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Executive summary  
Background This report provides findings from the End of Project evaluation of the 2-year project “Stronger Together!” Youth and Community Leaders Working Together for Sustainable Peace”, which was funded by USAID. The project was delivered across 8 districts in Zimbabwe by SFCG and three implementing partners namely: CCMT, ZIMCET and CSU. The goal of the project was to strengthen tolerance and reconciliation after the elections in Zimbabwe. The project worked towards fostering trust and tolerance in Zimbabwe while working with youth and community leaders, including traditional leaders, from across the political, ethnic and generational divide. The project used the ‘The Team’ as a tool for facilitating peace building discussions at community level.  
 
Evaluation Methodology The evaluation team implemented a mixed-method approach in the delivery of this assignment, integrating quantitative and qualitative research methods of collecting and analyzing data. The quantitative research element entailed administering Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice (KAP) structured questionnaires to both participating and non-participating community leaders and community members from four of the eight districts where the project was implemented, namely Lupane, Tongogara, Vungu and Hurungwe. A total of 197 participants (112 women and 85 men) responded to the KAP questionnaires. Qualitative information was collected through focus group discussions with men, women, youths and community leaders while key informant interviews were conducted with government officials, district officials, councillors, village heads, youth leaders and other community leaders, as well as SFCG, CCMT and ZIMCET as well as UNDP.   
Summary of Main findings 
 Findings of Effectiveness The project achieved a number of its output indicators, which is a very positive result that must be celebrated given the project focus and the politicised operating environment, challenges in community entry and initial delays in project implementation. Comparison of the baseline and Endline outcome indicators show that there was remarkable change between baseline and Endline values. There is therefore a clear indication that the project made noteworthy progress toward building the capacity of the community to use common ground techniques.   A number of collaborative activities were also initiated in the project areas, which covered such areas as dam rehabilitation, road rehabilitation, school classroom blocks construction, school toilets, community gardens and market stalls for vendors. Beyond the specific activities the project was following up, the evaluators noted that communities were out of their own initiative starting other activities such as poultry and gardening. Another noteworthy example of practical action leaders took as a result of the training, was the establishment of an area committee, a platform that brings community leaders, council and other stakeholder to discuss challenges and collaboratively find solutions.  Results also indicate that leaders are adopting more inclusive approaches allowing participation of community members including women and youth in community activities and decision making: “…every member of the community is welcome and encouraged to participate in 
community decision and activities…”   The project sought to build community capacity to engage in dialogue and work collaboratively on community issues despite their differences. Survey results demonstrate that the majority of respondents had (i) participated in problem solving dialogue discussion with someone of a different 
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background (78%) and (ii) collaborated with someone of a different social position on a community issue. Additionally, analysis of how individuals and communities were dealing with conflict revealed that violence was the least common (n=3) way respondents indicated were using in dealing with conflicts. The majority of respondents cited facilitated dialogue as the way of managing conflicts and traditional leaders were the predominant source of assistance.   Feedback from the project partners was that they generally found added value in the capacity building, learning and review opportunities presented by this project. Among other things, partners particularly highlighted the quarterly review meetings, which aimed at tracking project performance at activity level.   Findings of Relevance The relevance of the Stronger Together! project could not be overemphasised. Evaluation findings make it judicious to conclude that the project was entirely appropriate to the target participants and communities, also the strategies practicable within Zimbabwe’s socio-cultural and political context. The evaluators conclude that the project addressed the key community concerns and the selected communities had conflicts that really needed this intervention. Both leaders and community members found “The Team” relevant to their personal and community experiences. The use of film followed by facilitated discussion to address issues of community concern such as corrupt leadership is relevant especially considering the political environment in which the project was implemented, where issues particularly to do with leadership are easily politicised and rarely discussed candidly. The relevance of the project is further evidenced by the general consensus among council officials that the tool must be adopted by all councils and the need to have a dialogue platform such as the rural district development committee (RDDC) which could be used for managing and resolving conflict at district level.    Findings on Sustainability The majority of project participants (97%) are convinced that the activities initiated by the project will continue beyond the end of this project. The creation of platform that brings together various stakeholders to discuss issues of mutual interest with their leaders and collaboratively develop solutions, further reinforces sustained peace and continuation of collaborative activities. At national level the national peace dialogue process was key in establishing strategic networks for future work. 
 In summary key and positive sustainability elements of this project included: i. Collaborative development activities were community managed and driven by local groups and committees that have the mandate to serve their own communities; ii. Communities took lead in setting their own priorities and courses of action for the   development of their activities; iii. Emphasis on the use of locally available human and material resources and capacity; iv. Strong working relationship and capacity building existing structures at both community and district level;  v. Building upon the partners’ previous and existing project for continuity and enhancement of previous processes; and  vi. Creating and nurturing relationships with key strategic stakeholders both at national and sub-national level.      
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Enabling factors and challenges The following enabling factors to the project success were identified: 
§ SFCG and partners (especially CCMT), had a shared commitment and enjoyed a mutual partnership, relying upon a longstanding partnership history; 
§ The use of film and stimulating discussions at all levels, worked remarkably well in the current political context as it made it easier for participants to open up and discuss issues affecting them;  
§ SFCG and partners received buy-in from the leadership and district and community;  
§ The project sought to build on internal agency of communities as such the project allowed participants to make their own decision on implementing collaborative activities, this was quite innovative, empowering and self-sustaining; 
§ The community exchange visits were an eye opener to those involved as they drew lessons from how other communities were managing to deal with challenges similar to their own.    Challenges Despite the successes reported, the implementation of this project has not been without its own challenges. Some of the key challenges noted were as follows: 
§ Entry in certain communities especially in Zaka and Bikita were rather problematic, as the project was not allowed to engage with certain traditional leaders by the district administration. The project was unfortunately caught up in a conflict which is most probably as a result of existence of parallel authority structures, i.e. traditional and elected leadership and has resulted in a myriad of conflicts in many local authorities; 
§ The nature of the project also attracted the attention of security agents, as evidenced by their huge presence in some of the meetings; 
§ The partnership with ZIMCET did not go as initially envisaged due to its limited implementation capacity and a failure on their part to appreciate they had not fully grasped the project implementation tools.  Lessons Learnt and Recommendations The following lessons can be drawn from the project implementation: 
§ A stronger focus on community empowerment, involving the project participants from the start of the project and having communities taking lead in setting their own priorities and courses of action for the development of activities present greater opportunities for sustainability. SFCG and partners are thus encouraged to continue having this as the mainstay of their programming and peacebuilding initiatives.  
§ Challenges faced in Zaka and Bikita demonstrate that complexity of the project environment where conflicts at district level affect project activities at community level. Peace building initiatives in such a polarised environment requires careful navigation and continuous engagement of all authorities to demonstrate the project’s neutrality from either side of the conflicting parties.   
§ Investing time in building relationships with key stakeholders and players in the sector ensures understanding of partner capacity, values and approaches which is key to partner engagement. SFCG should consider investing more time in networking with other organizations in the peace building sector to build relationships premised on shared common values and approaches. Such networks could become a source of partners when needed. The manner in which the relationship with UNDP has developed is encouraging and more of such should be pursued.  
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§ Consistent communication and facilitation of partner dialogue through ongoing review and reflection meetings can help align different partner organisations to implement a similar strategy and ensures the project implementation remains on course despite challenges.  In addition we present the following recommendations for SFCG, project partners and stakeholders:  
 Recommendations to SFCG and Partners 
§ SFCG and partners are encouraged to continue with the project, scale up to other areas and train more leaders in order to have a critical mass of capacitated leaders in all communities as well as extend the training to MPs; 
§ The partners are encouraged to consider supporting community collaborative activities. However, the evaluators recommend that the partners consider a funding model that does not depart from the need to utilise internal resources and capacity within target communities to facilitate their own development trajectories;  
§ Consider identifying and capacitating community level peace ambassador trained in the approaches who can apply and provide local capacity building and facilitation beyond the project; 
§ Consider developing another series of “The Team”, documenting the success stories from the current project as a way of demonstrating the benefits of working together as communities. 
§ More focus should also be given to traditional leadership in leadership and conflict management capacity building since they seem to play a bigger role in community peace resolution and conflict transformation.  Recommendations to other Stakeholders 
§ Local authorities are encouraged to revive the Rural District Development Committee (RDDC), as a platform for mainstreaming conflict management to local government structures and closer working relationship between local government technocrats;  
§ Councils are encouraged to consider adopting “The Team” and the Common Ground Approach as a basic training and orientation tools for all incoming councillors and council officials;   
§ Local authorities are recommended to continue supporting and monitoring collaborative activities, this will demonstrate the benefits of communities working together for a common cause, which can be a good lesson to other communities.    
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1. Conflict Context  Conflicts in Zimbabwe are multi-faceted and inter-linked to the extent that it is impossible to analyse or even deal with one conflict to the exclusion of the other. The political conflict that has been an enduring feature of Zimbabwe since the late 1990s has, for instance, been driven by ethnic, social and relational conflicts at community level.  It has been further argued that the multi-layered conflicts Zimbabwean communities’ face require multi-faceted approaches and responses. The period during which the project was implemented also brought another conflict dimension; intra-party factionalism especially within the ruling ZANU (PF).  These internal party squabbles made leadership engagement difficult as the project ran the risk of being perceived to be aligned to one faction depending on the affiliation of leaders selected to participate in the activities. 
 Community leaders are strategic to peace building at community level as they play a key role in both inciting and mitigating community conflicts. In many communities, leaders have been implicated for instance in distributing resources along political lines and not impartial in their mediation role. Yet community leaders continue to play a central role in community life, including efforts to manage conflicts. Traditional leadership plays a particularly important role in rural communities because they are seen as living close to community residents and understanding their concerns.   Additionally, rural communities in Zimbabwe are governed by a dense and complex array of authorities and structures such as District Administrators, traditional leaders; Rural District Councils. These local government structures have often served a dual purpose, i.e. articulating the development aspirations of the community and political mobilisation. With the advent of strong opposition politics, the politicisation of local government institutions has become a major source of conflict that transcends to the community level. The existence of parallel authority structures, i.e. traditional and elected leadership has resulted in a myriad of conflicts that have stunted development in some rural communities in Zimbabwe. Chiefs on one hand claim that they are the legitimate representatives of people as they are permanent and sanctioned by a higher authority (the ancestors), whilst councillors claim that they have a mandate from the people because they were directly elected.  Complex and contradictory legislative provisions, coupled with lack of understanding by district leadership of the legislative provisions both exacerbate conflicts in rural local authorities.  According to CCMT (2015)1, conflicts over development priorities are particularly acute in resettlement areas. Resettlement areas typically have little of the social service infrastructure necessary to support the communities of resettled farmers now living there. As former commercial farms, the existing infrastructure is not designed to support decentralised communities engaged in small-scale commercial farming. The existing infrastructure is inadequate, centralised and inappropriate for the existing needs, fuelling conflict2.  The harsh economic climate and unemployment is also a potential source of conflict. Unemployment has led to increased urban-rural migration, which has put pressure on the land and has resulted in land boundary conflicts. Unemployment had left youths vulnerable to recruitment by violently conflicting parties. Recent comments by one opposition politicians who said “political 
parties must target the youth and rural electorate if they entertain any entertain any hope of                                                              1 Centre for Conflict Management and Transformation Roles and Responsibilities in Rural Local Governance in Zimbabwe: Parallels, Overlaps and Conflict 2 Centre for Conflict Management and Transformation Roles and Responsibilities in Rural Local Governance in Zimbabwe: Parallels, Overlaps and Conflict 
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dislodging the ruling ZANU (PF) in the 2018 elections3” further confirms this assentation. Women and youth are important political constituencies who also have the capacity, along with other key stakeholders, to promote community-level trust and tolerance if engaged positively around common issues and shared values. However, it is imperative to recognise that the engagement of young people in Zimbabwe is very challenging because of their mobility and a general sense of alienation both in economic and political terms. Young people feel that their socio-economic and political space is too restricted and this  tends to affect their perceptions and evaluation of all forms of developmental engagements.

