuals and
organisations, integrating reflection and mindfulness into group processes can help
individuals become aware of what stands in the way of trusting relationships. Participants
are able to start relating to one another better, or at least really listening to one other. For
this to happen, relationship building has to be an intentional part of the group process.
• In a context where relationships between sectors are antagonistic, activities to help sectors
understand and appreciate the challenges that they each face can be a catalyst for mutual
understanding. These need to be revisited regularly.
• Any effective group process requires good facilitation. Effective facilitation is context
relevant, understands and manages the group dynamics in ways that enables each individual
to have a role, and bring their capabilities to bear. Facilitation works well when facilitators are
independent and do not have vested interests in the outcome of the multistakeholder process.
• Where a multisectoral group is made up of people occupying different ranks (social
and institutional), effective processes recognise the influence of power and rank, and
intentionally structure activities to minimise the detrimental effect on group dynamics.
• Bringing individuals together to work towards a goal requires capable, intuitive and empathetic
leadership. The leader needs to have enough understanding of the issue that brings the group
together, to brief and strategically guide facilitators and help the group make decisions.
Totalitarian leadership does not work for moving a group forward and neither does indecisive
people pleasing. It is also important that leadership is democratised. This could be through a
multisector steering committee or group. This group should have some decision-making power
in the management of the multisectoral process. While being representative of the sectors in
the multisectoral process is important, so is their individual capacity and ability to lead in line
with the values of the multisectoral process.
• Effective multisector processes benefit from flexible funding. As far as possible, fundraising
responsibilities should be shared within the group. In-kind sponsorships by partners and
participants is also important to lower the costs of running the process.
• Formalisation of a multisectoral process is important as it gives it some identity and legitimacy.
However, formalisation should be approached slowly and should not be an aim or focus of
the process.
• When dealing with complex social problems, such as violence, participants in a multisectoral
process will have different perspectives. These will be shaped by their socialisation,
educational background, organisations they work in, religious beliefs, values and many
other factors that shape their personhood. Interrogative dialogue, where hidden meaning
can be elicited and nothing is taken for granted or as given, is important. It is possible to
have pseudo-agreement with people using the same words but meaning different things.
It is critical to acknowledge that everything that is known about dealing with complex social
problems is emergent, so a group and the process has to remain open to established
knowledge being challenged. The process has to also be open to other ways of knowing
that might be as valid as research-informed ways of knowing.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

• Since the forum fills a substantive gap for multisectoral dialogue and promotes violence
prevention, it will remain valuable as the country implements the National Strategic
Plan on Gender-Based Violence and Femicide and therefore should continue its work
with some adjustments.
• The Violence Prevention Forum (VPF) has grown organically, responding to the knowledge
and policy needs of participants. The emphasis on the quality of the process, and being
responsive to context, is a unique and important ingredient of the forum. It should be
retained and it should be coupled with a structured annual planning. While still aiming
to be responsive to participants’ needs and pressures from the policy environment, the
forum could be clearer about what it is working towards in a given year.
• The forum needs increased interaction with the broader political and policy system in
the country. Government participants in the forum have to drive the forum agenda of
promoting evidence based violence prevention within the government. Government
participants and partners should connect the forum with government coordination and
decision-making structures. This could include making presentations about the forum
and regular sharing of forum policy briefs with the Social Protection, Community and
Human Development Cluster and the Justice, Crime Prevention and Security Cluster,
and their respective cabinet committees. The president has called for a whole
government response to violence, thus submissions or presentations could also be made
to The Forum of South African Directors-General (FOSAD) to appraise directors-general
whose mandates support the violence prevention objectives, but might not be in the two
clusters. Here the contact with the Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation
(DPME) as a centre of government ministry can prove useful.
• The forum should engage with parliament in a structured way. The forum should share
its learnings and proposals with relevant committees in parliament. The driver group
could identify which committees would be critical for the work of the forum and identify
opportunities to engage with parliament. A starting point could be making connections
with the researchers in portfolio committees and having regular engagements with them,
either through them participating in the forum or sharing policy briefs with them.
• The driver group should strengthen the ‘independent’ brand of the forum. The process to
do this has already started with the forum logo used in most of the forum communication.
The next step will be for outputs, such as policy briefs and research reports, to carry the
same branding. The use of the logos of organisations participating in the forum should
be retained.
• The forum has done well in revisiting their values regularly to make sure they remain
valid, relevant and applied. Additional efforts could be made to ensure that participants
are not left behind, or remain on the periphery of the process.
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• In 2019 and 2020, the forum moved towards formalisation. This enabled it to have an
independent brand identity outside of the convening institution. A website, formal Terms
of Reference and a clear statement of intent in the tag line – ‘Violence is preventable’
– have been developed. This should better project the multistakeholder ownership
of the VPF to the wider violence prevention ecosystem and possibly bolstering its
legitimacy and credibility. However, further formalisation and moves towards project
implementation need to be approached cautiously. The forum is providing a much
needed flexible and organic space for generative dialogue from which influence of the
wider system is been achieved. While the process can be perceived as slow in bringing
about change, systems change is slow. It is not possible to achieve wide-scale change
that is sustainable by rushing the process. Formalisation does not always lead to better
impact. On the contrary, formal processes can lead to compliance behaviour. There
are a number of forums with legal mandates and authority that have failed to produce
collaborative programme implementation and policy making. The evaluation recommends
that the forum retains the flexibility that has enabled it to work so far.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Alternatives to
Violence Project
Convener

Driver group
Facilitator
Deep democracy

An individual or organisation who convenes or leads the forum.
The convener is responsible for leading the forum, appointing and
working with facilitators, revenue generation, and relationship
management amongst other tasks.
A multistakeholder volunteer group that works closely with facilitators
and the convener to strategically steer the forum.
An individual responsible for designing meeting processes, and
facilitating discussions.
A process-oriented method of group facilitation to foster deeper levels
of dialogue and inclusivity. It is a pyscho-social-political paradigm and
suggests that all voices, states of awareness, and frameworks of reality
are important, and are all needed to understand the complete process
of the political system.

VPF secretariat

The project administrator for the VPF. The role of the secretariat is
central to the effective management of the forum, this includes
maintaining records, administration, participants’ management,
amongst other roles.

Violence against
women

Any act of violence that results in, or is likely to result in, physical,
sexual or psychological harm or suffering to women and girls,
including threats of such acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of
liberty, whether occurring in public or in private life. It is violence
committed against women or girls specifically because they
are female.

Violence against
children

All forms of physical, mental violence, injury or abuse, neglect or
negligent treatment, maltreatment or exploitation, including sexual
abuse, of a child.

Violence

Violence
Prevention Forum
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A conflict transformation process/programme. It is an experiential
learning process to develop participants' abilities to resolve conflicts
without resorting to manipulation, coercion, or violence.

The intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual,
against oneself, another person, or against a group or community that
either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death,
psychological harm, mal-development or deprivation.
A multisectoral platform for ongoing dialogue and relationship building
with the purpose of promoting the prevention of violence that is
informed by evidence and the collective knowledge of stakeholders
in South Africa.
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INTRODUCTION

Since 2015, the Institute for Security Studies (ISS) has convened a multisectoral Violence
Prevention Forum (VPF) to facilitate collaboration and knowledge sharing across sectors about
preventing violence. The VPF offers a platform with the long-term goal of advancing the scale-up
of evidence based approaches to prevent violence in South Africa.
At the time of writing, the VPF had convened ten meetings. The VPF is acclaimed for its successful
brokering of on-going conversations between stakeholders working to address violence against
women and violence against children. As a result, there was growing interest in the model of the
VPF, how and why it works, and its potential for replication in other contexts.
In 2020, the ISS carried out evaluative research to document the forum’s methods, principles,
practices, and impacts. The evaluation may inform the development of a model for building and
convening multisectoral dialogue on complex social problems, such as the prevention of violence.
The primary objective of the evaluation was to explain how the forum works and achieves results.
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EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A mixed methods approach informed by realist evaluation theory was used. Realism is a school
of thought that lies between positivism and constructivism. Realist evaluation is theory-based
evaluation that is founded on the assumption that interventions or programmes work as they do
in a specific context and are influenced by how programme participants respond to them.1 2
Consequently, realist evaluation does not ask ‘What works? Does this work?’ or (retrospectively)
‘Did this work this time?’ A realist evaluation asks ‘How and why does this work or not work,
for whom, to what extent, in what respects, in what circumstances and over what duration?’3
The research was iterative, aimed at generating evidence to better understand how the VPF
functions and how it contributes to shaping South Africa’s violence prevention agenda, not
to attribute any impacts to the forum.

Research questions
The evaluation had two components. The first was a detailed explanation of the forum – its
principles, practices and processes of building consensus on violence prevention. This would
enable a better understanding of what made the VPF work for participants and what that
meant; and the context and mechanisms that enable it to work.
The second component was an assessment of the outcomes of the VPF. The evaluation sought
to establish how the VPF contributes to the broader objective of promoting the scale-up of
evidence informed violence prevention interventions. The hypothesis to be tested was whether
by building relationships and sharing information across sectors, the VPF had facilitated

A realist evaluation asks
‘how and why does this
work or not work, for
whom, to what extent,
in what respects, in what
circumstances and over
what duration?’
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movement towards use of evidence to inform violence prevention policy and practice. Applying
the Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (DMPE) categorisation of evaluation,
this is both an implementation/process and outcome evaluation.4 The following questions
guided the research:
• What are the principles, methods and practices of the VPF?
• In what ways has the VPF shaped/influenced approaches to prevent violence in
South Africa (by government departments, non-governmental organisations, and
international organisations) and what other impact has the forum had, including
personal development of participants?
• How have the principles, methods and practices of the VPF contributed to the
forum achieving the impact it has?
• In what way has broader context shaped the work and achievements of the forum?
To answer these questions, the evaluation was carried out in four phases.

Phase 1: Inception phase
The inception phase was conducted between November and December 2019. It involved
clarification of the research questions and scope of the evaluation. Inputs were received from
the convener, ISS staff and members of the driver group (see Glossary). These inputs shaped
the final research approach.

Phase 2: Design phase
The second phase was undertaken between January and February 2020. During this phase,
the forum’s implicit theory of change was illustrated. How the forum functions (or its strategies)
and the outcomes it aims to achieve were articulated. This included a review of the founding
documents, meeting reports and participants’ feedback forms.
A consultation workshop was held with the driver group to understand the VPF from their
perspective. Since they had a formative role in the forum it was important to get their views
early on in the evaluation process.5 The workshop was supplemented by individual interviews
with members of the driver group who were not able to attend the workshop.
The following five questions were posed to the driver group members:
1. What is the VPF and why do you participate in the forum?
2. What is the problem the forum is aiming to address?
3. What outcomes/results does the forum aim to achieve at individual, organisation
and policy level?
4. What strategies does the VPF use in order to achieve these outcomes or how does
the VPF achieve the stated outcomes?
5. How has the VPF evolved and what informed this evolution?
Driver group members were asked to provide their ideas about, and critique of, the proposed
research process and suggest people from whom primary data should be collected. This information
was used to develop the problem statement, analysis and a VPF results framework.

Phase 3: Primary research
Over the years, the VPF secretariat has kept meticulous records and documented the evolution
of the forum. This includes records of driver group meetings, discussions at each meeting,
participants’ feedback and all the forum outputs. Limited primary data was required to
complement existing data. This was mostly to answer ‘why it works’ and understand the
mechanisms that enable it to work. To complement the rich documentation of meetings and
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driver group discussions, qualitative data was collected through individual interviews, group
interviews and a survey with participants.
Individual and group interviews were conducted with 22 participants of the forum. The
interviewees represented four categories of participants in the forum; government, nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), international development agencies, and research
institutions. In addition, consideration was given to the status of participation. Participants were
selected to represent those who have consistently participated in meetings over the five years,
those who have attended over the years but not consistently, and those who left the forum.
This approach was taken to reveal when, how and for who the forum ‘works’ and why. This was
important as the evaluation hypothesised that the fluidity of the forum was one of its strengths.
The fourteen individual interviews and one group interview (with four participants) were guided
by an open-ended interview schedule with 15 questions informed by the research questions.
All interviews were done virtually using Zoom/Teams.
The third data source were the participants’ feedback forms that are completed at the end of
forum meetings. From May 2017, participants were asked to complete an open-ended feedback
form at the end of each meeting. Their response was prompted by a statement ‘Once upon a
time I attended a VPF meeting, and….’ The participants wrote their own narrative based on
how they experienced the meeting. Feedback forms from 2017 to 2019 were included in the
qualitative data analysis.
Participant feedback forms from six meetings were analysed. On average there were
22 respondents from each meeting, with a total of 136 respondents. Since each meeting was
attended by 40 participants, on average, the analysis reflects the views and experiences of at
least half of the participants over the years.
In addition, a survey was conducted with participants of the forum. A questionnaire with
21 closed questions was administered using Survey Monkey. The questionnaire was circulated
to all current and previous participants of the forum on 4 May 2020. Several reminders were
sent. Twenty responses were received at the time the survey was closed on 5 June 2020. Due
to the small number of responses, the survey is not reported on as a standalone data source,
but the results were used to triangulate what emerged from interviews and other data sources.
The VPF secretariat kept a record of all achievements of the forum over the past five years.
These records included:
• Reports from participants indicating where the forum has been influential or where
they have applied forum principles and achieved some success
• Invitations for forum participants to participate in policy processes because of their
participation in the forum
• Achievements such as when new partnerships were formed as a results of the forum.
The final dataset was financial data. This was analysed to understand the cost of convening
and managing the violence prevention forum.
The evaluation also draws on a specific participant’s observation. The lead evaluator was
a participant of the VPF between 2016 and 2019, as a representative of a government
department. The evaluator was also a driver group member between 2017 and 2018.
This experience offered an insider understanding of the VPF processes.
The evaluation received ethics approval from the ISS ethics committee.
All interviews and qualitative feedback forms were coded and analysed using NVivo.
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THE NEED FOR
MULTISECTORAL COLLABORATION
It is widely acknowledged that multistakeholder collaboration is critical for efforts to prevent
violence against women and violence against children. Violence is a complex social problem
with multiple causes. There is no single intervention that can address all the underlying causal
or contributory factors to violent behaviour.6 An intervention that works in one community is not
guaranteed the same efficacy in another community or at a larger scale. There is also no single
organisation or institution that can deliver all the services needed to address violence.7 However,
achieving multisectoral collaboration is not easy. Organisational culture and context, sectoral
relationships, differing values and worldviews, and individual personalities/politics make
collaboration difficult to achieve. This makes it difficult for information and lessons to flow
between stakeholders in a way that facilitates the use of evidence from tested interventions in
policy and other programmes. Consequently, many evidence based programmes are developed
and tested in communities with the promise that if they are found to be effective, they will be
scaled-up to other communities and perhaps the rest of the country. And yet, this is almost
never the case. Literature is replete with promising projects with evidence of effect that were
not scaled-up and in some cases they were discontinued.8
Globally, researchers and programme developers have recognised that scaling up interventions is
a complicated process that requires different stakeholders to work together for extended periods
of time.9
In South Africa, the need for collaboration to achieve evidence informed violence prevention is
further complicated and necessitated by three important factors.
Firstly, the structure of government. The post-1994 political system created governments at
national, provincial and local levels. The three spheres of government are independent of each
other and work together through cooperative governance with no operational hierarchy. Some
government functions are the exclusive constitutional mandate of either national, provincial
or local government or are shared in cases such as health, social development, education and
agriculture.10 Preventing violence requires interventions at national, provincial and community
level.11 Eleven national departments and their provincial counterparts have legal and institutional
responsibilities to prevent and respond to violence against women and children. Scaling up
violence prevention interventions requires cooperation of departments both vertically (between
spheres of government) and horizontally (in spheres of government).
Secondly, the centrality of NGOs in violence prevention. NGOs are particularly important in the
implementation of violence prevention interventions. A history of government neglect of social
welfare services for communities defined under apartheid as African and Coloured, created a
service deficit that has, for decades, been filled by NGOs. According to the NPO register, as at
5 February 2016, there were 150 456 NGOs registered across 11 sectors and 33 objectives in
South Africa. Nearly 40% of all registered NGOs operated in the social services sector, followed
by the development and housing sectors.12 In the violence against women and children (VAWC)
sector, NGOs have a range of roles. There are organisations that provide services to victims
of violence, those involved in advocacy work, and those that undertake primary prevention
interventions. More than 90% of social welfare services are provided by NGOs.13 Thus it
would not be possible to work towards prevention if government did not collaborate with NGOs,
and NGOs did not cooperate with each other. However, research shows that relations between
government and NGOs are often adversarial and meaningful intersectoral collaboration is not
the norm.14 15