                                                             3 Newsday – 06 June 2016 
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2. Project Background 
  

2.1. Project Summary In June 2014, Search for Common Ground (SFCG) entered into an agreement with the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to implement a 24-month project with the overall goal of strengthening tolerance and reconciliation after the elections in Zimbabwe.  To begin to break down mistrust, polarization, as well as political and ethnic divisions, and instead build on relations conducive to reconciliation, SFCG and its partners namely, Centre for Conflict Management and Transformation (CCMT), Counselling Service Unit (CSU), and the Zimbabwe Civic Education Trust (ZIMCET), designed a conflict transformation project whose goal was to strengthen tolerance and reconciliation after the elections in Zimbabwe. The project worked towards fostering trust and tolerance in Zimbabwe while working with youth and community leaders, including traditional leaders, from across the political, ethnic and generational spectrum. The goal was supported by two key objectives: i. To cultivate positive leadership skills among local leaders, including young men and women in non-violence, facilitation and reconciliation; and   ii. To create platforms at local and national levels for constructive dialogue and reconciliation for communities and leaders from different backgrounds and affiliations.  
2.2. Project Outcomes i. Targeted youths, community and traditional leaders have gained knowledge in conflict analysis, transformation, and leadership;  ii. Targeted youth, community and traditional leaders demonstrate the capacity to use their knowledge to promote non-violent actions;  iii. Platform for collaborative problem-solving dialogues and reconciliation discussions are available at the community level;  iv. A national network of vocal, trained leaders speaking for dialogue and inclusion is built; and v. Partners have enhanced organizational, financial, and implementation capacities.   
2.3. Project Activities In order to achieve the expected outcomes, the project took a People-to-People (P2P) approach based upon SFCG Common Ground Approach of non-judgmental engagement with all sides to tackling the various barriers to non-violence and reconciliation. The project used the ‘The Team’ as a tool for facilitating peace building discussions at community level. This was done through the following activities: i. Participatory Community Leadership mapping; ii. Leadership training workshops in Common Ground Approach, Collaborative Conflict Resolution, Leadership and non-violent communication; iii. Follow-on participatory dialogue workshops; iv. Community-led collaborative activities; v. The Team Mobile Cinema Screenings; vi. Networking meetings between peace leaders; and vii. National level Peace Dialogue. 
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3. Evaluation Methodology 
3.1. Summary of Methodology The evaluation team implemented a mixed method approach in the delivery of this assignment, thereby integrating quantitative and qualitative research methods of collecting and analyzing data. The quantitative research element entailed administering Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice (KAP) structured questionnaires to both participating and non-participating community leaders and community members. A total of 197 participants (112 women and 85 men) responded to the KAP questionnaires. Qualitative information was collected through focus group with men, women, youths and community leaders. A total of 98 men, women and youth both leaders and community members, who participated in the project activities were engaged through FGDs. Key informants included officials from the Ministry of Women’s Affairs Gender and Community Development (MWAGCD)  district officials, councillors, village heads, youth leaders and other community leaders, SFCG, CCMT and ZIMCET as well as UNDP. The list of key informants is presented in Annex 6.4.  The evaluation team conducted a review of project documents, reports and other relevant literature.  A list of documents that were consulted during the evaluation is available at the end of this report. 
3.2. Respondents Demographic Characteristics  The demographics characteristics of the survey respondents are presented in table 1. The majority of respondents (58%) were women. Youth constituted 24% of the respondents, with the remainder being adults 36 years and above. Seventy percent had attained at least secondary level education. The majority of respondents (65%) held some leadership position in the community. Sixty-five percent participated in at least one of the project activities, while 35% did not participate in any of the project activities.  Table 1: Respondent's Demographic Characteristics 

Parameter Number 
(n) 

Percentage 
(%)4 Sex of Respondents Male 82 42 Female 112 58 Age of respondents 18-35 48 24 36 - 45 47 24 46 and above 102 52 Level of Education None 2 1 Primary 56 29 Secondary 122 63 Tertiary 13 7 Leadership position in the community Leader 128 65 None 69 35 Project Participation Participant 129 65  Non-participant 68 35                                                                     4 Percentage presented to the nearest whole number 
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4. Evaluation Findings and Analysis 
 

4.1. Findings on Effectiveness In this section, we considered the effectiveness of the project by looking at the achievement of the specific outcomes and outputs for this project. Overall, the achievement was positive, albeit the let-down by some of the output targets that could not be met, as described in this section. 
Achievement of Project Outputs The project achieved all but one of the output indicators, which is noteworthy given the project focus and the politicised operating environment as well as initial implementation delays. A total of 270 leaders were trained in the Common Ground Approach and in collaborative conflict resolution against a target of 240, which is a 13% overachievement of the target. The proportion of community members reached through mobile screenings was 81% of the initial target population. The implementing partners also noted during implementation of the project that the initial target of 100 participants in 24 screenings was rather on the high side and in most cases an average of 80 participants would turn up. Consideration was also made of the quality of participation and engagement and the partners felt lower numbers would enhance quality.  The achievement of other output indicators is presented in table 2 below. Table 2: Project Target Achievements 

  
Indicator 

 
Target 

 
Achieved 

% 
achievement 

against target  
1 community organizations and key community leaders identified, including youth and traditional leaders  1 mapping report  1 mapping report  100%  
2 # of community leaders trained in the Common Ground Approach and in collaborative conflict resolution with US Government (USG) assistance  240  270  113%  
3 # of community members participating in dialogues organized with USG assistance  480  500  104%  
4 # of collaborative actions organized by targeted organizations and associations  8  17  213%  

4.1 # of community protection mechanisms in targeted communities supported with USG assistance  8  8  100%  
4.2 # of new groups or initiatives created through USG funding dedicated to resolving conflict or the drivers of conflict  8  8  100% 

 
5  # of people participating in public screenings   2400  1945  81% 
 

6 # of networking events held with leaders from different backgrounds, affiliations and geographic origins  4    4  100% 
7 # of national-level dialogues held 1 1 100% 

 
Achievement of Project Outcomes Comparison of the Baseline and Endline outcome indicators also shows that there was a remarkable change between Baseline and Endline values. There is therefore a clear indication that the project brought noteworthy progress toward capacity building in conflict transformation and the use of common ground techniques at community level. 
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Table 3: Comparison of Baseline and Endline Outcome Indicator values 
Outcome 1.1: Targeted youths, community and traditional leaders have gained knowledge in conflict analysis, transformation, and leadership. 

Indicator Baseline Endline Target 
    % of leaders trained who show improvement in their level of knowledge and skills in Common Ground principles and collaborative conflict resolution  N/A  94%  70% 

Outcome 1.2: Targeted youth, community and traditional leaders demonstrate the capacity to use their knowledge to promote non-violent actions 
Indicators Baseline Endline Target % of SFCG trained leaders who report resolving a conflict in their communities through non-violent means during the course of the project;  N/A  92%  60% # of peace building/violence prevention activities implemented by targeted-leader organizations and associations over the course of the project  N/A  85  8 

Outcome 2.1: Platform for collaborative problem-solving dialogues and reconciliation discussions are available at the community level % of targeted community members surveyed who report that they have communicated or collaborated with members of communities/identity ‘other’ than theirs in the last three or six months   67%  82%  75% 
Outcome 2.2: A national network of vocal, trained leaders speaking for dialogue and % of targeted leaders who have spoken publically on issues of dialogue, inclusion, and democratic processes in the last six months     65%     90%  70% 
Crosscutting: Our partners have enhanced organizational, financial, and implementation capacities % of members of partner organizations who state they are “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with knowledge and skills in financial and project and program management processes transferred as a result of the project  N/A   50%6  80% 

 The key evaluations questions on effectiveness are addressed in the ensuing sections. 
 

Leadership Training: Skills and Capacities in Common Ground Approach 
 
Did the trained leaders acquire practical conflict transformation skills from the training? To what degree 
did they increase their capacity to use common ground dialogue techniques? 
 Conflict is a normal feature of human society. It is not inherently problematic, but rather a natural by-product of competition for resources and of societal change. It is also often the source of creativity and ideas for and about change. The problem is when it is not managed peacefully and leads to violence. At its core, therefore, peacebuilding is the development of the capacity to manage and resolve conflicts non-violently7.   The Common Ground Approach is a set of broad operating principles that guide and support SFCG’s work to transform the way the world deals with conflict. In order for this to happen changes must take place at five different levels, namely: change the perception of the self; change the perception of “the other”; change perception of the issues; transform the relationship; and transform the process. SFCG employs media initiatives and work with local partners in government and civil society, to find culturally appropriate means to strengthen societies' capacity to deal with conflicts constructively, to understand the differences and act on the commonalities.  
                                                             5 These are linked to collaborative activities which were implemented in all 8 districts 6 The evaluation team managed to engage with 2 of the 3 partners: The evaluators found that the target set was not clear. The project has three partners, so if 2 were satisfied or very satisfied the achievement would be 67%. As such it is not clear how the 80% was reached at. 7 Re-thinking Gender In Peacebuilding: Henri Myrttinen, Jana Naujoks and Judy El-Bushra March 2014, International Alert 
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 In view of the above assertion, the project sought to increase the capacity of leaders at all levels and across gender and generational divide with conflict transformation skills. Survey respondents were asked to rank the extent to which the capacity of community leaders to use the common ground approach had improved over the project period; 70% of the respondents indicated that this had improved to a large extent, 27% noticed moderate increase while only 3% said the capacity had not improved. Analysis of the leaders’ responses indicated that 94% had shown improvement in their knowledge of common ground principles. See figure 1. 