A model for intersectoral collaboration to prevent violence

| 15

Lastly, development partners and multinational organisations, such as the United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the European Union (EU) and the German Corporation for
International Cooperation (GIZ), have a significant influence in the sector. Development partners
have been a source a funding for many NGOs. This is because government does not fully fund
NGOs, even those that are providing state-mandated services. Analysis done by the National
Treasury shows that government funding for social welfare services is low. NPOs experience up
to a 71% funding gap.16 NGOs are reliant on funding and other support from philanthropies and
multilateral development agencies, such as UNICEF, GIZ, and the EU. These agencies have also
been supporting government policy initiatives. For example, UNICEF supported the development
of the 2012 National Action Plan for Children, the 2013 Programme of Action to Address
Violence Against Women and Children and its revision in 2018, while GIZ, UNWOMEN and
UNICEF supported the development of the National Strategic Plan on Gender-Based Violence
and Femicide and the interim gender-based violence (GBV) council structure. International
development partners and donors exert significant influence in domestic policy development,
yet their mandates are often those of their funding government or founded in international
frameworks. This can result in fragmented and uncoordinated funding of interventions and
organisations working at cross-purposes.
To successfully promote evidence informed violence prevention requires addressing this
fragmentation and intersectoral relations. This is the problem that the VPF was established in
part to address.
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BACKGROUND TO THE
VIOLENCE PREVENTION FORUM
Understanding the problem the VPF sought to address
The design of an intervention is shaped by how the problem it seeks to address is understood.
As Pawson has argued, interventions are theories. They begin with a particular understanding of
the social context that gave rise to an unfavourable condition and a hypothesis that postulates
how a given intervention will bring about desired outcomes.17
In the concept notes drafted about the forum, the following four conditions are listed as the
problems that necessitated the forum:
• Government departments, academic institutions and NGOs have very different ways of
operating and experience different kinds of external pressures that motivate and drive
their work.
• Different sectors have expectations of each other that are neither clearly articulated,
nor realistic.
• The country is not realising the investment that has been made into evaluating
programmes that work to prevent the abuse and neglect of children in particular,
not least through supporting positive parenting.
• State funds are being spent on programmes that are either ineffective or inadvertently
cause more harm.
When asked the question, ‘What problem is the forum addressing?’ the driver group listed
a number of problems that align to these, and gave more detail. The list of problems was
categorised and grouped. These are presented in a Fishbone Diagram (Figure 1) below to
indicate what can be considered main problems and what contributes to those main problems.
FIGURE 1: Fishbone problem analysis
Violence prevention
not actively promoted

Fragmentation in
responses to violence

No multisector and
credible voice on
promoting violence
prevention
No shared
understanding of what
is violence prevention

Unequal power
dynamics between
NGOs, gov,
researchers, etc

Limited information
sharing between sectors

Prevailing negative
sentiments about
different sectors

Untreated trauma
Lack of trust
between sectors
No platforms for
honest dialogue

Silos within sectors
(researchers,
gov, CBOs)

Minimal
opportunites to
build relations

Adverse intersectoral relations
(gov, NGOs, researchers, etc)

Violence
prevention
not prioritised
where it is
happening, not
informed by
evidence

Non consensus on
what is evidence based
violence prevention
Researchers processes
during trials do not
take into consideration
needs of policy makers

Lack of understanding
of what different
sectors need to
prevent violence

Evidence based programmes
are not scaled up
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The central theme in the way the problem is defined is of poor inter- and intrasectoral
relationships and communication.
There was a view that promising programmes are designed and tested by researchers and NGOs,
evidence is generated showing what is working or has potential to prevent violence but that this
is not taken up by government. At the same time, government is not always aware of what is
being developed and tested, and when they do have access to it, the research does not provide
the pragmatic solutions they need to upscale interventions. This leads to frustration on both
sides. Those who are testing and generating evidence often feel that government is not doing
enough to incorporate interventions that work; while government itself is frustrated by knowledge
gaps that remain and this makes it impossible for them to act on the evidence within their
institutional and political contexts.
It was also clear that the existing spaces for discussion and knowledge sharing were perceived
as inadequate and exclusive. For example, government convenes regular coordination meetings
for government institutions which do not include NGOs or researchers. An example is the
Inter-Ministerial Committee (IMC) that was established in 2010 and its technical committee
that was exclusively a government structure.18
Meetings, workshops, seminars and conferences hosted by academic institutions where research
was presented, tended to value one form of knowledge over others. For example, at seminars
and conferences, researchers speak to other researchers or academics whom they respect or
share interests with, and there are no cross-cutting conversations that could shape policy
responses. NGOs were mostly excluded from both of these types of engagements, and had little
engagement with each other. Therefore finding ‘new ways of communicating and working to
take advantage of the growing number of programmes that aim to reduce violence and for which
we have evidence of effect’19 became an overriding concern that underpinned the forum and
informed its design.

What is the Violence Prevention Forum?
The VPF was established in 2015 through a partnership between ISS and UNICEF with
Save the Children South Africa joining the partnership soon after. At the time there was no
forum in South Africa that provided space for multisectoral dialogue on violence prevention,
and many of the organisations working in prevention were not networked.
It is clear that the VPF filled a substantive gap in holding multisectoral dialogue to promote
evidence based violence prevention. Until 2019, the forum operated without defining itself,
allowing an organic process to emerge, informed by both the needs of participants and lessons
drawn from the meetings. Except for the VPF Terms of Reference (ToR) of 2019, all the prior
concept notes define the forum as a ‘space’. Only the 2019 ToR define the forum as a process.
This was also common in the consultations with the driver group. When asked what the violence
prevention forum is, driver group members often defined it as a space:

Space for learning, space for co-creation of solutions, a healing space.
(VPF Driver group member 1)

Space for building relationships, a space for sectors to understand each other.
(VPF Driver group member 2)

Other words used by driver group members to describe the forum include: ‘platform’, ‘network’,
‘action oriented network’, ‘a think tank’, ‘a space for learning’, and ‘an experiment’.
During the consultation and interview process, it was obvious that respondents were hesitant
to bind what the forum was, preferring to use concepts that are not limiting such as ‘space’
and ‘platform’. Even words such as ‘network’, though used, produced observable discomfort,
seeming to reduce the vastness of the forum to finite features. This could suggest that members
see the forum as an organic entity that is bigger than, and somewhat separate from, those who
participate in it, shaped by its principles and values whose scope they have difficulties limiting,
or do not wish to limit.
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Those who are testing
and generating evidence
often feel that government
is not doing enough to
incorporate interventions
that work; while
government itself is
frustrated by knowledge
gaps that remain and this
makes it impossible for
them to act on the evidence
within their institutional
and political contexts.

This is also a characteristic of interventions that aim to address complex problems and that
have a tendency to ‘adapt’ in response to attempts to solve them and bring about system-wide
changes.20 21 It could be that by not adopting a membership format, where members are
formally enlisted to participate in the meeting, and choosing an organic and fluid arrangement,
the forum is able to be adaptive, iterative and responsive. The influence of this feature of the
forum was explored in the research process.
Despite this, for the purposes of the evaluation it was necessary to attempt to define the forum
in a way that did not minimise what it was trying to do or how it worked, while at the same time
providing adequate parameters for the evaluation.
For the purpose of the evaluation, the VPF was defined as a multisectoral platform for ongoing
dialogue and relationship building with the purpose of promoting the prevention of violence that
is informed by evidence and the collective knowledge of stakeholders in South Africa.
It is a platform wherein the broader agenda is set and the logic of intervention is clear, but the
specific application differs depending on what is happening in the immediate environment, the
country as a whole, and even in the global context. The forum is not time bound. It is a guided
and facilitated organic process that responds to its participants. This distinguishes it from other
forums either established by law or advocacy groups which have the objective of influencing a
specific legislative outcome or policy and service delivery decision.
It is clear from the interviews and the document review that the forum is not just what
happens when the participants meet twice a year. It includes the work of the driver group,
the discussions that happen outside of the forum meeting, the work of the convener as the
connector of the forum and its hosting institution (ISS), the partners, funders, and the sector
widely. It also includes the interactions between participants that happen on an ad hoc basis,
or in an organised way. The conceptual framework constructed for this evaluation takes this
into account.

Convening the VPF
The VPF is convened by the ISS. Within the ISS, it programmatically falls within the Justice and
Violence Prevention Programme managed by a programme head who oversees other research
related to crime and the criminal justice system. The forum is managed by a senior researcher,
Dr Chandre Gould. Chandre Gould together with colleagues at UNICEF initiated the dialogue
forum and is responsible for coordinating and leading the work of the forum. This includes
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raising resources to fund the forum, reporting to the ISS and to donors on progress the forum is
making, and working with the facilitators and driver group to direct the forum. The forum has a
secretariat support from Diketso Mufamadi, who is the junior researcher reporting to Chandre
Gould. Together, they provide logistical support to the forum. The forum also receives support
from the ISS as a convening institution. This includes financial reporting, communication
support, and administrative support which covers travel and accommodation arrangements,
contract management, etc.

Framework that underpins the forum
The forum is underpinned by two approaches to processes. Firstly, the forum ascribes to deep
democracy, a philosophical approach first defined by Arnold Mindell.22 Unlike traditional democracy,
‘deep democracy suggests that all voices, states of awareness, and frameworks of reality are
important. It also suggests that all the information carried within these voices, levels of
awareness, and frameworks is needed to understand the complete process of a system.’23 Deep
democracy aims to foster dialogue that makes space for all people, competing views, tensions,
feelings, and styles of communication. It supports awareness of relative rank, power, and
privilege, and the potential of these forces to marginalise other views, individuals, and groups.24
Inclusivity, hearing all voices, space for competing voices and not denying tensions, emotions
and feelings were all raised by respondents as important defining features of the forum and
what set it apart from other meetings.
Another concept that informs the forum is the Alternatives to Violence Project (AVP). Although
AVP has not been defined as a philosophy or a theory 25 the approach has underlying thinking
or principles that the forum draws from. AVP started in the 1970s as a response to the request
by prisoners for an intervention to reduce violence amongst young offenders.26 There are many
ways that the AVP approach or method is defined, common amongst them is that it is
experiential learning focused on strengthening individuals’ innate capacity to resolve conflict
without resorting to physical or emotional violence.27 The forum was intended to offer a space
for participants from different sectors to talk to each other without harming each other by, for
example, bullying, criticising other sectors, blame shifting, emotional reaching, not listening
to others, etc. Instead of focusing on what is not working and lacking in the sector, the forum
was designed to activate individual and the group’s transformative power to advance evidence
informed violence prevention.

VPF theory of change
The forum was consistently presented in documentation and interviews as an enabler for
evidence based violence prevention in South Africa. However, there is wide recognition of the
complex relationship between evidence and its utilisation in policy and decision making.
Public policy and decision making processes are inherently political and influenced by factors
such as institutional culture and incentives, resources, political leadership, values and beliefs
of those involved and social context, amongst others.28 29 Thus concepts such as ‘evidence
influenced policy’, ‘evidence aware policy’ and ‘evidence inspired’ are preferred in research/
policy lexicon. This emphasises the idea that evidence provides a range of policy options that
edify the knowledge base for policy and decision makers to draw from. Evidence is only an
‘influencer’ of policy and decisions, and policy cannot only be based on evidence.
Taking this into consideration, the outcome of the VPF is defined as: enabling and supporting
evidence informed violence prevention in South Africa. This ultimate goal is achieved through
three pathways in the theory of change (see Figure 2). The three pathways work together to
produce the prioritisation of evidence informed violence prevention in policy and public discourse.
The three pathways are detailed as follows:
1. Relationship building: Building relationships between individuals and organisations
in government, research and NGOs is an important pathway in the logic of the forum.
In a seminal article in the life of the forum, Gould defined the purpose of the
forum saying:
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The forum was established to foster trusting, respectful, and collaborative relationships
between the researchers and practitioners who have developed and tested violence
prevention programs and the public officials responsible for providing service and to
share information and knowledge and to come to shared understandings about what is
meant by evidence.30
It was posited that good relations between individuals and institutions concerned
with preventing violence would facilitate sharing of both evidence and information.
The information flow envisaged is multidirectional. Government would share and
receive information that shapes policy and the public sector response. At the same
time, researchers would also receive information and gain new knowledge to shape
research, programme design and future interaction with government. Implementers
would share their experience of working with communities and benefit from
understanding of how their work interfaces and is related to national and provincial
policies and policy processes. Relationships were also built between institutions in
the same sectors i.e. between researchers, NGOs, etc.
2. Evidence generation, translation and brokering: New evidence could be shared,
through both ‘formal’ and informal presentations to forum participants during
meetings and networks. The meeting discussions were therefore a platform to
interrogate research and translate its meaning. This would allow members to engage
in a collective sense making process. In this way the forum aimed to build a shared
understanding of what violence is, how it can be prevented and the role of different
organisations/sector in that process.
3. Strengthening the workforce: It is not clear if this was part of the original theory
of change or consideration by the founders of the forum. However, from the
discussions with driver group members, a pathway to change developed in the forum
by strengthening the skills of people working in the three sectors (government, NGOs
and researchers). Discussions in the forum are intended to build and strengthen
participants’ understanding of violence prevention and build a community of practice
of individuals who understand and are committed to prevent violence.
In addition, since the work with survivors of violence, or in communities to prevent violence,
can cause vicarious trauma in the workforce itself, the forum is intended to provide a container
for those emotions and help participants process some of that trauma by encouraging them to
be aware of it and realise their own transforming power.
By participating in the forum, individual practitioners should feel solidarity with one another
and draw strength from this. Because the forum adopts experiential learning (a concept from
AVP) it can build or strengthen the ability of members to care for themselves, and approach
conflict and disagreements constructively. By participating in the forum, participants can learn
new ways of negotiating that embrace self-awareness and diversity. These skills are critical in
the highly political and negotiated policy-making process which ultimately the forum aims to
influence. The preconditions for the three pathways to work are:
• Facilitators should be highly skilled and embrace and reinforce the principles of the forum.
• A competent and capable convener must create an enabling context for the functioning
of a multistakeholder forum.31
• The driver group must ensure the forum remains responsive to participants’ needs,
contextual shifts and opportunities.
The evaluation focused on how these three pathways operate. It was not possible to establish
the contribution of the forum to the ultimate goal of preventing violence. However, the research
did establish the extent to which the forum contributed to shaping policy, decisions and public
discourse on violence prevention.
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FIGURE 2: VPF theory of change
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All awareness (emotions,
experience, etc.) and voices
acknowledged during forum
discussions

Facilitators are skilled
and
equally participate

Evidence from programmes
being tested and other
evaluations presented
in the forum

Existing evidence
and established
relationship base
to draw from

Meetings facilitated
using deep democracy and
AV principles

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The previous sections have demonstrated that the VPF is both an intervention and a ‘loose’
space or a process. It is an intervention in that it has clear strategic objectives and a series of
rational and logical activities that are delivered with the intention to alter how South Africa is
responding to violence against women and children. At the same time, although there are many
people who attend the meetings consistently, the VPF does not target the same people over a
period of time and participation in the forum is fluid. While this is a strength of the forum it
also makes precise measurement of outcomes and impact difficult.
Dore et al. developed a framework that grapples with the complexities of creating functional
multistakeholder platforms in the water sector.32 The framework was useful for evaluating the
VPF because it moves beyond the technical requirements for multistakeholder platforms and
recognises the politics of collective decision making in sectors where there could be differing
values and beliefs. Dore et al. argue that multistakeholder platforms, like the VPF, offer space
for constructive engagement and learning about complex problems where facts and values may
be in dispute.