 Figure 1: Perceived increase in capacity to use common ground dialogue techniques 
 Further analysis of the extent to which the capacity of leaders to use common ground techniques across gender and age reveals an almost similar trend. However, as shown in figure 2 more women considered the change as moderate than men. The evaluators consider this an affirmation of the view that peacebuilding can be more effective if built on an understanding of how gendered identities are constructed through the societal power relations between and among women, men, girls, boys.  There is therefore a need to respond to the power dynamics and norms that influence peace and violent conflict at the household and community level.  

To a large Extent
70%

Moderately
27%

To a less extent
3%

Perceived increase in capacity to use Common Ground 
Dialogue Techniques 
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 Figure 2: Perceived increase in the use of common ground dialogue techniques, disaggregated by sex  KAP survey results further indicate that from the baseline 48% of the respondents strongly agreed with the proposition that it was within their power to avoid violence; there was an increase to 61.9% for the same indicator, demonstrating a change in attitude towards conflict, most probably because of the acquired knowledge of the use of common ground dialogue techniques and change in perception of “other”.    The evaluators also noted through one on one interviews with trained leaders that they had indeed acquired conflict transformation skills from the project. One community leader from Lupane gave a vivid description of the benefit of looking at issues from another person’s perspective before passing a judgement and how they were applying that in dealing with day-to-day issues in his community. The community leader demonstrated a strong understanding of the common ground approach in facilitating dialogue. “….after the 
training, that’s when I realised, conflict resolution can really be done 
by moving in the other person’s position and see things the way s/he 
sees them…” village head in Lupane. Discussion with both leaders and community members in key informant interviews and FGDs demonstrated that there has been remarkable change in perception of both self and “the other” resulting in changing relationships.   The evaluators feel that one on the key causes of conflict in project areas emanated more from the leadership styles than anything else. There was a general feeling in all the communities visited that leaders used to be very adversarial in their approach to community issues. The project worked really well to address this, especially as leaders strongly related to the councillor in “The Team”. This stimulated some deep introspection amongst the leaders and some made a decision to change for the better. One community leader in Lupane said “Before the training I 

was an autocratic leader, now I am a democratic leader”.  This was reiterated by another community leader in Zhaugwe said “Leaders 
in this community used to treat people as their own and did not 
consider other people’s opinions”. This created much resentment amongst community members which, stifled collaborative engagement in community development. See case study 4 (Annex 6.3). The project created opportunity for dialogue and self-introspection across leaders resulting in some considering participatory leadership styles. There is evidence to suggest that 
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leaders are changing the way they lead and communicate.  Women FGD participants in Nyamakate said “Communication between people has changed for example leaders no longer dictates issues but rather 
discuss issues and actually ask the community to do something rather than forcing it”. Another FGD participant noted “Watching the team has changed the people. Leaders have changed the way they 
communicate with their community member, the same has also happened between parents to their 
children”. The same sentiments were echoed by leadership training participants as highlighted in the testimonies below, demonstrating change and acquisition of conflict transformation skills.  
“After the community leaders training workshop I became a better communicator. I learned to use 
language that brought the community together to start working on the clinic project.” – Ward 12 
Councillor, Bikita 

“…What we have learned from these three days is life changing. What is more important for me is that, I 
have learnt that I don’t have to live in the absence of conflict, but we have to tolerate each other in as 
much as we have differences... so that we live a positive life…” Councillor, Nyamakate 
 
“I am now able to handle the conflict regarding the borehole and the garden. I’m optimistic that the 
conflict will be resolved.” – Participant in the Community Leadership workshop. 

 

Community Engagement in Dialogue and Collaborative Work 
 
To what extend are communities engaged in dialogue and work collaboratively on community issues  
 The project sought to build community capacity to engage in dialogue and work collaboratively on community issues despite their differences. There is evidence from both the KAP survey findings and FGDs that this outcome was achieved to a greater extent. Survey results demonstrate that the majority of respondents had (i) participated in problem solving dialogue discussion with someone of a different background (78%) and (ii) collaborated with someone of a different social position on a community issue (87%), as shown in figure 3.  

 Figure 3: Survey participants engaging in dialogue and collaborative work 
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Analysis of how individuals and communities were dealing with conflict revealed that violence was the least common (n=3) way respondents indicated were using in dealing with conflicts. The majority of respondents resorted to facilitated dialogue (n=144), legal action (n=95) and personal (non-facilitated) dialogue (n=45), see figure 4. As shown in figure 5, the same trend was also evident amongst the youths where facilitated dialogue was the most common means of dealing with conflict and only one respondent mentioned violence as a way of dealing with conflict.    

Figure 4: Ways respondents were dealing with conflict   

Figure 5: Way in which different age groups were dealing with conflict 
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An analysis of the people survey respondents sought assistance from in cases of conflict show that traditional leaders are the most sought after source of assistance (83%)  followed by the police (35%) and family 18% see figure 6. It is worth noting that there has been a huge increase on the participants turning to traditional leaders for assistance relative to the baseline which recorded 58%. The trend was similar across age groups and gender. This in the evaluators’ view demonstrates an appreciation of dialogue as a way of solving conflicts and a growing confidence in the leaders who may be doing well in helping community members find common ground and resolving conflicts peacefully. Case study 1 (Annex 6.3) provides further evidence of the extent to which one village head in Lupane demonstrate understanding of the common ground approach and how he was applying these principles in dealing with community issues in his jurisdiction as village head.   The popularity of community leaders in mediating conflicts in a way also confirms the assertion that traditional leaders are much closer to the people thus a key in dealing with conflicts at community level. This therefore justifies the need to continue building capacity of traditional leaders in conflict transformation and the dialogue approaches to conflict resolution. 
  

Figure 6: People respondents sought assistance from in case of conflicts 
 Discussions with community members revealed that there was a lot of community dialogue and discussion especially in the community where collaborative activities took place. These activities have not only focused on development activities but are also providing a platform for discussing other problems affecting the community. The evaluators noted that in Zhaugwe for instance, a lot of discussions around paying up school fees arrears were happening as communities were working together on constructing the school classroom blocks. In Magunje, an area committee was established to bring together various stakeholders to discuss issues of mutual interest with the council officials and collaboratively develop solutions. In Lupane one FGD participants said “In my village (Dakiwe) we have 
set a day that we come together as a village and we discuss issues that have risen during the course of the 
week and we give solutions to them”. Communities are thus actively engaged in dialogue and are working collaboratively on community issues. 
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Leaders and communities demonstrate inclusive attitudes and behaviour 
 
Did trained leaders and community members demonstrate more inclusive attitudes or behaviours with 
regard to social divisions than others not exposed to the trainings or mobile screenings?  
 Results indicate that leaders are adopting more inclusive approaches. This is evidenced by the fact that 93% of survey respondents noted that local leaders had included citizens in decision making in the last 12 months, while 89% of the opinion that local leaders were promoting peace and reconciliation. See figure 7 below.  

 Figure 7: Perception on leadership’s inclusive attitude and behaviour  Furthermore, 69% (n=115) of the leaders interviewed indicated that they had worked with people of opposing views. In view of the level of polarization in these communities brought mainly about by both inter and intra-party conflicts this is quite a notable accomplishment. These results were also confirmed by FGD participants and key informants. Women FGD participants reiterated that leaders consulted with community members before making decisions. They also noted that “…every member of the community 
is welcome and encouraged to participate in community decision and activities…”   In Lupane, the council CEO also indicated that there was evidence of improving relations in community groups involved in other income generating activities. He gave an example of a goat-rearing project which was having problems due to divergent views but after the mass screening things started to improve “as community members were now able to find common ground”.  The Endline KAP survey results also demonstrate that there has been a notable change in the leaders’ perception towards violence. Asked for instance if it was within their power to avoid violence 93% of the respondents agreed (with 70% strongly agreed, while 23% agreed) as shown in figure 8. This is an increase relative to the baseline where 77% of respondents agreed that it was within their power to avoid violence; with 48% of those respondents strongly agreeing. 
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 Figure 8: Leaders perception of the use of violence 
 The results demonstrate an increasing understanding of the use of non-violent conflict resolution approaches. The project did have a positive impact to those who participated in the project. Only 3 out of the 129 project participants  interviewed were of the view that it was not in their power to avoid violence, while 8 of the 68 (11%) of non-project participants felt it was not in their power to avoid violence. This is however higher than the baseline where 23% felt it was in their power to avoid violence. There is therefore a growing optimism concerning the use of non-violent conflict resolution approaches.  

Women and Youth participation in the project 
 
To what extend did women and youth participate in the project? 
 Figure 8 shows the involvement in decision making for women and youth. It is evident that relative to men, less women are involved in decision making. The same applies for youth, were a fewer youth indicated that they were involved in decision making. An analysis of the participation of women in community development initiatives however revealed that the majority of respondents (both male and female) were of the view that women were actively involved in all facets of community development including planning, decision making and their voice was heard and considered (see figure 9). The active participation of women in the project is also demonstrated by the fact that women constituted 51% of the participants in mass screening while men constituted the remaining 49%. This further confirmed by the fact that 85% of the survey respondents considered the participation of women in the project as high. 

85% of the survey respondents considered the participation of women in “Stronger Together!” project high, while 12% percent felt it was moderate, 3% felt it was low. 
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It is acknowledged globally that excluding women and youth from peacebuilding and community development work neglects a rich source of skills, insights and energy. Thus, the project sought to actively engage women and youths in the processes, as well as paying special attention to the fact that different experiences of men, women and youths are critical in designing successful conflict management and peacebuilding programmes. Survey results further show that there was an almost equal representation of men and women in most project activities. Of the 12 respondents  who had participated in the community exchange visit 6 (50%) were women while out of the 42 who had actively participated in the community leader collaborative activities 21 were also women.  Figures 9 shows the participation of women in the various project activities. There is an almost equal distribution of women and men in all project activities except leadership workshop and follow-on participatory dialogue.     

Figure 9: Participation of women and men in project activities  

89% of youths and 91% of female respondents indicated they know how to make leaders listen to their concerns on community problems. KAP Survey 
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Figure 10: Youth participation in project activities 
 The participation of the youths is however lower than that of adults across all project activities. Results from FGDs with the youth however indicate that those youth that participated in project activities were quite active and the project had a huge impact on their lives. Case study 2 (Annex 6.3) demonstrate the change the project brought to one Ndhelende Ncube, a youth leader in Lupane.  Ndlelende made a decision of start a personal of starting a village chicken project after participating in the community exchange visit in Chimanimani and saw how people could utilize locally available resources to improve their livelihoods. Based on these results and discussions with the communities visited, the evaluators find it judicious to conclude that the project did well to engage both women and youth and build their capacity demand for their rights from their leaders. Changes in youth attitudes and active involvement in collaborative activities is also evident amongst communities. One youth FGD participant said “The youth in this 
community have learnt from Beans and Pablo [The team characters] and are now able to work as a team 
in the community”. 
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 Figure 11: Women and Youth involvement in decision making  

 Figure 12: Women’s participation in community development  
Practical actions and collaborative initiatives  
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initiatives have been designed and launched as a result of the project? 
 Experience and evaluations have shown that intergroup contact – in this case, between various youth and community leaders from across the political, social and ethnic spectrum – breaks down stereotypes and barriers and leads to behavioural and attitudinal change, increasing trust and positive relations, and ultimately encouraging resiliency to violent inter-group conflict by humanizing the “other.” The 
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Stronger Together! project, was thus premised on communities working together collaboratively and creating platforms for constructive dialogue between communities and leaders from different backgrounds and affiliations.  A review of project documents and interviews with staff indicate that at least 8 community-led collaborative activities started as a result of the project. These covered such areas as dam rehabilitation, road rehabilitation, school classroom blocks construction, school toilets, community gardens market stalls for vendors. The community in Dakiwe Village in Lupane started rehabilitating their dam as a result of the project. The Village head noted that a few days after the training he together with other Village heads in their ward came together and decided to rehabilitate a dam in their area, building a stone dam wall on a previously earth dam. He further noted that bringing the community together for that cause was made possible by the training they received from the project “…we started with a lot of 
conflicts, particularly cases of some community members who did not cooperate, but now we are working 
well together...” Most trained leaders indicated that they had started using the skills gained from the trainings in their daily work activities. The Lupane Council CEO said “I have adopted The Team” as a tool in addressing many issues in my area of 
work”. In our meeting with the councillors we now always refer to the team. He gave the example of some other development work the council is implementing with another partner where he applied lessons from “The 
Team” to put forward the council proposal in the work they are planning to implement with the partner.   In Magunje, the councillor and the council came up with the Magunje Area Committee which creates a platform that brings together various stakeholders to discuss issues of mutual interest with the council officials and collaboratively develop solutions. According to the councillor as well as the District Officials this has managed to resolve conflicts with a clear understanding of each other concerns.  At a personal level one youth leader said “these trainings opened my eyes to the various opportunities 
around me, and I have made a decision to start an income generating project having seen how other 
communities are thriving despite limited resources” This was after the exchange visit in Chimanimani by the leaders from Lupane. These networking meetings were created as an opportunity for community exchange to learn about what challenges and successes others have been able to experience despite their differences and circumstances.  

Enhanced partner capacity  
 Feedback from the project partners was that they generally found added value in the capacity building, learning and review opportunities presented by this project. Among other things, partners particularly highlighted the quarterly review meetings, which aimed at tracking project performances at activity level. The meetings provided an opportunity for the partners and SFCG to reflect on how the project was performing, what were the challenges and how to shape the way forward. This provided and opportunity for strategizing where challenges were being faced. Although the partnership with ZIMCET did not go as planned, particularly in the second year of the project and they were generally dissatisfied with the partnership, they acknowledged that they had learnt quite a lot in terms of project management and peace building approaches. 