By bringing into sharper focus substantive differences of approach and priorities that
may not be easily reconcilable, multisectoral platforms can lead to the creation or
strengthening of bridges of understanding between actors, representing wide-ranging
interests, and the satisfactory resolution of at least some differences.33
They further argue that effective multistakeholder platforms have the following characteristics:
• Desirable context (convener credible and competent; appropriate scales and levels;
sufficient resources, political support and time; and politics and power recognised)
• Desirable process (deliberative; facilitated; inclusive; and informed and communicative)
• Desirable content (setting up; stakeholder analysis; social contract between participants;
comprehensive assessments; scenarios; selective use of deliberation-support tools;
action recommendations; and all documented)
The evaluation used these three characteristics to define the components of the forum as an
intervention. However, Dore et al.’s three characteristics were not sufficient to explain why the
forum works or not, for whom it works or not, and in what contexts this happens. This is where
concepts found in realism were useful. These were used to explore how different participants
interact with and are influenced by the content and process of the VPF. In addition, applying
realism offered a way to study how the context and the participants’ own assumptions and
expectations shaped the forum’s outcomes.
The value of the realist approach lies in its ability to deal with complexity.34 Realist approaches
assume that nothing works everywhere or for everyone, and that context really does make a
difference to how interventions work and outcomes are produced.35 Pawson and Tilley defined
context as ‘those features of the conditions in which programmes are introduced that are
relevant to the operation the programme mechanisms.’36 Realist evaluation asks ‘what works for
whom, in what circumstances, in what respects and how’ by engaging with data and studying
the interaction between contexts, mechanisms and outcomes, in what are called contextmechanism-outcome (CMO) configurations.37 The focus of realist evaluation is explaining how
change is happening.
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Since programmes are
embedded in social
systems, it is through
the workings of entire
systems of social
relationships that any
changes in behaviours,
events and social
conditions are effected.

Three other principles of realism were important in this research. Firstly, realists see interventions
as theories. People design interventions on the basis of their beliefs about the nature of the
problem and how change happens. Thus, interventions (like the VPF) are always inserted
into existing social systems that have produced the negative conditions that necessitated the
programme.38 Hence, it was important to understand from the original designers of the VPF
how they understood the problem and conditions the VPF was to address, what the underlying
thinking was about how the VPF would bring the anticipated change (articulated in initial
concept notes) and how that influenced the design of the VPF.
The second principle is that since programmes are embedded in social systems, it is through
the workings of entire systems of social relationships that any changes in behaviours, events
and social conditions are effected.39 In using a realist approach the research recognised, and
accepted, the existence and interplay of multiple social systems that shape how the VPF is
experienced and influenced by participants.
The research went beyond what the VPF offered (meetings, facilitation, etc.) to understand
how the VPF ‘interventions’ enabled and supported participants. The evaluation accepted that
the relationship between participation in VPF meetings and change or impact is not linear, and
in many cases there could be a reverse relationship. Therefore, in understanding the internal
processes of the VPF, the research also explored flows, blockages and points of contention.40
The last principle that was applied in the evaluation was an understanding of interventions as
‘active’. This means that the implementation of the VPF requires the active participation of
different individuals, including the driver group, institutional partners, facilitators and funders.
The combination of these institutions and individuals who represent them, is important to
understanding how the VPF has been shaped over time and how this influenced the
achievement of objectives.
Methodologically realism attempts to understand change through what is commonly referred to
as CMO configuration. That is change or outcome (O) is a result of context (C) and mechanism
(M). Mechanism is an important concept in realism. Realism argues that it is not the intervention
that produces change, but interventions offer opportunities and resources to their participants
who act on these to make the intervention work. It is the process of how participants interpret,
process and decide to act on resources provided by an intervention that is important in the
change equation.41 The CMO configuration enabled the evaluation to explain how the desirable
context and content work together with mechanisms to mediate and moderate the results of the
forum.42 This approach is ideal for a forum that is fluid and whose work has been shaped by
its participants. It is also ideal because the evaluation aimed to test the VPF hypothesis that
through ‘building relationships and sharing information across sectors, the VPF can facilitate
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movement towards evidence informed violence prevention in policy’. Relationship building
as a process of building social connections is both a personal and social activity. Individual
participants have to feel safe enough to be open to engaging with others and trust their
environment enough to risk initiating the connections. Thus, it mattered what the VPF provided
(intervention) and how individual participants perceived and acted on these interventions
(mechanisms) if the VPF was to succeed in building higher quality positive relations that could
be a resource for participants to gather both tacit knowledge, share work related information
and increase collaboration.
To apply CMOs, the evaluation used Langer, Goldman and Pabari’s five mechanisms that explain
a process by which policy makers and other stakeholders use the resources of interventions
to support evidence use.43 They argue that evidence use happens when there is awareness,
agreement, access, interaction between researchers and decision makers, and capacity to act
on the evidence. To this original list, the author of this report added a sixth mechanism namely
‘confidence’. This was informed by initial interviews with driver group members who consistently
raised the importance of the forum in strengthening the confidence of participants to ‘own’ what
they know and to engage with others in the sector. The description in Table 1 has been adapted
for this research.
TABLE 1: Mechanism description

Mechanism

Description

Example of linked VPF activity

Awareness
(M1)

Building awareness of, and positive
attitudes towards, evidence.

Presentation of evidence in the forum

Agreement
(M2)

Building mutual understanding and
agreement on policy relevant questions
and the kind of evidence needed to
answer them.

Co-production approaches between
researchers, implementers and
government

Access
(M3)

Providing communication of, and
convenient access to, evidence.

Sharing evidence at the forum

Showcasing instances where evidence
was used

Sharing other resources like
Sexual Violence Research Initiative,
Safe Space repositories, etc.
Policy briefs
Presentation at seminars/conferences

Trust
(M4)

Interaction between decision makers,
implementers and researchers
builds trust.

Knowledge brokers
Establishing networks and communities
of practice
Dinners together
Hosting social activities

Ability
(M5)

Capacity building (e.g. workshops
and formal training courses)

Supporting decision makers in
developing skills in accessing and
making sense of evidence.

Experiential learning approach of
the forum

Supporting researchers to understand
the policy environment to inform
research agenda.
Supporting those implemented to
understand government processes and
research so they are better able to
inform policy and decisions.
Confidence
(M6)

Building confidence of partners to
speak about evidence informed violence
prevention.
Building confidence to engage with
dissenting voices.

Experiential approach of the forum
Self-awareness modelled in the forum
Deep democracy modelled in the forum

Source: Adapted from Langer, Goldman and Pabari, 2020.
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FIGURE 3: Analytical framework
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As shown in Figure 3, the revised framework integrates Dore et al.’s concepts of desirable
content, process and context with Langer, Goldman and Pabari’s mechanisms and the VPF
theory of change.
According to the theory of change, the VPF is an intervention to build relationships to enable
evidence from violence prevention programmes to be adopted and used more widely. This
could be for specific programmes to be scaled-up from one community to others, or for ideas
and lessons learned from interventions or programmes to be adopted in other interventions.
Therefore, the process by which the VPF produced change was not anticipated to be linear, but
to consist of feedback loops and mediators. Thus, the evaluation measured instances where the
VPF contributed to the instrumental use of evidence based violence prevention interventions
and where it contributed to conceptual use, i.e. how the VPF contributed to ideas about
violence prevention being integrated in policy/programmes and budgets.
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EVALUATION FINDINGS

The findings are reported according to the four main questions that the evaluation intended to
respond to. These are:
• What are the principles, methods and practices of the VPF?
• In what ways has the VPF shaped/influenced approaches to prevent violence in
South Africa (in government, NGOs, development partners, international organisations
and the private sector) and what other impacts has the forum had, including personal
development of participants?
• How have the principles, methods and practices of the VPF contributed to the forum
achieving the impacts it has?
• In what way has broader context shaped the work and achievements of the forum?

Principles, methods and practices of the VPF
The evaluation used Dore et al.’s conceptualisation of what multisector platforms need to be
effective. Three aspects were considered: context (conditions that enable the forum to exist);
process (how the forum does its work); and content. This is prefaced by an explanation of how
the VPF has evolved since its establishment.

Evolution of the VPF
Discussions about the need for a different meeting platform started around 2015. Thereafter,
the VPF evolved by organically responding to the needs of participants, demands from the policy
environment, and the broader country context.
Discussions began between ISS and UNICEF and, soon after, other researchers and government
officials were involved. According to the interviews with driver group members, early meetings
had a strong focus on parenting programmes. The first three meetings informed the design of
the forum.
From the third meeting there was increased government participation and sharing during
the meetings. During this period, GIZ became a partner and participant in the forum. This
development, together with members’ suggestion that the forum needed to acknowledge the
intersection of violence against women and violence against children, led to the addition
of women as a focus of the forum. As the forum consolidated and became an established
institution, participants chose to produce collective outputs. From 2017 onwards, policy
briefs were published44 including the seminal discussion document that set out what stands
in the way of South Africa preventing violence, and the map of research evidence on violence
prevention.45 In addition, there were spin-off projects from the forum such as the two-year
commitment to end violence against children, a partnership between ISS, UNICEF, Save the
Children South Africa, the DPME, and Media Monitoring South Africa. In this period, the
forum also saw the emergence of a network of NGOs delivering parenting programmes called
the South African Parenting Programme Implementers Network (SAPPIN).
Between mid-2018 and 2020, the forum moved towards formalisation – developing terms of
reference, adopting a brand and hosting an independent website. In addition, the focus of the
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forum was broadened to include all forms of interpersonal violence. The evolution is captured in
Figure 4 below.

VPF context
This section considers the context that enabled the forum. According to Dore et al., the context
that enables a multisector process to work is defined by the convener, resources, political
support for the process, and the focus.46

The convener
A convener is instrumental to the success of a multisectoral process. They are the individual
or institution responsible for bringing people together to address an issue or problem. This
includes identifying the participants, inviting them to meetings, mobilising resources and so on.
The convener often uses their network and influence to call people together. To do this, the
convener needs to be competent and have credibility and legitimacy.
FIGURE 4: Evolution of the VPF
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Formalisation

The evaluation found that the role of the convener was vitally important in shaping the VPF.
Firstly, the forum is made possible by the institutional hosting provided by the ISS. Respondents
were of the view that the ISS is a recognised and respected research think tank on matters of
violence, violence prevention, crime and the criminal justice system.
Members of the ISS team are regularly called to offer public commentary in the media on crime
and justice related issues in South Africa including annual police statistics. The ISS has also
worked with government departments and has established relationships with the National
Prosecuting Authority (NPA) and the South African Police Services (SAPS), amongst other
government agencies. The ISS had the legitimacy to convene and host the dialogue forum.
The forum was conceptualised and co-hosted with UNICEF. UNICEF is a credible multinational
development partner. The UN agency has a close partnership with the South African government
on issues of child development and regularly works with NGOs. Thus, the combined reputations
of the two institutions were adequate to give the VPF convening power. As one respondent
articulated:

Reputation matters. If ISS did not have a good reputation, we probably would not have
been involved with the forum in the first place. We trust ISS and we trust UNICEF. So there
are no reputational risks from the organisations that founded the forum.
(R1, Researcher)

Secondly, the ISS senior researcher who led the VPF had their own credibility in the sector.
Shortly before the VPF was established, she had published a monograph entitled ‘Beaten bad:
life stories of violent offenders’.47 The monograph reaffirmed the connections between early life
experiences of violence, compounded by experiences of loss, abuse and alienation, with later
perpetration of violent crimes.48 She had been an editor of the South African Crime Quarterly
and had been working with a local NGO in her community, the Seven Passes Initiative. A
combination of these experiences and networks, collected over decades of working in crime
and violence, gave the convener the influence and authority to convene the forum.
The VPF had a niche within the sector, it was not duplicating other efforts or competing with
existing networks. The interviews also reveal that, in addition to technical competencies,
the leadership approach of the convener encouraged partners’ continued participation in
the forum. The convener was experienced as being capable, approachable, solution focused,
and committed to building and sustaining relations, and preventing violence. A facilitator
underscored the importance of the convener saying:

When asked to facilitate network meetings I often ask who is the leader who will hold
authority with the participants, not negatively, and give me insight. We must not
underestimate the role that the convener plays, and behind her there is ISS with a lot
of rank. The facilitator does not have authority, someone has to hold that authority.
You cannot create a process of trust when there is no convener with authority to convene.
(R22, Facilitator)

The convener also had a good reputation with funders. The VPF was an experimental process.
The VPF started as an organic process that was somewhat open ended and fluid. This required
funders who were willing to experiment and try something different. As one of the earlier
funders of the VPF noted, this only worked because the convener (both the individual and the
ISS) and the other stakeholders involved early on had an established reputation for delivering
quality work.
The evaluation found that both the institution and individual convener were considered to be
highly competent and have legitimacy to convene the forum. This enabled the forum to attract
participants. Being able to attract government participation in the forum, in particular, served to
strengthen the legitimacy of the forum. For example, some respondents indicated that the fact
that the National Treasury was participating in the forum was important for them.
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Support system
The roles of the secretariat and that of the ISS and Chandré Gould are distinct and
complementary. Whereas the convener can be considered a project leader, the secretariat is a
project administrator. The role of the secretariat is central to the effective management of the
forum. The secretariat ensures the best use of participants’ time and expertise and supports
good decision making. This role straddles project management, administration, governance,
research support and to a limited extent financial management. The role involves:
• Project management, which includes duties such as managing communication and
relationships with participants, managing the group’s calendar of events.
• Project support, which includes supporting the development of the work programme of
the forum, following up on commitments participants make during meetings, tracking
achievements of forum objectives, supporting facilitators of the forum, etc.
• Administrative duties including supporting the convener in arranging driver group and
forum meetings and other forum related activities, and recording meeting discussions
and decisions.
• Research and writing responsibilities, such as drafting policy briefs, coordinating the
research process for the policy briefs and other research products.
The role of secretariat is filled by a junior researcher who is a full-time employee of ISS. This
role could not be part-time or contracted out of the ISS or convening institution. Respondents
spoke positively of the work of the secretariat. The secretariat was described as ‘competent’,
‘capable’ and ‘responsive’. This role is indispensable for the forum.
The evaluation finding suggests that the role of convener and secretariat have to be carried
out by two different individuals. Without a secretariat, the convener will become overwhelmed
and not be able to carry out all duties required to effectively convene a multistakeholder and
dynamic forum. At the same time, the secretariat alone, without the leadership of the convener
is not adequately equipped to convene a high level and strategic forum.
The VPF is supported by a multisectoral driver group. This is a small volunteer team made
up of researchers and representatives from government, NGOs and international development
partners. The group is flexible and has had on average 10 people, including one of the
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facilitators, the convener and secretariat. Members of the driver group either self-nominate or
are incentivised to join the group. The group is adaptable and people join and exit the driver
group when there are changes in their roles or when they are no longer able to fulfil the role.
Six members have been consistently present in the group over the five years, which gives great
continuity to the work of the driver group and the forum.
The driver group meets at least four times a year. Over the five years the group has held 17
meetings, attended by six driver group members on average. They meet before the VPF meetings
to structure and inform upcoming meetings and after a meeting to reflect and draw insights
from the discussions. The driver group meetings are held and facilitated in the same manner
as the forum workshops. Rank and power are recognised, individual experiences and well-being
are acknowledged, and driver group members are encouraged to be completely present at the
meeting. Forum values are upheld. This integrity in the process was identified by respondents
as an important thread that makes the forum genuine and sustains the commitment to values.
The role of the driver group is substantive. The group works closely with the convener and
facilitators. Their roles include debriefing after the VPF meetings, reflecting on what worked,
what did not and identifying any discussion points that need further development or follow up,
or that did not get adequate coverage in the meeting.
The group also regularly conducts a situational analysis (of the country, the sector and the
forum) and it has a significant role in making sense of the VPF discussions and informing
reports of the forum meetings. The driver group helps give the forum direction. As one
respondent who is also a driver group member indicated:

The approach is considered and respectful to the process, i.e. having the driver group,
having them grapple with what should be on the agenda for the next meeting …. But very
respectful and loyal to the values. That is why the driver group is important.
(R15, Researcher)

The driver group is both an advisory team and a decision-making structure. The group can make
decisions about:
• Who participates in the forum
• New potential partners and stakeholders
• The focus of specific VPF meetings
• Supporting the generation of research outputs.
Although the convener ultimately makes the final decisions, the views of the driver group are
highly respected and influential. The driver group members said that they felt respected and
that their contributions were valued and they therefore continue to give their time to the
process.
The driver group is central to the forum being able to make the best use of participants’ time
when they convene. The driver group does the sifting, sense making and strategic thinking that
informs meetings. Where they can, and with the permission of the forum, they also take forward
ideas that were left unformed or incomplete during forum meetings. This means that the forum
does not have to be stuck on issues – they can be packed and given to the driver group to help
respond to, or to explore ways to resolve. The forum is able to move forward on issues discussed
because the driver group debriefs and advises on the way forward where this did not emerge
from the forum meetings. The driver group also gives the forum legitimacy. That each of the
sectors that participate in the forum is represented in the driver group is material to how others
experience the forum. Participants feel that they can trust the driver group.
Finally, running the VPF costs money. The forum expenses are presented in Figure 5. Expertise
to run the forum accounts for most of the costs. ISS personnel costs account for 48% of the
annual costs and consultancies (primarily facilitation) accounts for an additional 10% of the
costs. The second highest expense, which accounts for 19% of the budget, is hosting the
face-to-face biannual workshops/meetings.
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FIGURE 5: VPF annual expenses
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Over the years the forum has been funded by a combination of direct financial sponsorships
and in-kind sponsorships. Financial sponsorships have come from a range of donors, with
inception funding from UNICEF, Save the Children and the World Childhood Foundation. Other
funders have included the EU, GIZ, the Irish government and the Hanns Seidel Foundation,
amongst others.
In-kind sponsorships are important for the forum. These include provision of a meeting venue
at no, or low cost, which participants like the Department of Basic Education, Masifunde and
the Seven Passes Initiative have offered. Other in-kind sponsorships include participants
volunteering their time for forum work. The driver group members contribute significant amount
of time for meetings, reviewing documents and guiding the forum at no cost to the forum.
The forum has also undertaken projects, such as developing a communication strategy, that
have required time from participants. The organisations that employ the participants cover the
personnel costs associated with co-production of forum outputs. If the forum had to remunerate
or reimburse participants for the work that they do on behalf of the forum, outside the
participation in the two meetings, the running costs would escalate. The forum would be
unaffordable or would not be as productive as it is without the cross subsidisation of volunteer
work by participants.

Forum participation
Between 2015 and the completion of the evaluation, the VPF had convened ten meetings.
The organisations that have participated in the forum can be grouped into six categories:
• Government – both national and provincial government
• Non-governmental organisations – these are typically organisations that are
implementing programmes that fall within the broader umbrella of violence prevention
• Research institutes – these include think tanks such as the ISS and academic research
institutions such as the Children’s Institute and South African Medical Research Council
• International NGOs
• Multi/bilateral development agencies
• Private sector
Analysing institutional participation presented some difficulty because some organisations have
participated in the forum as ‘special guests’ or to make specific inputs and their participation
was never anticipated to continue. The breakdown of participation is presented in the Table 2.
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TABLE 2: Institutional participation in the VPF

Number of
organisations
excluding guests

Number of
organisations
including guests/
special participants

Sector

Examples

Government

National Departments of Basic
Education, Social Development,
Health, Planning, Monitoring and
Evaluation, the South African
Police Services, and National
Treasury; Provincial Department
of Health, etc.

10

10

Research institutes

The South African Medical
Research Council, The Children’s
Institute, Institute of Security
Studies

16

16

NGOs (Programme
implementers)

Ububele, The Parent Centre,
Seven Passes Initiative, etc.

14

17

Multi/bilateral
development
agencies

UNICEF, GIZ

2

4

International NGOs

Save the Children South Africa

1

4

2

3

45

54

Private sector/
philanthropy
Total

Frequency of participation
Participation in the forum is not mandatory, nor is it a membership-based network. Participants
are not bound to attend all the meetings. Participation is also influenced by the content of the
meetings. The convener and the driver group carefully curate each meeting to make sure that
there is a good balance of individual expertise and organisational representation to enable
achievement of the objectives of a particular meeting. This curation considers technical
expertise and not just rank or affiliation. It also considers the disposition of the individual,
whether they will fit with the forum methods and values. There is also a degree of self-selection
as shown in the quote from one of the participants below:

The forum self-selects in a way. Because you have to be present. You have to be able to
engage. If you cannot then people [a person] will leave.
(R4, INGO)

Over the past five years, 122 people have attended the forum meetings. Of those, 51%
attended one meeting. This includes some of the individuals who were part of the initial
consultation meetings, invited guests, and those who came to make a specific input. The other
49% have attended more than one meeting. Looking at individual participants, participation
seems to fluctuate. However, when looking at institutional participation (see Figure 6) it is
relatively stable.
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FIGURE 6: Institutional participation in the VPF, 2015–2019
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It can be observed that the forum has created a relatively stable community. Interviews
with participants showed that the forum was able to draw like-minded people who are
committed to violence prevention. At the same time, it also offers a fluid space where
individuals and organisations can come when they need help or have an input to make
and receive assistance. This model has largely worked.
Nonetheless, some respondents viewed intermittent participation of individual participants
as a concern. They suggested that intermittent participation could weaken the ability of the
forum to effect change, particularly because it is government and large organisations who
are likely to send different individuals to the forum. However, the data considered do not
seem to suggest that fluidity of the forum has had any significant negative impact on the
work of the forum.
Intermittent participation was explored further to understand how and why it happens.
Two themes were recurring in the data.
Firstly, institutions do not always recognise the value of participation in the forum. When
institutions do not fully see how participation in the forum benefits their work, they are less
likely to commit to it. Participants who face this challenge ‘need to justify participation’
within their organisations and may struggle to get support. This seemed to be an issue for
respondents who hold junior and middle management positions in government – those who
have immediate supervisors and cannot fully define their own work programmes.
Needing to justify time was also mentioned by respondents in the NGO and research sectors.
This was linked to needing to justify ‘costs’ associated with participation, particularly to
funders. Although the forum covers costs of participation, participants’ time is not remunerated.
Thus, it is a cost to their organisation. Those respondents who were able to see the value
and convince their organisations of that, did seem to attain support for their continued
participation. Yet, of the respondents who are no longer attending forum meetings,
none mentioned their organisations not seeing value of the forum as a reason for their
discontinued participation.
The second recurring theme was ‘difficulty taking the two or three days’ out for the forum.
This was raised mostly by senior executives. Senior participants were also likely to raise
the issue of’ ‘calendar clashes and prioritisation’. For senior and executive participants,
it does seem that calendar clashes happen regularly and there are instances where they
cannot prioritise the forum. Some suggested that this could be addressed by having the
VPF calendar set a year in advance. Although this could be done, it is likely that the problem
would persist. Senior executives in government, for example, could not prioritise the forum
over cabinet meetings, intergovernmental meetings and so on. Despite the challenges the
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senior officials experienced, it was interesting to find that they made an effort to prioritise
the forum meetings:

The forum is relevant for the work that I am doing. There is nothing that would stop me
from attending future meeting.
(R8, Nat Gov SAPS)

Respondents recognised the difficulty in keeping senior people in the forum. As one participant
put it:

This forum brings healing. It brings healing to structural violence…. Give them a chance
to experience reflective experience. Need to stop the bus and connect with yourself and
others. How many managers get the privilege to reflect?
(R10, Prov Gov Health)

Inclusivity
Much effort was made to ensure that the forum represented a multiplicity of views and
sectors. The evaluation found that this was achieved. The forum brings together practitioners,
researchers, policy makers, research and evaluation managers in government and international
development agencies. The forum meetings were attended by individuals holding a range of
positions in their organisations including junior and senior people. Horizontally, the forum is
both multisectoral and multidisciplinary. For example, government representation includes
finance, health, planning, gender/women and social development sectors. NGOs who participate
in the forum also intervene to address different risk factors to violence in their communities.
There are organisations providing parenting support, those working on peace building, NGOs
working with men, etc. Even the researchers who participate in the forum have diverse research
interests. This diversity enables the forum to generate, collate and make sense of vast amounts
of information, knowledge, experience and research evidence. As noted by one respondent in
a quote below, this is unique:

First of all, that it had stakeholders from different levels, because usually that is what is
missing. Either you just have people from the top and they have very little experience on
the ground or their experience was from many years ago. So, the idea to bring people who
are working on the ground with researchers and also people who are making policy
working in government, was really interesting.
(R21, Donor)

However, the evaluation found that the forum has uneven provincial representation. Most of the
organisations who participate in the forum are based in Gauteng and Western Cape. The Eastern
Cape and KwaZulu-Natal have had some representation. Limpopo, North West, Northern Cape
and Mpumalanga provinces are missing in the forum. This omission was not intentional, nor
was it due to lack of effort. Attempts were made by the driver group and convener to seek out
organisations delivering evidence based violence prevention interventions in these provinces,
but these attempts have, so far, not been successful. This could be as a result of these provinces
being neglected by the research community. The evidence map found a concentration of
interventions and research in Gauteng, Western Cape, Eastern Cape and KwaZulu-Natal.
Limited, or no research was done on interventions in Mpumalanga, North West, Northern Cape
and Limpopo.49 Another observation is that there is an unequal gender distribution in the forum.
The forum is predominantly female with 78,3% of those who have participated in the forum
over the five years having been women.
One supposition the evaluation tested was whether male participants would be less inclined to
appreciate the facilitation methods and the invitation to bring their personal and their professional
self to the sessions. The evaluation did not find any relation between gender of the respondents
and their preference of the methods. The three male respondents were as likely to speak
positively about the facilitation methods compared to female respondents. It is likely that the
forum mirrors the uneven gender distribution within the sector.
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Political support
Political support from government is critical for multisectoral processes to achieve impact. This
includes specific support and open acknowledgement and recognition of an institution by public
policy making bodies, and support of the principles and ideas an institution stands for.
The evaluation assessed the extent to which the VPF has political support and explored how
this could be strengthened. Political support was raised by 11 respondents in 16 references.
Sentiment analysis was performed to understand how political support for the VPF was being
reported by respondents. The sentiments expressed by respondents were generally positive as
shown in Figure 7. Text analysis shows that participants generally think that the forum has done
well in building the necessary support, but that there are areas that could be strengthened.
Minimal participation by senior government officials was mentioned by two respondents as
a limitation, although they also acknowledged that it could be difficult for senior people to
take time off for two days twice a year. Another concern respondents mentioned was the lack
of ‘formal’ recognition of the forum in the policy landscape. One respondent indicated that
despite the government participation in the forum, the forum was still seen as an NGO platform.
Another issue raised was the limited direct engagement and interaction with politicians and
executives. There were no any attempts to engage Ministers or senior executives in government,
such as Director Generals of the departments, to participate in the forum.

The forum works with the work in government, but there has to be a parallel process with
government. Unless there is political will from senior management people’s jobs remain
challenging. You are not shifting the bigger systems.
(R17, Gov)

Lack of leadership by government in the prevention of violence was also cited as a reason to
explain the difficulty of the forum attaining significant political support. At a national level, there
is no department that has an uncontested leadership role on violence prevention, or even violence
against women and children. The role is shared in undefined ways between the Department
of Social Development (DSD) and the Department of Women (DoW). At the same time, other
departments have led significant pieces of work that shape the country’s response to violence,
with minimal guidance from sector leaders. A good example being the National Strategic Plan
(NSP) for GBV and Femicide which was led by the presidency, not by any of the ‘leading’ line
ministries. Therefore, there was not one department that the forum could consistently work with
that could influence or lead other departments. This leadership vacuum creates flux within the
sector that makes attaining clear and consistent political support within government difficult.
The view that the forum lacks political support was prevalent amongst participants working
in government and international networks/agencies. Five of the six government respondents
(both senior [Chief Director level] and middle management) raised concerns about what they
perceived as a lack of political support for the forum, and a lack of influence of the forum over
political decisions.
Some of government participants also reported finding it difficult to integrate the forum’s
recommendations within their institutions in ways that shifted their institutions’ approach
to violence prevention. As one of the respondents said:

I have limited influence of the organisation as a whole because I am too junior. I do not
think that my participation has had so much impact on how the organisation works.
I have shared resources with others and I have connected people with others in the
forum… I think it is too big of a beast. I do not think that it is my experience in the forum,
that could help me change the way the department works. I have actually tried; I started
asking more difficult questions in meetings; I have started offering that we share
knowledge, I have tried to push that we work cross sectoral. It was never well received.
And also there is this thing that you change the way of working, change is complicated.
I mean when you chat to your colleagues and start engaging critically, it is going to lead
to more work and no one wants more work.
(R20, Gov)
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FIGURE 7: Sentiments on political support for VPF
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This is not to say that the forum is having no influence at all. This respondent had been able
to use the learnings from the forum in her work. This suggests that perhaps within these
bigger and more complex systems of government, a different approach might be needed to
help participants better integrate what they are learning in the forum into government.

How the forum meets
A number of aspects related to the operation of the forum are important to its functionality.