“These trainings opened my 
eyes to the various 
opportunities around me, and I 
have made a decision to start 
an income generating project 
having seen how other 
communities are thriving 
despite limited resources.” 
Lupane Youth Leader 
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4.2. Findings on Relevance 
 The relevance of the Stronger Together! Project cannot be overemphasised. Evaluation findings make it judicious to conclude that the project was entirely appropriate to the target participants and communities, also the strategies were practicable within Zimbabwe’s socio-cultural and political context. The evaluators conclude that the project addressed key community concerns and the selected project sites were indeed in need of this intervention. Both leaders and community members found “The Team” relevant to their personal and community experiences. The use of film to highlight issues of community concern such as corrupt leadership was relevant especially considering the political environment in which the project was implemented, where issues particularly to do with leadership are easily politicised and rarely discussed openly.  The project was implemented in an environment characterised by long-standing divisive politics transcending even state institutions, communities divided across party lines, emerging intra-party conflicts, as well as limited space for dialogue and decision-making at community level especially for women and youths. Additionally, the existence of parallel authority structures, i.e. traditional and elected leadership creates a myriad of conflicts that have further complicated conflict management and stunted development in rural communities in Zimbabwe.  Thus, this calls for an innovative approach to engaging communities and facilitate dialogue amongst people across the political, social, generational and ethnic spectrum in order to begin to break down mistrust, polarization, and political divisions, and build instead on relations conducive to reconciliation. It is the evaluators’ view that given this context the project could not have come at a more opportune time. The use of film followed by facilitated discussions to stimulate self-reflection was quite appropriate given the highly politicized operating environment.  The use of the film was very effective and relevant at both personal and community level. “After seeing the drama, 
people identified themselves with the characters and began a 
process of self-examination”, Lupane Council CEO.  The same sentiments were echoed by youths in Zhaugwe, who indicated that after seeing “The Team” they began to critically examine their lives, and how their involvement in violence in the community was not helping anyone. It is thus evident from discussions with communities that the themes in “The Team” resonated well with their lives and community experiences. Although some respondents felt that the setting of the film did not speak precisely to the rural folk given its somewhat urban setting, 92.6% of the respondents considered the themes were to a large extend relevant to their lives, especially given that the majority of the population can identify with the game of soccer. Only 0.8% of participants found the messages and the themes not relevant at all.  The same trend was observed in FGDs and key informant interviews, where respondents could identify with several characters in “The Team” and found the messages in line with their daily life experiences.  For instance, as shown in case study 3, there was an on-going conflict between the council and vendors in Magunje, where the council insisted the vendors relocate to designated vending sites, yet the vendors were resisting the move because the felt the designated sites were not conducive to business and the council had not consulted with them before making the decision. This being one of the key themes in “The Team” was actually a lived experience for both the councillors and the community.  The councillor actually missed some of the leadership training sessions in order to handle some of these challenges. The councillor for Ward 10 in Magunje said “I had a very big conflict with the council and vendors, people 
were at each other’s throat because we did not know how best to manage conflict. I am happy to say the 
vendors are now in their places and now there is peace in Magunje, unlike before”. In light of this the 

“We felt like “The Team” was shot in 
Lupane as we could easily identify with 
the characters and the messages” 
Youth FGD participants.  

Case study 3 provides details of how the 
project came at an opportune time for 
the councillor of Ward 10 in Magunje and 
how he used skills learnt from the project 
to deal with the conflict  
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evaluators are of the view that “The Team” was highly relevant and the themes therein resonated well with the target participants at all levels.   The project sought to deliver peace and community development endogenously, using the resources available from within the community while drawing on internal agency of individuals and communities. In view of the macro-economic environment characterised by shrinking government support to community development, high unemployment, limited space for dialogue, the evaluators find this approach remarkable and innovative. Communities were encouraged to harness locally available resources for the development of the project, which they embraced with a lot of enthusiasm as evidenced by the significant progress made in the dam rehabilitation and school classroom block construction in Lupane and Zhaugwe respectively with limited external support. In case study 4 the community leader chronicles how at some point construction of the school classroom block was stalled by conflicts between the community and its leadership and how with the intervention of SFCG and CCMT the community is now working together making contributions for the development of the school.   The need to create spaces for dialogue is not only key in communities but also among district level technocrats and traditional leaders whose roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined. According to CCMT (2015)8, the failure to clearly delineate the roles and responsibilities of rural local governance authorities has created what may be called a “triple veto.” Any initiative, developmental or otherwise, will likely not be able to proceed unless it receives approval from (at least) the District Administrator, traditional leadership and Council. This governance environment creates a situation where personal conflicts between authorities become magnified and sometimes politicised, as leaders obstruct projects identified with their rivals to the detriment of community development. The leadership training workshops made and attempt to bring together key rural local governance structures in the districts. This was quite pertinent in order to build capacity of the leadership to deal with their own internal conflicts which hindered progress at community level. The relevance of the project is further evidenced by the general consensus among council officials that the tools must be adopted by all councils and the need to have a dialogue platform such as the rural district development committee (RDDC) which could be used for managing and resolving conflict at district level.    At the community level, discussions and reflection that followed leadership training and mass screenings provided a space for community dialogue in a free environment. In addition, the community level design and implementation of collaborative activities, further provided space for dialogue and community members were able to find each other and work for a common cause. This provided an opportunity to discuss other issues of community concern. Such spaces for community interaction are critical especially in highly polarised communities, such as the ones the project was targeting, that were coming from a backdrop of an election whose results were highly contested.  In this regard, the evaluators find the project approach very relevant and sensitive to the socio-political realities on the ground. 

                                                             8 Roles and Responsibilities in Rural Local Governance in Zimbabwe: PARALLELS, OVERLAPS AND CONFLICT, CCMT, 2015 

“The project taught us not to 
look outside for help, but to 
have the capacity to work on 
own for our development.” 
Youth FGD in Jotsholo 
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4.3. Findings on Sustainability 
 Overall, the evaluators conclude that the approaches used in this project represent a good model for the promotion of sustainable peace and community development.  Despite challenges of community entry in some places and restrictions at district level on the involvement of certain community leaders, as was the case in Bikita, the project worked well with existing structures at both district and community level to ensure the sustainability of this work after the project was completed. There is evidence to suggest that this created a sense of ownership at both district and community level, which is key to sustainability.  There was also a general consensus among evaluation participants that most of the activities initiated by the project will continue beyond the end of this project. One community member said this when asked about the sustainability of their activities;  “…the initiatives will continue because the 
community has be imparted with knowledge rather than material support which does not last, those 
imparted with knowledge will continue to teach others…”. This demonstrate the level of confidence the communities built in the approach and the enthusiasm they have to ensure this work continues. This is bolstered by the fact that communities took the lead in setting their own priorities and courses of action for the collaborative development of activities. More so, these activities are community managed and driven by local groups and committees that have the mandate to serve their own communities. In light of this, as well as the level of enthusiasm demonstrated by the communities engaged in FGDs there are high chances that sustainable peace and community development can be achieved and maintained beyond the project.   Furthermore, the project built capacity of both community members and district leaders to work together using non-adversarial approaches thus increasing the chances of sustained peace and dialogue in the community.  There is evidence that local authorities have adopted the Common Ground Approach in their work. “It is a tool we have adopted 
as a local authority and we will continue using it”, said the Lupane Council CEO, referring to “The Team” and the Common Ground Approach.  The evaluators are of the view that, the creation of a conducive environment for peaceful co-existence, tolerance and conflict transformation brought about by the project created other support opportunities for the communities, that can help sustain the work they are doing. For instance in Zhaugwe due to the fact that the community was now united for a common cause they managed to garner support from Zimbabwe National Army who provided them with a builder to help in constructing the classroom block. In Kushinga (Vungu) where there was a conflict over the school site and for close to a decade no progress had been made of the school, a church-based organization has now chipped in with building material for the new school toilets. Community members and leaders revealed that they have now seen the benefits of peaceful co-existence despite their social or political differences, having realised how much time and opportunities they lost whilst in conflict. As a result communities have learned that it is in their power to peacefully co-exist and have learned from that ugly past. This, in the evaluators view creates a bedrock for sustainable peace in the communities. The creation of platform that brings together various stakeholders to discuss issues of mutual interest with their leaders and collaboratively develop solutions, further reinforces the sustainability of the project activities. The creation of such a platform is likely to result in 