Meeting format
The forum holds meetings twice a year. Each meeting lasts two days. A maximum of 40
participants attend each meeting. The number is kept low enough to facilitate interpersonal
connections between participants and high enough to accommodate the many different
organisations who need to participate for meaningful and productive dialogue. Participants
are encouraged to sleep in the same venue or close by, and spend time connecting outside
of the meeting. This includes dinners, morning walks, and excursions.
Forum meetings are convened in a unique way. Participants sit in a circle without tables.
This is an intentional design to address hierarchies and it also discourages the use of laptops
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during the meeting. Sitting in a circle was mentioned by respondents as an important part of
the forum methodology. They indicated that this helped remove barriers and encouraged open
sharing. Senior government officials, senior representatives of international and multinational
development agencies, senior executives in NGOs, even those who are specially invited to
specific meetings are treated as equal to other participants. Respondents were appreciative
of this approach and often compared how different this is from the approach at other
meetings they attend.
Formal presentations are kept to a minimum. The facilitators discourage the use of PowerPoint
presentations and encourage narratives and engaging inputs. PowerPoint presentations are
reserved for specific inputs that do not lend themselves to easy understanding if people do
not see the data, for example, when National Treasury presented about the budgeting process.
Discussions are intercepted by strategically designed exercises and games that quickly build
community and trust, and facilitate open sharing which is needed for the success of the
meetings. Games and role playing during meetings also encourage perspective taking.

Value driven
The VPF process is value driven. Respondents repeatedly stated that the forum values are ‘vital’
and ‘central’ to how the forum functions. The forum participants co-developed values to guide
the forum. During the second and third meetings of the forum, participants defined and
adopted seven values that they would hold themselves to. The seven values are:

Respect
Empathy
Deep democracy
Active listening
Commitment and courage
Collaboration and partnerships
Fun

A number of themes were established in the evaluation in relation to the forum values.
Firstly, the values are ‘owned’ by the group. This is because the participants developed or chose
the values themselves. They are not seen as a set of rules that are imposed by the convener or
the facilitators, but rather as a guide for collectively held standards and expectations of
behaviour.
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Secondly, the values are ‘affirmed’. Every meeting revisits and reaffirms the ‘rules of
engagement’ and participants recommit to the relevance of the values and their applicability.
Thirdly, values are ‘applied’. Participants apply the values and when the values are violated,
corrective measures are taken. The correction process is also done in keeping with the values.
A facilitator offered an illustrative example:

I remember time when people would communicate in confrontational ways, maybe they
were newcomers to the forum, the facilitators would go and speak to the individual in the
break and hear where they are and make them aware of the forum values and that the
way they communicated was not in sync.
(R22, Facilitator)

The forum also ‘practices the values’ through activities in which participants apply the values.
Lastly, the values are seen as a ‘container’ of the process. Because participants know what to
expect from the other participants and trust that if the values are violated there will be recourse,
they are able to have difficult conversations with one another, raise uncomfortable issues and
dialogue in ways that are respectful. Feeling respected and safe, were recurrent themes both in
feedback forms and with respondents.
Forum values have become ‘sacrosanct’ to all work associated with the forum. They have come
to be associated with forum participation and with the forum itself. Participants noted that the
values are applied beyond the two-day meetings, in all interactions between the convener and
participants and between participants. This makes the values real and transforms the nature of
interactions between participants.

Facilitated
Facilitation of the meeting was an important element of the VPF methodology. The forum
facilitators are independent consultants who specialise in facilitating group processes using
non-violent principles. They are not employees of ISS or any of the key partner organisations,
although one facilitator has prior connection with one of the NGOs in the forum. The
commitment to use external facilitators was noted as different by one respondent:

I like the commitment to have external facilitation. We usually just do everything
(researchers). Recognising that people have different skills. Moving from the arrogance
of researchers that we have all the skills.
(R14, Researcher)

Most forums and networks have a chair and are not facilitated. The chair is also likely to be an
individual(s) from participating organisations. They are often selected to chair or facilitate the
meeting based on their rank or position in their organisation, and not their skills or capacity to

Feeling respected
and safe, were recurrent
themes both in feedback
forms and interviews.
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facilitate discussions. The VPF conveners recognised that facilitating discussions in ways that
build trusting relationships and support information sharing and learning, requires skill sets that
researchers do not always possess. VPF facilitation is grounded in AVP and deep democracy.
Participants are provided with ample space and time to practice and apply the values of the
forum in their interaction with each other. For example, active listening is regularly practiced
by giving participants activities which involves listening to another participant without adding,
questioning or interjecting. Secondly, facilitation processes bring both the personal (selfawareness and awareness of others), professional knowledge and any other awareness into the
discussions. Meditation and silent reflective sessions are part of the meeting agenda. Thirdly,
facilitators participate in the process and do not observe or merely guide the discussions.
This is an important part in making the space safe and equal. There is no one who is above
the forum’s process, everyone participates equally. Lastly, the facilitators make sure that all
voices are heard, valued and respected, even those that are difficult.
In keeping with AVP approaches, the opening of the meeting is critical. The facilitators
make sure that as soon as the meeting starts, each participant is given an opportunity to
say something and feel part of the discussion.
Respondents also recognised that the facilitators were highly skilled and applied their
methods consistently. They are also confident in their knowledge and skills and are able
to adapt as needed by participants. Therefore, they do not impose a form or process on
participants. This allows the forum to be responsive to agitations of the group.
The forum always uses more than one facilitator. The current facilitators are a white female
facilitator and African (black) male facilitator. This was noted as a positive aspect of the
facilitation.
Despite the value driven, intentional and thoughtful process that informs the facilitation of
meetings, the evaluation found incidences where people did not feel heard or felt certain voices
were silenced. There were also reported incidences of participants silencing others outside
of the forum meeting. One respondent from government reported how during one meeting,
other government participants came to her to ‘caution’ her against the way she was openly
participating and sharing information about her department. This is something that negatively
affected this participant and threatened her withdrawal.

Deliberative
The evaluation found that the forum meetings offer a deliberative process. Participants have
an opportunity to carefully consider evidence or information shared, and developments in the
country. Making sure that there are not too many formal presentations leaves adequate time
for participants to engage with materials presented at the forum. That way participants are
not sitting and listening to information being presented at them, but have time to reflect,
ask questions and make comments on what they have heard. The discussions are also actively
steered for participants to reckon with the ‘so what?’ question, asking what the evidence or
information means for their work and for violence prevention. Respondents indicated that
they appreciated the time they are given to think and reflect.
The process is also interrogative. Using the example of the forum spending two sessions
discussing what is meant by violence prevention, one respondent noted that ‘nothing is taken
for granted’. This is a general approach of the forum. There is no input or material that is not
open to question. Participants are regularly asked questions to prompt them to think critically
about what they mean, what the evidence is pointing out, what they are learning, and the
implications of what they are learning for practice. One respondent said that this interrogative
approach had been very useful in her work, helping her think critically about what her
department was implementing:

It has helped me to think more critically about my work. Questions asked in the forum I
would then take forward and ask similar questions about other issues that we deal with
at work, and apply that logic there.
(R20, Gov)
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Participants also have opportunities to test ideas with each other. Participants are able to
present ideas that are not yet fully formed to get other participants’ reflections and thoughts,
or to share observations that unsettle them.
Lastly, the forum creates opportunities for collective sense making. Participants are able to
reflect on what is being presented and hear the comments and input of others trying to make
sense of it.
Valuing diversity was important in the deliberative process of the forum. The participants bring
diverse views on the same issues. The forum is intentional about creating space for different
voices to be heard, to better understand the problem of violence and find innovative solutions.
Respondents indicated that hearing diverse voices was one of the strengths of the forum. Deep
democracy is practiced by encouraging participants to actively listen and refrain from criticising
or snubbing those who think differently.
There was one reference in a feedback form from May 2018 where a respondent expressed
concern about language that was not respectful of other sectors. Further analysis found that
this happened in a meeting where there was a deep democracy process to define what stands
in the country’s way to preventing violence. A participant, new to the forum, had been critical
of the Limpopo Provincial government. Though the forum generally allows criticism of
organisations represented, the language used had been disrespectful and had affected some
of the government officials negatively.
This experience demonstrates the difficulty of being inclusive and addressing some of the
real failings of government institutions that significantly hamper progress in the sector. It also
demonstrates the tension that individuals who participate in the forum, particularly those in
government, may face. These individuals are seen as representing their departments. Although
this seemed to be an isolated case, it is illustrative of the difficulty in having government
participation in a civil society initiated forum.

Inclusivity
The forum is intentional about inclusivity. This is done by encouraging equal contributions
from participants and by balancing the sharing of empirical research and evidence with other
information, such as practical experiences (personal and professional).
Dominant voices are managed in a number of ways, including by holding discussions in smaller
groups, and by facilitators respectfully and tactfully inviting in those who have not shared.
There is also an attempt at inclusivity in the production of research products from the forum.
Anyone who participates in a meeting can participate in the writing of a policy brief that
emanates from the discussion. This is not to say that everyone does.
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Lastly, decision making is not hierarchical. Most decisions about the forum are taken during
forum meetings. Where it is not possible for the forum to make a decision, the driver group is
mandated to do so.
The evaluation found that on balance these efforts have created an egalitarian community,
where most participants feel that they have something to contribute, that they ‘belong’ and
‘have a voice’. However, there were suggestions that some participants felt excluded or are not
comfortable raising issues.
The evaluation found 11 references to dialogue processes that made a participant feel excluded.
For example, one respondent from the October 2017 meeting wrote in their feedback form:

I’m cognisant that those with the loudest voices seem to elevate their agendas (noble
agendas they may be) but I think the big challenge moving forward will be how to build
consensus around what in violence prevention this group can collectively get behind
and mobilise.
Another respondent mentioned how individual participants have raised (in confidence) concerns
about being left out of the writing process:

The writing of the work that emanate from the forum, when Chandré is trying to do the
work she is consultative, but I think the secretariat should open up. They should give the
opportunity to say to all members this person has an idea to write a paper, do you want to
join. We do not want to see the publications emanating from certain members only. People
feel that they are being used to give the information and others get glory in writing. For
think tanks writing is their bread and butter, but in government it is not. Some colleagues
are not open enough to face this and accept that.
(R18, Gov)

Another area of reported exclusion is in speaking opportunities. The process of deciding who
represents the forum in speaking engagements was viewed as being undemocratic. This could
be because the driver group tends to make these decisions and is given the permission to do so
by the forum. However, it highlights an area that needs consideration. It also may suggest that
there are individuals who are on the fringes of the forum, who do not yet see the forum as a
process they own and therefore can make demands of it. More efforts are needed to understand
who is likely to feel left out and factors that might be influencing that.

VPF content
Nature of the content
The content covered in the forum falls into four categories:
1. Presentations of results from research and evaluation. This could be from research
institutions participating in the forum or from research or evaluations commissioned
by government.
2. Participants can share information from their organisations or anything they have
come across that they think might be useful to participants. For example, the Sexual
Violence Research Initiative (SVRI) regularly shares information about opportunities
in the sector or latest developments globally that could affect work in South Africa,
and the National Treasury presented information about how government budgeting
processes work.
3. Presentations can cover policy developments, including invitations for participants to
make inputs. Examples of this include a presentation by the DSD on the National
Programme of Action.
4. Participants can also share new ideas or issues they are grappling with that they need
assistance with.
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More recently, the forum has organised training and capacity building workshops for
participants. These take place outside of the two-day meetings.

How do respondents view the content offered in the forum?
The forum has provided content that is applicable and fills the knowledge gaps of participants
in a non-threatening way. Learning was referenced 58 times in the feedback forms from six
meetings, and in interviews. Having ‘learned something’ was a recurring theme in all the
feedback forms. It was also a recurring theme with interviewees in all sectors represented in
the forum as can be seen in Figure 8 below.
FIGURE 8: Frequency of theme ‘learn’ in VPF meeting evaluations
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Further analysis showed that participants felt they had gained new understandings, knowledge,
skills, values and behaviours from participating in the forum. Most references to things
participants learned are to ‘practical information’.
In the feedback forms and in interviews, respondents specifically mentioned learning about
government budgeting, programmes being implemented in the country, policies and legislation,
and challenges other sectors are facing. These were more likely to be referenced than specific
evaluations or research. This could be because most of the content in the forum is skewed
towards this type of information. It could also highlight the knowledge gap that exists in the
sector. This could be the missing link to the operationalisation of existing research evidence.
The evidence suggests that, information about of how government systems work and how to
influence them, and how government policies relate to NGOs’ work seemed to have made lasting
impression on participants.
Participants in government and development agencies (e.g. UNICEF and GIZ) recognised the
value of hearing from civil society organisations. The research content that respondents were
likely to mention specifically was that presented in the policy briefs. This could be because
the policy briefs are short and use accessible language, but also because they are available.
Participants are provided with copies of policy briefs at forum meetings. Therefore, it could
indicate the more substantive issue of access. Most research is likely to be published in
journals, which are likely to be subscription based, and in large evaluation or research reports
that are not accessible to users. Implementers and policy makers are not always the target
audience of academic publications. The policy briefs, on the other hand, present work that
has already gone through a process of sense making and translation into an accessible format.
The content was described as balancing dialogue and practical work. For example, in one
meeting participants spent time discussing what violence prevention meant as a construct
and its practical implications. In other meetings participants spent time mapping government
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programmes and policies that shape the country’s response to violence. In another meeting
participants mapped programmes that they know are being implemented by NGOs and linked
these with government policies. This finding affirms the importance of balance of different
types of content to make meetings interesting and relevant.

Documentation
Documentation is a critical part of a successful multisectoral process. It gives credibility to the
process, allows the process to be transparent, records the success of the process and can be
useful for reflection and learning.
Good record keeping for an intervention like the forum should ideally include recording meetings,
discussions and decisions. It should also include documenting the thought process and ideas
that emerge from the meetings. The VPF processes are documented in the following ways.
Firstly, the convener and secretariat keep records of discussions and processes. This includes
who was invited, who participated and what the costs were; feedback from each workshops; and
records of meetings of the driver group, etc. They also develop a report for each of the forum
meetings. This report is drafted by the secretariat and is overseen by the convener. It is then
shaped by the driver group. The ISS provides communication support to make sure that the
reports are good quality and branded. These workshop reports are shared with participants
electronically and in print at the meetings.
Secondly, the ideas and insights that emerge in the meetings are further developed and published
as research outputs such as the policy briefs. At the time of writing, four policy briefs have been
published by the forum. These were co-authored by members of the forum. The policy briefs are
widely read. For example, 600 copies of the first policy brief were printed. It was the second
most viewed policy brief published by the ISS over an equivalent time period. Between publication
on 29 September 2017 and 16 July 2019 it was viewed on the ISS website 1 490 times. The
VPF policy briefs were first launched in a seminar in 2018.
Respondents indicated that they share the policy briefs in their organisations and regularly
reference them in their work as shown in this quote:

…the documents are very very helpful. The policy briefs have been helpful. I read them
and use them.
(R8, Gov)
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Because the policy briefs are co-produced with participants, they offer a great opportunity to
bridge practice and research evidence. The policy briefs are also tangible outputs of the forum.
Participants indicated that having policy briefs helped them to demonstrate the value of their
participation. They could go back to their organisations and have something to show for the
four days a year that they take to participate in the forum. One respondent also said that their
own organisation had used the policy briefs as their own outputs. They did not have adequate
research capacity and through the forum they are able to participate in a process to develop
research outputs.

…we also struggle with capacity, we do not have enough people to do the work on
our work. So having a forum where it is done collectively, then we can get much done.
[It feeds] to our research outputs, the policy briefs feed into our outputs. We do not
have money to do research on our own but we can get that done through the forum.
(R4, INGO)

Thirdly, some of the ideas from the forum lead to comprehensive research projects. One
example is the development of an evidence map of all research in South Africa on interventions
to prevent violence. This project came from the realisation in the fourth meeting that one of
the things that stood in the way of effective violence prevention was that the country did not
know what works to address violence. The evidence map was produced in partnership between
the Centre of Learning on Evaluation and Results at the University of the Witwatersrand. the
Institute of Security Studies, and the Africa Centre of Evidence at the University of Johannesburg.
It was the first attempt to map all available evidence on violence prevention interventions in
South Africa.50
Another example is when the Institute for Security Studies partnered with Save the Children
South Africa to assess, through a participatory process, how South Africa was doing in
implementing the WHO’s INSPIRE Framework. The process included a series of workshops
with researchers, practitioners and government representatives. This resulted in an evidence
informed report which was presented to the leading ministry, the National DSD. This report
became the basis of the South African Pathfinder Report for 2019.
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Despite this, seven respondents raised concerns that the forum risks being seen as a talk shop.
These views seemed to be influenced by a number of factors. Firstly, participants do not always
recognise the forum outputs as belonging to the forum. This has to do with branding of outputs.
The quote below illustrates the case:

…there is lot policy briefs coming out of the forum, and some of them are really
great. I mean there are great policy briefs that are really interesting but the policy
briefs look like the ISS policy briefs but not the forum. Maybe the ISS needs to have
the policy briefs come out as VPF. Need to make the brand stronger. They are in in the
shadow of the ISS.
(R20, Gov)

This is understandable as the forum only had a distinct branding from 2019.
Another factor is the length of the individual’s participation in the forum. Participants with
strong views about lack of outputs were either those who participated in earlier meetings of
the forum and had not participated more recently, or they participated in a limited number
of meetings. It could also be that they were not aware of the forum’s outputs.
The final factor could be that those who are not in the driver group do not seem to be aware
of all the work that the forum has done, or the policy and process influence the forum has
had. There are differences in understandings and expectations of what the forum can do. Two
distinct views appear. There are respondents who want the forum to develop concrete policy
proposals that are taken to government to implement. For this group of respondents, a measure
of success would be a specific policy position or programme which the forum collectively
developed being implemented by government. Or a programme the forum deems to be evidence
based to be adopted and scaled-up and implemented by government.
A second group of respondents expected the forum to develop programmes and implement
them, testing some of the thinking and insights from the forum discussions. This view was
predominant in the feedback forms and was expressed by some interview respondents. In
feedback forms, participants seemed to express the need to see something come out of the
discussions they had, ‘something tangible’ and ‘something on the ground’. There is also a group
that talks about ‘something tangible’ without much clarity about what that would look like.
The findings affirm the importance of documenting the work of the forum. The commitment to
have the work of the forum written up and shared has been the right strategy. In a world which
values written knowledge, documenting the forum discussions and research adds to the existing
body of knowledge on violence prevention in South Africa. Documentation also contributes to
making the forum’s work visible.
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HOW THE VPF SHAPED AND
INFLUENCED VIOLENCE PREVENTION
IN SOUTH AFRICA
This evaluation did not set out to attribute policy changes solely to the VPF. Attributing policy
changes to one single intervention is rarely possible since policy change happens as a result of
a series of interrelated actions by different actors influenced by their context.51 52 53 Rather,
the evaluation aimed to estimate and explain the contribution of the forum to policy
development. In this regard it was found that the forum has been quite influential.

Forum results
Mutual supportive community/network in violence prevention built
The forum has been able to sustain participation of all stakeholders over six years of meeting twice
a year. In addition, the quality of participation and level of commitment remains high. This can be
seen in participants continuing to give their time to participate in the driver group, sub-groups of
the forum, and represent the forum at conferences, amongst other things. Although the evaluation
recognises that not all sectors participate equally, it also recognises that it is not possible for the
forum to include all possible participants. There are at least 11 national departments with some
mandate to respond or prevent violence. The National NPO register records more than 150 000
NGOs, most of which operate in the social welfare sector.54 These NGOs are spread across the
country. Meetings with more than 40 participants would undermine the integrity of the process and
erode the effects of the forum. Thus, considering this context and limitation, the forum has been
able to maintain consistent participation of at least six government departments, 17 NGOs, two
development agencies and four leading think tanks or research agencies. The forum has been able
to build commitment to the process of multistakeholder dialogue on violence prevention.
The forum has created a mutually supportive community. Talking about participating in the VPF,
respondents said:

I left feeling/knowing I am not alone with my struggles in this field.
May 2019

I find it invaluable to be part of this interdisciplinary, cross sectoral team.
May 2018

Interview respondents shared similar sentiments. The forum has been described as:
Being a supportive system for each other.
(R1, Researcher)

It has also been described as offering:

Community and sense of belonging, not always tangible.
(R10, Gov)

The qualitative findings are supported by the findings from the survey. Sixteen of the twenty
participants who responded indicated that participating in the forum helped them feel
connected with others working in violence prevention.
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This effect seems to have been most dramatic for NGO participants who were more likely to
express prior feelings of being isolated. Being part of the forum has enabled them to feel part
of a community. Some respondents from the research and government also mentioned that
participating in the forum makes them feel part of a supportive community.
The supportive community is generative. New ideas and insights are generated by being part of
the community. This happens when participants engage in collective sense making processes
when research or information is shared in the forum. Because participants feel safe and they
trust both the process and the other participants, they are more likely to ‘allow’ their existing
perspectives to be challenged and to hear different views. Therefore, new insights and new
learnings are generated in forum meetings.
The foundation of this mutually supportive community is empathetic understanding of other
sectors. It is not possible for participants to feel supported or connected to others, if they do not
feel understood or they fail to understand other sectors. An important contribution of the forum
has been building empathetic understanding of other sectors. Instead of seeing each other as
problems and obstructions/obstacles to change, participants are able to see and appreciate the
challenges others experience. With this understanding they are able to engage each other
more effectively.

...imparting empathy towards others (government). I realise I can’t just be saying
government does not work or government does not want to work. Evidence based is about
being adventurous and creative, but when working within a system people might not
venture out, but that is not because they do not want to, but because the system does not
allow them. Of course, when they can imagine or have foresight, and see different way of
learning and working, they do not get the support to venture out. This is not a fault of
officials. But what they know. This is a deeper understanding I have grown.
(R1, Research)

Understanding each other instead of blaming game or fighting each other. i.e.
Understanding the limitations and the bureaucracies that they (gov) are facing it helped,
helping government understand NGO. Helping me understand even the NGO world itself;
understanding the government sector. We were able to be real about the challenges that
we face.
(R6, NGO)

…can get real perspective on government and the failings of government. I find this
challenged me, meeting people who are working hard in government who are knocking
away. Recognising that there are government people who are on the same side. Seeing
government as not anti non-government.
(R5, NGO)

Empathy building activities such as ‘standing in each other’s shoes’ were frequently mentioned
by participants as having been important and effective in shaping participants’ perceptions of
each other.

Shared understanding emerging
Another area that the forum seems to be having influence in is in the development of a shared
understanding. There are three distinct areas where a shared understanding seemed to emerge:
on what constitutes violence and its causes, that violence is preventable, and that collaboration
is paramount for likely success in efforts to prevent violence.
On what constitutes violence, there is an emerging shared understanding and appreciation of
the complexity of the problem. Respondents often indicated how they left meetings with an
understanding that:

‘it is a complex issue that requires a holistic approach to address’
(Sept 2019)
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An important
contribution of the
forum has been
building empathetic
understanding of
other sectors.

Similarly, in the interview a respondent said:

It has also broadened out the discussion and the multiple factors that we need to
address. It has been a great platform for developing a shared understanding of various
issues and a broader understanding of what underlines violence in SA and best way to
address it.
(R14, Researcher)

South Africa experiences such high levels of violence, that when most people talk about it,
they say that violence has been normalised. South Africans have come to see the presence
of violence as a natural social condition or identity. With that kind of understanding so well
entrenched, it is difficult for people to believe that violence can be prevented, even those who
are working to ameliorate its effects in society. There are indications that the forum is shifting
participants’ thinking about violence. Some of the participants are starting to see violence as a
learned behaviour that can be unlearned, and to believe in the possibility of interrupting the
cycle and reducing levels of violence as shown in this illustrative quote:

I was initially more focused on response. I started seeing the importance of prevention.
This emanated from the government response which focused on response. The forum
made me realise that though we need to respond we need to prevent violence.
(R18, Gov)

However, this remains tentative. Some of the respondents expressed concerns that the concept
of violence prevention remains ill-defined. In addition, they were concerned that violence
prevention is a long-term goal that might not be attainable. This requires on-going attention.
The other area of emerging consensus is the importance of collaboration. There was a realisation
by government officials that: ‘Some of the work is not possible to be done by government’
(R17, Gov). Other responses included suggestions that the forum ‘reinforces the principles of
working together’; that to effectively address violence ‘requires a holistic approach’; and that it
highlights the importance of ‘leveraging power of working together [rather] than trying to work
individually to try and address sexual violence, IPV, or violence generally’ (R14, Researcher).
In a sector that is fragmented and fraught with adversarial interpersonal relations and
organisational competition, an increased appreciation of the importance of different sectors
working together in order to prevent violence is an important change process that the forum is
contributing to.
The emerging consensus is still tentative. One comment in the feedback form highlights this:

I think we might not all be on the same page about how we talk about violence and there
might be advantages to having some document that spells it out (if there isn’t already)
– What are the forums of violence? How crime Is different from violence, etc.
(May 2018)
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This quote raises questions about whether there could be areas where there is not a shared
understanding or consensus. Noting the challenges with sectoral leadership and political
supported in previous section, it is also difficult to say whether this emerging shared
understanding can shift the country’s approach to violence which is centred on the criminal
justice system.55

Increasing likelihood to seek and use research evidence
The forum increases the likelihood that participants will seek and use research evidence in their
work. There is an awareness amongst participants that research evidence is important in efforts
to address violence.

Examples of evidence uptake
A respondent from the South African Police Services spoke about how the forum
helped them to see that violence was complex, and should not only be responded to as
a criminal offense. Because of this new insight the respondent has ensured that the
SAPS programmes dealing with youth are reconsidered. He said:

There was a presentation on AVP and we wanted to start engaging initiatives to support
the interventions in schools with bullying and other challenges at schools. I like the
idea that AVP can assist children that they can deal with conflict differently. Evidence
is important. Violence prevention is complex. Violence happens not because of the
immediate environment…. We are trying to change our approach in terms of children to
say that children might get involved in crime because of other issues. So, we picked up
that children are not always aware of what to do with their time and they get involved
in crime. So now we are thinking of how we can intervene in ways that use their’ skills.
(R8, Gov)

For a senior official who is responsible for one of the frontline services to communities
to value and seek evidence to inform the work they are doing is transformational. It has
the potential to transform the programmes that SAPS are implementing in schools
with young children and also how they deal with children in conflict with the law. This
demonstrates the catalytic influence of participating in discussions that highlight the
value of evidence in dealing with complex social problems. However, in this example,
the appreciation of evidence had not yet resulted in change in programmes. The next
two example offers a glimpse of how appreciation of evidence can lead to change in
how programmes are implemented.
An international development agency had substantial resources to implement a
programme to address violence against women and girls. The organisation had not
thought about what evidence was saying about what works to prevent violence against
women and girls in South Africa. Participation in the forum helped the participant see
the value of research evidence and their organisation subsequently took evidence
seriously in the design of their intervention in three sub-Saharan African countries.
Phaphama Initiatives had, for many years delivered programmes for young people.
Though their programmes are founded by AVP and other peace building methodologies,
they had not been subjected to formal evaluation. The organisation had not built an
adequate evidence base to show the success of their work or why their interventions
seemed to be working. This limited the organisation’s own learning, but was also a
missed opportunity for the country. The participant reported that participation in the
forum increased his understanding of evidence and its importance in programming
and decision making. As a result, the organisation invested in evaluating their
programmes.
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The evaluation concludes that there is association between participation in the forum and
awareness of the importance of research evidence and likelihood of individuals acting on that
awareness by seeking or using evidence and application of this in their work.

Increased intersector collaboration and information flow
The evaluation found that strengthening of networks across sectors facilitated information
flow between institutions. The forum is contributing to participants appreciating collaboration.
There is a realisation that they can achieve more when they work with others. This was reported
across all categories of institutions participating in the forum. Even respondents who stopped
participating in the forum reported that they continue to value collaboration more and have
formed partnerships with organisations or individuals who they would not have, if they had not
participated in the forum.

Examples of intersectoral collaboration arising from the VPF
A respondent from the National Department of Health was able to offer a parenting
workshop to officials in the department through collaborating with one of the NGOs
that participates in the VPF. She was also able to access research evidence from one
of the researchers in the forum. This information was used in government reporting
to parliament. Through the network established in the forum, the Health Portfolio
Committee was able to access evidence they would not otherwise have had access to.
As a result of relationships developed in the VPF, Save the Children, the ISS, DPME,
Media Monitoring Africa, and UNICEF established a two-year collaboration to end
violence against children. Through this collaboration, DPME hosted a two-day workshop
for government officials using the methods of the VPF. Save the Children and ISS
collaborated to host a series of workshops about the WHO’s INSPIRE package to end
violence against children that laid the foundation for the South African Country Report
as a pathfinder country.
Lefika la Phodiso and the National Department of Health partnered in 2018 after having
met at the VPF. They worked together during the 16 Days of Activism against Women
and Girls in the Eastern Cape where DoH gave inputs on adolescent girls and Lefika la
Phosido led a mapping of young people’s experiences of violence.
Perhaps one of the most significant collaborations to emerge from the forum is the
formation of the South African Parenting Programme Implementers Network (SAPPIN).
SAPPIN is a group of NGOs that develop and run programmes to support parents and
caregivers. These organisations now support and learn from each other and encourage
the spread of parenting programmes in communities across South Africa. As one of the
co-founders said:‘Working together in the SAPPIN network gives us a powerful voice
with a direct impact on positive parenting and violence reduction in South Africa.’ The
network, which was formed in 2018, has grown to include 15 organisations.56

Building new skills
The VPF enables participants to learn by doing. Interpersonal skills such as active listening,
engaging with dissenting voices and empathy are practiced during meetings. Respondents
reported how participating in the forum helped them acquire or strengthen skills. The forum
was described as having built:

...skills to be gentle. Using approaches that nurture non-violence, pro peace principles
and demonstrating that you can achieve violence prevention without violence.
(R1, Research)

I learned a lot in terms of how to be respectful, how to be, human, how to be companionate,
and empathetic.
(R19, INGO)
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Another respondent said they applied the values of the VPF in their work:

Active listening and respect are very present in the forum and so I have actually taken
that forward in my interaction with colleagues.
(R20, Gov)

These skills and knowledge proved invaluable as participants engage in other multisectoral
forums and policy making processes. For example, respondents reported how the forum shaped
their participation in the Interim Steering Committee to develop the NSP for GBV and femicide:

[Name withheld] influenced the steering committee (that was guns blazing) she was
confident, assertive, persuasive and gentle enough to calm the ‘guns blazing‘ and get the
steering committee to accept her proposal.
(R1, Research)

Policy influence
The evaluation found three instances in which the Forum had a direct influence over policy.
Policy processes are inherently political and complex. They are influenced and shaped by
numerous factors, including the values of those who participate in the process, budgets, time
limitations and pressures to deliver the policy, political contestations, and so on.57 Therefore,
it is not possible to attribute the changes solely to a single intervention. However, through
systematic enquiry it is possible to establish the contribution the VPF made.
The data show that forum participants were influential in the development of the NSP for GBV
and Femicide. Three forum participants, who are also in the driver group, were in the interim
steering committee. In addition, the convener of the VPF was invited to comment on the draft
NSP. The respondents mentioned three main contributions of the VPF to the NSP.
The first is the inclusion of children in the plan. The NSP emerged from the Total Shut Down
movement initiated in August 2019, which lead to the president convening a National Summit
on GBV in December 2019. Most of the organisations who participated in the Total Shut Down
movement and the summit, and who were included in the Interim Steering Committee
were women’s organisations. As a result, early versions of the NSP focused on women, and
intersectionality of violence against children and violence against women was not acknowledged.
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Members of the VPF who participated in the interim steering committee (with the support of
other members) successfully argued for the inclusion of children in the plan. The same argument
was made in the formal submission of the ISS. Consequently, outcome 2.4 of the NSP is:
‘Optimally harnessed Violence Against Children (VAC) programmes that have an impact on GBV
eradication.’58 This inclusion is important to address fragmentation of services, particularly
when this happens within the home.
Secondly, the VPF ensured that there is a focus on prevention in the plan. The DMPE’s
Diagnostic Review of the state’s response to violence against women and children established
that prevention is under-emphasised in policy and practice.59 More resources are allocated to
criminal justice ministries than for social interventions. An early policy brief of the forum had
argued that this skewed resource allocation had not produced the desired reductions in reducing
levels of interpersonal violence.60 This argument was made by VPF participants in the interim
steering committee. A text search of the NSP found 178 references to prevention in the policy.
Further thematic analysis showed a substantive inclusion of prevention as a critical part of
interrupting the cycle of violence. Pillar two of the NSP is ‘Prevention and Rebuilding Social
Cohesion’ while one of the outcomes or intervention areas under this pillar is ‘strengthening
capacity to roll out evidence based prevention programmes in South Africa’, which is the vision
of the VPF.