“The teachings from the team were 
quite broad, such that no matter 
what project one is doing all you 
need to do is to apply them, they will 
fit in any given situation” 
Community Leader, Key informant 

Almost all the survey participants 
(96.9%) agreed that to a large extent, 
the benefits of this project will 
continue after the end of this project. 
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sustained peace and long-term continued engagement of leaders by the communities and other stakeholders which is likely to simulate accountability on the part of local governance structures and less conflicts beyond the life of the project.  At the national level, the national peace dialogue process was key in establishing strategic networks for future work. SFCG had managed to grow and nurture strategic relationships with other players in the peace building sector in the country particularly UNDP and UN Women. According to UNDP, their relationship with SFCG has grown significantly in the last 2 years, from an informal interaction, up to a point where a structured relationship now exists. There are indications that beyond the project, UNDP is keen to work with SFCG in one of its strategic pillars of peace-building.  This relationship from the evaluator’s view is bound by common values in peace building and an appreciation of each other’s comparative advantage which forms a strong basis for future successful collaborations. UNDP is quite strong in engaging at policy level and the relationship can thus provide the much needed upward dynamism, whereby lessons learned at community level where SFCG is active informs the policy dialogue on peace building in Zimbabwe. Such strategic relations, are key in scaling up the current work and design of future peace-building efforts at both community and national level.  In summary key and positive sustainability elements of this project included: i. Collaborative development activities were community managed and driven by local groups and committees that have the mandate to serve their own communities; ii. Communities took lead in setting their own priorities and courses of action for their development activities; iii. Emphasis on the use of locally available human and material resources and capacity; iv. Strong working relationship and capacity building existing structures at both community and district level;  v. Building upon the partners’ previous and existing project for continuity and enhancement of previous processes; and  vi. Creating and nurturing relationships with key strategic stakeholder both at national and sub-national level.  

“We converge around the utility of 
dialogue as a consensus building tool 
providing connection between divergent 
views.” Dr Tsuma, UNDP 
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5. Analysis, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

5.1. Overview This evaluation has generated useful findings about the implementation of Stronger Together! The project made a significant difference in the delivery of the results that Search for Common Ground and partners committed to. It is globally acknowledged that underdevelopment, poverty and violent conflict reinforce each other (Bowd and Chikwanha, 2010)9, which is demonstrated in the communities where the project was implemented. The evidence generated from this evaluation indicates remarkable difference made by the project in building conflict transformation skill, capacity to use common ground techniques and foster a culture of dialogue and peaceful coexistence. In this section, we provide the key success factors and challenges that contributed to the achievements recorded in this report. In addition, we provide a list of recommendations in response to the issues identified in this evaluation.  
5.2. Strengths, Challenges and Lessons Learnt 

Project Strengths i. SFCG and partners (especially CCMT), had a shared commitment and enjoyed a mutual partnership, which had a longstanding partnership history: CCMT has had longstanding relationship with SFCG bound by common values. An analysis of the implementing partner and their strategic areas of focus revealed that they shared similar vision of “A Zimbabwe that 
respects diversity and is able to deal with differences constructively for sustainable development 
at individual, community and national levels’;  
 ii. The use of film in stimulating discussions at all levels, worked remarkably well in the current political context as it made it easier for participants to open up and discuss issues affecting them openly, as well as reflecting upon their own lives and experiences.  iii. SFCG received support from the local leadership at all levels: a major strength of this project was the acknowledgement of, and respect for, existing district and community structures. Local authorities were engaged from the start of the project, resulting in the project receiving reasonable support at all political levels, despite initial scepticism about the project given the political environment. There is evidence that project staff are well received and trusted development partners by district officials.   iv. The project sought to build on internal agency of communities, as such the project allowed participants to make their own decision on implementing collaborative activities, which were accompanied by actions plans the project team could follow up on, thus, encouraging communities to deliver on their plans. This according to findings from this evaluation, made the monitoring practicable and enhanced the likelihood of continuity of activities in the long run.    v. The approaches and strategies used by the project were innovative, empowering and self-sustaining: The project focused on building sustainable peace using the Common Ground Approach and developing individual leaders and community capabilities. The project also emphasized the need to identify and use locally available resources and capacities.                                                                9 Understanding Africa’s contemporary conflicts: Origins, challenges and peacebuilding, Institute for Security Studies, 2010 
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vi. The community exchange visits were an eye opener to those involved as they drew lessons from how other communities were managing to deal with their own challenges. “We realised 
that none of our challenges were insurmountable if we all work together” FGD participants in Kushinga.  

 
Challenges faced Despite the successes reported, the implementation of this project has not been without its own challenges. Some of the key challenges that were noted were as follows: i. Community entry – There were challenges of entry in certain communities especially in Zaka where community entry was delayed due to stalled responses and suspicion from authorities, and in Bikita, where the project was not allowed to engage with certain chiefs by the district. SFCG and partners worked around this by working with other leaders that work closely with the chiefs. This ensured that the trainings also filtered to them despite not being directly involved.   ii. Political sensitivities - The nature of the project also attracted the attention of security agents, as evidenced by their huge presence in some of the meetings. This somehow made it difficult for leaders and community members to open up in discussions. Continued engagement however, managed to demonstrate that the processes were of no security or political concern resulting in support from the security agents.   iii. Partnerships - The two partners actively involved in the project had contrasting experiences with the partnership. CCMT indicated that they had a functional working relationship with SFCG buttressed similar values, ethos, methodologies to peace-building and conflict transformation as well as previous working experience. On the contrary ZIMCET felt the partnership did not go well. The evaluators are of the view that these contrasting experiences can be better managed in the future through a better partnership selection and clear definition of roles. In addition, developing and nurturing more organic relationships bound more by common values will help better partner engagement in the future.  iv. Need for more time- Facilitators noted that there was a need for more discussion time after screenings. A number of issues for discussion came up after communities watched the film, which required more time to exhaustively deal with them, but there was always a time constraint.  v. Delays – There were delays in the start of the project as well as disbursement of funds. This meant that some of the project activities had to be postponed and in some cases implementation rushed.  