The forum principles are all over the NSP, on what kinds of intervention to focus on as a
country and pushing for prevention of GBV, the budgeting component of the NSP was
heavily influenced by VPF, VPF also pushed for a balancing between short term needs and
a long-term view.
(R1, Researcher)

Being part of the forum and the driver group its nice because you can share what is
happening in the policy arena. You can also influence the thinking of… When we sit in the
NSP steering committee we talk about how we include prevention. And it is because I have
been in the violence prevention forum that I am lobbying for prevention.
(R3, DP)

Thirdly, the ISS and VPF participants argued for the policy to be costed, which was partially
effected.
The VPF also influenced a provincial safety plan. Two officials who were closely involved in the
development of this policy were participants in the forum. They ensured that the convener of
the forum and other members of the forum participated in the development of the policy. They
reported drawing on lessons and evidence from the VPF in their work on the policy. They have
ensured that the plan includes a focus on parenting programmes and stresses the importance
of evidence.
Lastly, the VPF was also influential in the increase of DSD budgets in 2019. Previous research61
on this found that the DSD acted on a recommendation from the Diagnostic Review and
proposed to National Treasury to increase the budget for prevention. At the time this request
was made, the public finance analyst in National Treasury responsible for National DSD budget
was participating in the forum. Through his participation he had grown an appreciation of the
challenges that NGOs were facing, the limited resources they work with and the importance of
preventing violence. This contributed to the official supporting the proposal and being able to
make a case, during the budget process, for why the resources were needed. DSD received the
additional resources.

Shaping practice
The evaluation found cases of the forum influencing practice. A distinction is made between
instances in which the forum influenced an organisation’s processes and where it influenced
the programmatic work.
The evaluation found two ways that the forum has influenced organisations’ processes.
Participants reported that their participation in the forum had led to their organisations
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adopting (with some adaptation) forum principles and approaches. A community-based
organisation, the Seven Passes Initiative, reported how they adopted the principles of lowering
rank, active listening and including fun in their staff meetings. The SVRI also said that their
approach was strongly influenced by lessons learned from the forum. This includes appreciation
for diversity, purposefully drawing on the diverse skills of network members, and a commitment
to written outputs.
Participation in the forum is associated with an increased understanding of violence and
violence prevention. Many organisations do work that is critical to reducing levels of violence in
the country, but would not consider themselves working in violence prevention. Participation of
these organisations in the forum has helped refine their understanding of where and how their
organisations’ work contributes to preventing violence or reducing levels of violence in the
country. The organisations who provide parenting programmes and those providing youth
services reported that participation in the forum helped them realise how and why their
programmes fit with the wider violence prevention theory of change. Quotes from respondents
highlight this:

It allows our organisation to frame our work within a broader policy area. We work in
communities we see the challenges they face and it can be difficult to have a broader
perspective and why we do what we do…. Helps us see that we are building a national
drive and initiative. The little bit we are doing is towards a broader violence prevention
in the country.
(R6, NGO)

I have gone back to our organisation to dialogue on what violence prevention means.
We usually frame our work not as violence prevention, so we started leveraging what we
do to the question of violence prevention.
(R3, NGO)

This helps organisations better articulate their impact, beyond the immediate results of their
programmes and to see how they contribute to a collective undertaking to prevent violence.
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In some cases, this realisation led to institutions adapting their programmes. For example,
one organisation added GBV to their home visitation screening tool. In other cases, it has
helped organisations to rethink their theory of change and to articulate how their interventions
contribute to reducing violent behaviour. This clarity of vision, and recognition of the long-term
change the programmes are contributing to, while being able to articulate that, strengthens and
potentially improves quality of programmes being delivered.

Expanding representation
Expanding representation refers to broadening who participates in policy and decision-making
processes. The evaluation considered whether participants have accessed policy making or
decision making processes that they would otherwise not have been able to access.
There are indications that this is the case. Participants who were in the interim steering committee
indicated that they had access to the steering committee because of their participation in the
forum. In addition, once other members of the VPF were invited to participate in the process,
they invited other VPF members. An example was given of how Cornerstone Economic Research,
a research consultancy firm, was invited to participate in the NSP process. The participation of
Cornerstone, who were invited to do a costing of the NSP, was facilitated by a member of the
VPF who was in the interim steering committee. Another respondent from government reported
that she had received more invitations to make inputs into policy documents than before.
After forum meeting, Save the Children South Africa was invited to inform how Western Cape
Department of Health could assess questions about adverse childhood experiences. The
participant happened to have extensive experience in analysing data on adverse childhood
experiences in the life course of South Africans.
Expanding participation or representation in this sector is important because in such a
contested sector it is possible for dominant voices to emerge and ‘hoard’ policy making space,
limiting diversity and therefore stifling the innovation that comes with multiple voices and
perspectives. The VPF is functioning as a launching pad for a range of organisations and
individuals to have a voice and add their perspectives to policies and inform in decisions.
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MECHANISMS BEHIND THE OUTCOMES

The previous section explained how the forum works and what it has achieved. This section will
explain why it works.
Firstly, the evaluation explored how mechanisms were used to understand the association between
participation and results or outcomes. Secondly, the evaluation used the forum’s theory of
change to demonstrate how change is taking place through the three pathways, and identify
if there are parts of the theory of change that are performing sub-optimally and need attention.
Mechanisms are the generative elements that connect an intervention with the outcomes. They
occur in a particular context and their influence over the outcomes is context specific. They are
processes triggered by what the violence prevention forum has been offering. They explain why
the VPF has been able to have the outcomes it has achieved within a certain context.
The mechanisms work together, never individually. They reinforce and augment each other.
Mechanisms work continuously, they are not a once-off condition.62 It is possible that participants
experience different levels of ‘activation’ depending on how long they have participated in the
forum, how much they are invested in the forum, and the links they are able to make between
the forum and their work.
Six mechanisms were identified in the analytical framework (access, trust, awareness, agreement,
ability, confidence). Based on previous research on the topic of evidence-use (also referred to
as uptake), it was hypothesised that for the VPF process and content to lead to change:
• Participants would need to:
– interact across sectors
– become aware and access evidence
– agree with the evidence.
• The forum would need to build their capacity to use evidences and help participants
be confident in their knowledge.
The evaluation established that all six mechanisms were being activated by participants’
involvement in the forum. An additional mechanism was also identified – it contributes to
healing from collective experiences of trauma.

Access
Access is the mechanism most referenced in the data. Through the forum, participants have
access to information, evidence, and individuals. The forum provides participants with access
to information that is not always easily accessible. This includes insight into the internal
functioning of government. This was mentioned by NGOs and researchers as being valuable and
helpful in their work. Government officials and representatives from international development
agencies referred to the importance of hearing about the lessons learned and challenges faced
by local NGOs that are implementing prevention programmes. This is all in addition to improved
access to research.
Access to people is central to how the forum works. People meet in ways that facilitate
relationship building founded in trust and a sense of shared vision. The relationships
established at the forum are not just additional contacts in people’s phones but, ‘it’s people
they know will help them when they need assistance’ and people they would prioritise.
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Another aspect of access is the accessible language and communication that the forum offers,
that is often missing in traditional seminars. As one respondent mentioned:

[traditionally] People talk past each other. If you think of academic people who engage
with government, there are people who are quite good at it, but others are not. It is not
if my colleagues are idiots. Academics do not have to talk down on them. People use
concepts and terms people cannot understand. It is an attitude.
(R17, Gov)

The limitations of typical research communication have been extensively noted.63 64 Most
research communication tends to be one way. Researchers communicate their findings and
expect governments and other implementers to understand the implications of their research
for practice. There is much written about why this form of communication is not helpful. It
assumes that the public servant and implementer does not know much and does not have the
knowledge to contribute to the discussion (as shown in the quote above). Therefore, it cuts off
the possibility of engagement. This can contribute to defensiveness on the part of implementers
and policy makers,65 and leaves the implementer or policy maker and the researcher frustrated,
while wasting resources.66 The forum addresses this by offering a platform where no single
form of knowledge is privileged. The forum recognises that communication is more than just
words and language and that it is about ‘sense-making and meaning making as well as social
organisation’67 In this way the forum has been able to facilitate access to information and new
knowledge in ways that encourage learning.

Trust
Building trusting inter- and intrasectoral relationship is a central aim of the VPF. Strengthening
networks was one of the most frequently mentioned benefits of participating in the forum, and was
highly valued. The survey responses showed similar trends. Sixteen (80%) of the 20 respondents
thought relationships built in the forum explained some of the success of the forum.
The forum has been able to support relationship building because it brought together individuals
from different sectors, created a space where they could interact not only as professionals but
as human beings. This has been effective. Participants ‘see’ each other beyond the failings of
the institutions they represent or the official position they might hold, and have developed
empathy and understanding of each other’s sectors. The result is that people are willing to interact
with individuals they would otherwise not interact and build relationships with. Government
respondents reported having built relationships with civil society organisations (CSOs) and other
government officials; NGOs built relationships amongst themselves and no longer see each other
as competitors but as collaborators.

The forum has been
able to support
relationship building
because it brought
together individuals
from different sectors,
created a space where
they could interact
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Awareness
The evaluation also found that participating in the forum enables participants to become aware
of ‘evidence’ as a concept, and its importance. This means that those participants who were
not aware of the concept of evidence and the need to make decisions on the basis of what is
known about the problem and what works to address it in certain contexts, have developed this
awareness. They have made a shift in how they think about what information to draw on when
making decisions within their organisations. This is incredibly important considering that this
awareness led to changes in programme design and encouraged organisations to invest in
generating evidence base for their programmes.

Agreement
Agreement did not come through as a strong mechanism contributing to the forums’ results.
Outcome measures of shared understanding showed tentative consensus. This is probably
because there are a number of concepts and ideas for which there is no real consensus. This
includes the foundational concept of prevention – what it is and how to attain it, or whether it
should be the goal of the forum.
The implications of the conceptual difficulty are that there are still questions about who is
doing prevention and who is not, which ministry or departments should be leading this work,
which NGO programme falls in the sector and which falls out.
Similarly, what evidence based violence prevention means remains an open question. It is
important to note that the questions and disagreements about evidence or evidence based
policy are not unique to the VPF nor are they unique to the field of violence prevention. Debates
about evidence use and evidence informed decision making and its relevance for complex social
problems have been ongoing for some time and there are differing views.68 There are those who
view it as technical imposition on an inherently political and value laden process of making
policies and decisions in society.69 It can also be seen as a way to exclude those whose evidence
is not deemed rigorous or adequate to inform debates.70 Those who support and argue for the
importance of evidence, argue that decisions made on the basis of what is known are likely to
reduce harm and reduce wastage.
FIGURE 9: Word cloud text on relationship
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Therefore, complex issues remain unresolved, and without simple answers. Attempts to answer
and perhaps reach consensus might have significant implications for resourcing and policy.
The forum has been careful not to rush to articulating a ‘shared understanding or position’.
However, there are sufficient areas of ‘agreement’ about the existing knowledge around violence
prevention in the forum that have inclined participants to use their learning from the forum in
their work.

Ability
The forum is developing the capacity to use evidence. By bringing individuals from different
sectors, the forum convenes conversations that enable researchers to gain a better understanding
of the policy and implementation environment. This helps researchers reorient their research.
An example of this is the growing interest in implementation research as a way to answer some
of the pertinent questions policy makers have. Moreover, it helps researchers to learn new ways
of communicating with policy makers and implementers. By connecting the individuals and
helping build trusting relationships, people are able to access each other outside of the
meetings of the forum for more engagements. These engagements offer unique opportunities
for researchers to interact with policy makers and implementers to better understand how
research can best support implementation and policy making.
Stevens suggest that policy makers often want relevant information. Relevance is judged not by
how much or well something is researched, but by whether it causes the least disruption in the
policy environment.71 Researchers need sufficient understanding of policy parameters to produce
research that is transformational and likely to answer relevant policy questions. Public servants
working within the policy environment carry with them insights and knowledge of what policy
positions and proposals are likely to receive buy in and are aware of existing knowledge gaps.
Information exchanges that build the capacity of researchers to learn what the policy
environment needs are critical for them to be able to produce useful research. It can also
increase integration of research evidence in policy processes.72 The VPF has created
interactions between policy makers, implementers and researchers, thereby improving the
ability of researchers to understand the policy environment so as to inform their research,
and to improve their communication of research findings. At the same time, policy makers
and implementers who participate in the forum acquire an aptitude to use evidence. Through
engagements with researchers, in a safe environment that offers space for reflection and
collective sense making, they are able to contend with the meaning of the evidence, reflect
on how it can be applied and in some cases use the forum to test out how the evidence can
be integrated in existing systems.

The forum is
developing the
capacity to use
evidence.
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The collective sense making that happens during meetings is invaluable. Research on human
cognition emphasises that when coming across new information, individuals rely on existing
mental structures that simplify and guide their understanding of a complex reality. They use
existing cognitive frameworks to structure information and situations to foster understanding.73
These frames assist in the sense making process. Palazzo et al. argue that in the process of
sense making, people pull from several vocabularies that are shaped by the dominant ideology
of their society, (and since sense making is mostly a social process) by the organisations they
work for and their professional education.74
Thus, cognitive frames shape the way we define and represent a problem, define causal
relations between phenomena and what individuals might view as possible solutions. In a
context like South Africa where people were forced to live apart with minimal interaction
based on the colour of their skin, this is fertile ground for rigid frameworks and inability of
people to be open to different perspectives. The forum brings together people who would be
unlikely to engage in a process of sense making together sufficiently to shape each other’s
thinking. It creates an environment where some of the rigid frames can be challenged and
safely shifted, thereby increasing the likelihood of new information being integrated with
existing knowledge, and enhances individuals ‘ability’ to use the new information.
The forum has built participants’ interpersonal skills. The forum is an experiential learning
experiment. Participants who are open to the process, learn new ways of engaging with others.
They learn empathy, active listening, and to engage with dissenting voices, amongst other
things. These skills and abilities are critical in any decision making processes. Policy making
is inherently about choices and balancing of social values.75 76 Around any policy making table
there will be multiple perspectives. In this sector, it is also likely that there will be different
beliefs and values.77 As Parkhurst argues, policy discussions are rarely only about evidence.
The ability to influence decisions is not determined by knowledge of the best or latest
research, but by the ability to negotiate and make concessions.78 Stevens argues that what
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often influences policy acceptance is a relationship between different actors. Although he
was speaking about relationships within the public service, this could be true of intersectoral
relationships. The evaluation found that there are indications that the principles of nonviolence and deep democracy have shaped the way that participants engage in other
multisectoral forums and policy making spaces, thereby increasing the influence that forum
participants have in these settings.

Healing
This mechanism was not part of the initial theoretical framework. However, it came out strongly
in the research.
The forum was referred to as a ‘healing space’, ‘safe space’, ‘therapeutic’ and in many other
related terms. Seven survey responses also included references to the forum as a healing space.
Participants found the forum to be a safe space where they could raise issues that they were
experiencing and be treated with respect. The mindful facilitation encourages introspection,
reflectiveness and self-awareness.
This mechanism is particularly important in South Africa and in this sector because of both
historical trauma and on-going exposure to trauma by those who work in the sector.
The impact of the shared history of violence and state repression on South Africans is often
under-emphasised. Apartheid was, in the minds of many South Africans, an unprecedented evil
that dehumanised and castigated millions of black families to live in squalor, trapped in poverty
for generations. It entrenched ideologies of superiority and inferiority based on race through the
states’ allocation of resources and laws. But, as Collins argues, the significance of cruel
systems, like apartheid, in explaining some of the behaviour that we observe, is found not in the
factual details of apartheid itself.79 What is important are the identities that different narratives
about the history of South Africa produce.
Collective trauma and historic trauma are effectively about the construction of meaning, both
for those who were victims of the traumatic events and those who were perpetrators.80 The
impact of historical trauma is ongoing racial tensions and sensitivities, and the normalisation
of violence and its consequences. Incidences of indiscriminate police brutality, pervasive
gross mistreatment of black people that aimed to dehumanise and emphasise inferiority had
psychological and behavioural impacts that were not adequately acknowledged and addressed
in post-1994 policies. This untreated trauma influences how people in different sectors interact
and make it harder for people (of different races) to hear and understand each other.
In addition, those working in violence prevention – whether in the police, social development,
courts, clinics, etc. – are exposed on an on-going basis to traumatic events. This exposure has
been shown to be linked to vicarious stress which leads to empathy fatigue. Also, violence is
everywhere in the news, whether it is interpersonal violence or violent crimes or violent protests,
these events are regularly reported on the news and form part of public debates and personal
conversations. Fear of violence continues to engender the balkanisation of communities from
each other and othering, particularly of black men. This fuels racial tensions both in professional
and personal spaces. This is the context within which participants of the forum exist and work.
In this context of high levels of stress and trauma (vicarious, collective, historical), the healing
mechanism might account for the positive feelings towards the forum. Working with trauma is
hard work. Participants reported finding in the forum, a reprieve from what can be
overwhelming work.
There was fair representation of government officials and researchers amongst those who noted
the importance of the forum as a healing space. This shows that the forum is offering something
different from what officials are traditionally exposed to and that they gain value from it. Similarly,
for researchers. A donor interviewed for the project also highlighted ‘healing’ as important to the
forum’s success. It offers something that is needed in a sector that is fraught with a great many
difficulties, as demonstrated in challenges experienced in the development of the National Plan
of Action and more recently the NSP.
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Confidence
Participation in the forum is also associated with increased levels of confidence. This was
both about ‘finding one’s voice’, ‘believing in one’s abilities’ but also about affirmation of the
importance the work participants are doing.
This mechanism was identified by respondents in NGOs, government, and researchers and
development partners (see Figure 10). By applying the forum values and facilitating respectful
discussions in a safe/contained space the forum creates the condition for participants to
‘rediscover’ their own voice. Respondents who are shy, not sure about their views, not very
articulate in English, or not too familiar with academic terms and concepts, have an opportunity
to share their perspectives and experiences as much as those with advanced academic backgrounds
or who hold senior positions. Their inputs are also treated with respect and given meaning and
value, not dismissed.
This has incrementally rebuilt individuals’ trust or belief in their ability and the validity of their
questions. An illustrative case is a respondent from government who mentioned how most
previous experiences of talking in meetings were associated with being ‘shut down’ and not
being listened to. Repeated experiences like these had eroded her confidence leading to her
doubting her knowledge and capability. Over time, participation in the forum helped her regain
her confidence and be able to participate in forum discussions. The same respondent had been
quite active in connecting with other participants, sourcing evidence from researchers and
sharing information from her department. This was supported by another responded who
indicated that the forum was:

Allowing members to find their voice, trust it and use it. I do not think that the forum went
out of its way to do this. We can trust ourselves and raise objections in constructive ways.
(R1, Researcher)
FIGURE 10: Confidence-coding frequency
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Another notable area where the forum is building confidence is by providing participants with
opportunities to represent the forum and participate in platforms, other than forum meetings.
Participants gave examples of opportunities to represent the forum at the international SVRI
conference. Other examples include participation in the donor forum hosted by the EU, and
in webinars and seminars. These opportunities offer possibilities for people to discover the
valuable contribution they make in the sector. They can be launching pads to effective
participation in other forums.
Lastly, respondents noted that being part of a community and working with other like-minded
individuals in the sector affirms their work. This gives them new confidence in the work they
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are doing. An illustrative case is that of an official from a provincial department of health
who had been working to integrate a violence prevention lens into early childhood care health
interventions such as the First 1 000 Days. She recognised that participating in the forum
where such novel ideas were supported and encouraged, affirmed that the path they were taking
was the right one. Another example is when SVRI was being established as an independent
entity, they were grappling with how to create a network in ways that successfully draws from
the strength of different partners. The forum affirmed the approach they were taking and
therefore informed the conceptualisation of the international network.
Individuals are the smallest unit in any system or network of organisation. Building or
strengthening an individual’s confidence in their capacity which motivates them to act more
boldly, innovate and approach their work with renewed motivation and clarity, can be the
starting point to improve the functioning of units/organisations represented in the forum.
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Summary of the mechanisms
The table below presents a summary of the mechanisms.
TABLE 3: Mechanisms that make the VPF work

Mechanism

Description

Awareness

Participants who were not aware of research evidence and its importance in
violence prevention, now are.
Participants are more likely to demand evidence-use in their own organisation
and integration of evidence in their programmes.
The forum is building awareness of, and positive attitudes towards,
research evidence.

Agreement

By co-producing knowledge products and reflecting on existing knowledge, the
forum has cultivated shared understanding of violence and the need to prevent it.
Although participants do not agree on everything, there is sufficient agreement to
move the work of the forum forward.

Access

Participants have access to individuals they would otherwise not have.
The forum discourages the use of jargon and other exclusionary communication.
Presentations are broken up by individual and collective sense-making activities.
Insights and new knowledge from the forum are summarised in easy to access
policy briefs.
This contributes to research or information about complex government processes
being accessible to participants.

Trust

Interpersonal sharing, dinners, playing games, etc. have all been incorporated
into the forum's methodology to encourage relationship building and empathetic
understanding between decision makers, implementers and researchers.
Results show that participants have developed empathy for colleagues in different
sectors, are building relationships with individuals who they would otherwise not,
and report seeing each other as collaborators and not as competitors or adversaries.

Ability

The forum has supported decision makers in developing skills and in accessing and
making sense of evidence.
Researchers understand the policy environment better and can thus improve their
research and communication.
Implementers understand government processes and how their work relates to policy.
Through modelling deep democracy and encouraging self-awareness, the forum
builds participants' skills to engage with dissenting voices in other settings.
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Healing

In the context of high levels of stress, trauma (vicarious, collective, historical, etc.),
the forum has created a safe space that contributes to healing some effects of toxic
stress and trauma. This was experienced by participants from all sectors.

Confidence

Encouraging all voices to be heard and respected, facilitating respectful dialogue and
lowering knowledge hierarchies have contributed to building and strengthening
participants’ confidence in their individual capabilities, and their ability to speak
about evidence informed violence prevention.
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ANALYSIS AGAINST
THE THEORY OF CHANGE
The VPF theory of change has three main pathways. The first pathway is about relationship
building, the second pathway is about evidence generation, translation and brokering, and
the last pathway is about strengthening the workforce. These three pathways work together,
supported or enabled by preconditions to change, including the competence and credibility
of the convener, quality of facilitation, etc. The evaluation found that the theory of change of
the VPF is generally working, with some caveats. This is explained further.

Relationship building pathway
The evidence gathered in the evaluation suggests that this pathway of the theory of change
is working well. Interventions to build relationships within a safe space that is well facilitated,
while applying the values of the forum, have contributed to strengthening relationships. As a
result, participants in the forum have, on average, built trusting relationships with people in
their sectors and other sectors. These established relationships have unlocked information
sharing and collaboration. The number of exchanges (formal and informal) between people
in different sectors and those in the same sector is also testament to this. The survey results
support this finding. To the question ‘How has participation in the forum changed the way you
share information?’, 10 (50%) out of 20 respondents indicated that they are now more likely
to share information with others in their sector and different sectors. Eleven (55%) out of
20 respondents also said they were more likely to share information with others in the forum.
In addition, the forum has created a mutually supportive network of individuals who are growing
in their understanding of violence and violence prevention.
FIGURE 11: Relationship building pathway
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Evidence generation pathway
The evaluation suggests that this pathway of the VPF theory of change is also working but
there are areas that require attention. What is working well is that the VPF is generating new
knowledge that is published in policy briefs. The forum acknowledges power and rank, and
has been deliberate in lowering hierarchies of knowledge and offers equal opportunities to
share information, research evidence, etc. The forum is also offering a safe, facilitated and
deliberative space for participants to be able to interrogate the evidence or information
presented. In this, the forum has been an effective space to translate sometime complex
research or government processes for them to make enough sense for participants to
be able to acquire new knowledge and insights. Participants are learning from participating in
the forum. However, violence prevention is complex, there are multiple perspectives on what
causes violence and how to respond to it. There are areas in which the forum has struggled to
develop shared understanding. Some of this is in foundational concepts like violence prevention
and evidence based violence prevention. The evaluation recognises that the concept of building
consensus or building a shared understanding itself can be problematic because it is unclear if
all participants in the forum would have to share a common understanding for consensus to
be reached. What is clear, is that although the forum might have some unresolved conceptual
issues, enough shared understanding exists to move the work forward.
FIGURE 12: Evidence generation, translation and brokering pathway
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Strengthening the workforce
This pathway of the theory of change has also been working. Through the forum’s experiential
learning methods, participants learn new skills. These skills have been used in other forums and
processes outside of the VPF. The facilitation approach used in the forum has been effective.
Using external facilitators gives the facilitator an ‘insider-outsider’ role. They are not perceived
as having a ‘stake’ in the outcome of the discussions. Their ‘externality’ to the convening
institution and any other participating organisations can be trusted by participants. The
facilitators are skilled and come across as authentic in the application of their methods and
approach. The values of the forum have been applied and lived, making the forum trusted
for its value driven approach. This has allowed participants to wade into the methods and
the conversation fully. They are able to allow themselves to bring their personhood into the
conversation reducing positionality and posturing. This has allowed for genuine and authentic
conversations on difficult topic.
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FIGURE 13: Strengthening the workforce pathway
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A concern in this pathway, is whether the approach has inadvertently created a different form
of silencing, where because of the respectful and safe space created in the forum, individuals
are reluctant to raise issues that diverge from the dominant thinking or what is perceived as
dominant view of the forum. That is whether there is professional elitism forming and putting
peer pressure on participants to not raise issues that could upset the balance within the forum,
or raise issues that are contrary to dominant views.
The three pathways have worked relatively well and the forum has been able to produce outputs
(policy briefs, videos, presentations at conferences, etc.) and outcomes (building a community,
inputs in policy, etc.). The model of the VPF has worked because of empathetic and capable
leadership, mindful and value driven facilitation, strategic and democratic decision making,
and strategic support from secretariat and communication team (see Figure 16). These four
elements worked together underpinned by an intentional effort to support and strengthen
relationship building between participants. It is important to note that the four elements were
equally important. If one element was removed or underperformed, the model would not have
worked as it has.
FIGURE 14: Basic elements of the VPF model
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CHALLENGES

Perceived exclusionary practices
The VPF is purposively and thoughtfully curated, which is necessary (as described earlier).
Nevertheless, the curation process has been seen to be exclusive. Currently, participation is
skewed towards organisations working with children and excludes many organisations working
with women (to address GBV). Since the forum focuses on strengthening the country’s systems
to address the risk factors for violence, by design it excludes organisations that only respond
to violence after it has happened (such as shelters). More importantly, it only includes NGOs
that are delivering evidence based programmes, or are evaluating their programmes. Although
this is a pragmatic choice, one respondent raised the concern that institutions with significant
influence in the GBV sector have felt excluded from the forum.

Funding
The forum requires flexible funding. Most respondents are not able to self-fund their
participation in the forum. If required to, participation will be out of the control of the convener
and the driver group. The forum theory of change depends on participants being able to meet,
be professionally facilitated and access professional communication support to produce quality
research outputs, amongst other things.

Sustainability of the forum
The forum is largely built around networks and resources the convener has access to and has
enabled. Her leadership was identified as an enabler of the forum’s existence and success. Over
the years the driver group has assumed greater leadership of the forum, and Diketso Mufamadi
is transitioning into a stronger leadership role. Managing this well is important to the
sustainability of the forum.
In addition, there is pressure for the forum to be ‘scaled-up’, either by establishing provincial
violence prevention forums, or by having similar forums focused on other issues. This is a
great opportunity for the forum, however, the demands on the current resources (convener,
facilitators) are considerable and need to be managed carefully with a clear intention to build
capacity to enable continued support for the national forum and other emerging projects.
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CONCLUSIONS

This evaluation aimed to do two things. Firstly, to document the methods and processes
of the VPF. To do this it applied a framework for studying multisectoral platforms. The
framework treated evidence use as behaviour change. This means that individuals have
acted, drawing on the best available knowledge. Borrowing from realist notions of change,
the evaluation aimed to understand how the context and mechanisms shape the changes
the VPF has achieved.
The evaluation found that the VPF processes that include mindful facilitation that is
value driven, deliberative and dialogical while focusing on relationship building have
been desirable for the context of South Africa and the violence prevention sector. The
forum is building a supportive community of practice where participants feel supported.
When participants feel supported and part of something bigger than themselves, they are
propelled to take action or talk about violence prevention. They do not feel they are alone
trying to change policy or address the monumental problem of violence in the country.
Therefore, they are less likely to feel overwhelmed or that their efforts are futile. In this
they can be re-energised and motivated to keep going. In a sector with high levels of
vicarious trauma this is incredibly important.
The forum’s content offers a balance of substantive and relevant information for
participants and relationship building activities. This content has been positively received
by participants, though there are areas that the forum can strengthen. A combination of a
competent and credible convener at institutional and individual level, strategic directing
by a multisector driver group, a capable secretariat and strategic communication support
has enabled the forum to be successfully convened for six years. The forum can do better
to connect to national political processes and government decision making systems.
The forum can also better network with other existing national movement in the wider
VAWC/GBV sector. This will be important to achieve wider changes in the policy
environment and implementation.
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