 
Lessons learned i. A stronger focus on community empowerment, involving the project participants from the start present greater opportunities for sustainability: The involvement of the community must start with the expressed demand for activities in their locality and must continue through every stage of the project cycle. Community management creates a strong sense of ownership and this is further enhanced when the community effectively manages its own initiatives.   
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ii. Investing time in building relationships with key stakeholders and players in the sector ensures understanding of partner capacity, values and approaches which is key to partner engagement, and successful implementation of joint projects. The experience with ZIMCET demonstrate the need for more organic relationships premised more on common values than anything else. Creating good working relationships with key stakeholders at all levels creates an environment of trust necessary for both community entry and project implementation.   iii. Consistent communication and facilitation of partner dialogue through ongoing review and reflection meetings can help align different partner organisations to implement a similar strategy. Throughout the life of this project, SFCG has coordinated quarterly review meetings and facilitated several learning opportunities. This has been key to the success of this project. Through regular dialogue and discussion, the partners brought together different organisational strategies and they worked together to bring about the changes that were ultimately brought about by this project.   iv. Film is a powerful tool in community engagement, which is even more effective if followed by facilitated discussions. This stimulates self-introspection and candid discussion of issues even on politically sensitive community problems.  
5.3. Recommendations for Future Action Based on the key findings, we present the following overarching recommendations for SFCG, project partners and stakeholders: 

Recommendations to SFCG and Implementing Partners i. There is a general consensus among leaders and community members that the project brought notable change in their lives, thus SFCG and partners are encouraged to continue with the project, allow more time for discussion after screening to exhaustively deal with emerging issues. Stakeholders further recommend that  the project should be scaled up to other areas and training more leaders in order to have a critical mass of capacitated leaders in all communities; ii. Communities felt that there is a missing link between the conflict management capacity now existing at community level and higher political levels such as Members of Parliament (MPs), who may exacerbate conflicts especially during elections. It is thus recommended that the training where possible should be extended to MPs as well; iii. The partners are encouraged to consider supporting community collaborative activities. The evaluators however recommend that the partners consider a funding model that does not depart from the need to utilise internal resources and capacity. SFCG and partners may consider matching grant kind of arrangement whereby support is provided based on what the communities have demonstrated can raise internally in order not to stifle local innovation with the external support;   iv. Consider and explore the possibility of identifying and capacitating community level peace builder trained in the approaches who can apply and provide local capacity building and facilitation beyond the project.  v. Consider developing another series of “The Team”, highlighting success of working collaboratively together and maybe incorporating a documentary success stories from the current project;   
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vi. The evaluators recommend that SFCG invest more time in networking with other organizations in the peace building sector to build relationships premised more on common values and approaches. Such networks become a pool of partners when there is a need.  
Recommendations to other Stakeholders The evaluators take cognizant of the difficult working conditions, especially limited resources and pressing commitments council officials and staff have. We however make the following recommendations in order to sustain the good work SFCG and partners started.  i. Local authorities are encouraged to revive the rural district development committee (RDDC), as a platform for mainstreaming conflict management in local government structures and closer working relationship between local government technocrats. “If we technocrats are 
divided amongst ourselves we cannot bring unit amongst the communities”;  ii. Councils are encouraged to consider adopting “The Team” and the Common Ground Approach as a basic training and orientation tools for all incoming councillors and council officials;   iii. Local authorities are recommended to continue supporting and monitoring collaborative activities, this will demonstrate the benefits of communities working together for a common cause, which can be a good lesson to other communities.  iv. District authorities should continue to meet and support trained community members so that they keep sharing the knowledge and skills that they gained with other community members.   



 

Search for Common Ground CMM Evaluation Report                                                                        Page |   26

6. Annexes 
6.1. Bibliography i. Centre for Conflict Management and Transformation (2015). Roles and Responsibilities in Rural 

Local Governance in Zimbabwe: Parallels, Overlaps and Conflict ii. Newsday – 06 June 2016 – Target youth, rural electorate: Mliswa: 

https://www.newsday.co.zw/2016/06/06/target-youth-rural-electorate-mliswa/ iii. Project Proposal - Stronger Together!” Youth and Community Leaders Working Together for Sustainable Peace iv. Search for Common Ground Partner’s Strategic Planning, 2014 v. Search for Common Ground Zimbabwe, Terms of Reference Monitoring and Evaluation Consultant vi. Stronger Together: Youth and Community Leaders Working Together for Sustainable Peace Baseline Survey and Mapping Report 2015 vii. “Stronger Together!” Project Logframe viii. RAOSOFT (2014), Sampling Sizes. Available at: http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html ix. Henri Myrttinen, Nicola Popovic and Lana Khattab (2016): ‘Measuring Gender’ in Peacebuilding; 
Evaluating peacebuilding efforts from a gender-relational perspective, London: International Alert http://www. international-alert.org/resources/publications/ Measuring-Gender- in-Peacebuilding x. Henri Myrttinen, Jana Naujoks and Judy El-Bushra , Re-thinking Gender In Peacebuilding:  March 2014, International Alert   

6.2. KAP Survey Data Set  
SFCG_Evaluation-1.

sav  



 

Search for Common Ground CMM Evaluation Report                                                                        Page |   27

6.3. Case Studies  
Case Study 1: Community Leader Demonstrate Knowledge of Common Ground Approach 
(Lupane) 
 Joseph Moyo is a village head in Jibajiba Village is Lupane. He is one of the leaders who participated in the leadership training workshop, participatory follow-on dialogue and he was also very active in the dam rehabilitation, a community collaborative activity the villagers in Lupane were doing in the project. In the video Mr. Moyo demonstrates a strong understanding of the application of the common ground principles. He also illustrates how he and other village heads have used the common ground approach to bring together villagers as they work on their dam project. Mr Moyo also indicated how the training and participating in other project activities helped him change his own leadership style. He says “before the 
project, I was an autocratic leader, but now I am a democratic leader”.    
Case Study 2: Youth Leader inspired to start income generating project (Lupane) 
 Ndlelende Ncube is a youth leader based in Lupane. For many years he stayed at Lupane centre looking for formal employment. He was involved in the Stronger Together Project through leadership training as well as mass screening facilitated by CCMT. In April 2016 he was part of the Lupane community that went to Chimanimani for an exchange visit. “The visit to Chimanimani was an eye opener to me and the rest of the 
leaders. For years we have always believed that people in other communities outside Matabeleland are more 
privileged than us, endowed with resources and government support. When we went to Chimanimani I realised 
our situations were almost similar, but the Chimanimani Community has managed to use locally available 
resources” he said. After the visit, Ndlelende was inspired to also utilise the available resources and started village chicken rearing project. He has since relocated from Lupane centre to his rural home to manage his project. Ndlelende said that the visit as well as the trainings from CCMT and Search for Common Ground opened his mind to opportunities around him. People can achieve more if they work as a team.  
Case Study 3: Community Working together to build their school (Zhaugwe) The conflict in Zhaugwe was more to do with the leadership styles applied by the community leaders. The leaders considered themselves the owners of the community and did not consult on any development initiatives. This created huge resentment amongst the community members, which stalled development projects. “Hatingaitwe sezvanana, tiri vanhu vakuru”, (We cannot be treated as little children, we are adults). For more than 10 years no progress has been made on building the school. The Team, brought a change in mentality and leadership style, to the extent that now the community is working together to build the school. In this video, Mr. Sithole the community leader chronicles how development of the school was stalled as a result of the conflicts between the community and the leadership. He further demonstrates the intervention of SFCG and CCMT helped the community to start working together. The video shows the marked developments that have happened in the school classroom block construction with support from the community.   
Case Study 4: Councillor applies skills to deal with an ongoing conflict In this story a local councillor is Magunje details how the project came in at an opportune time and the training helped him deal with a conflict that was on-going at the time the project came. There was a huge conflict between council and vendors over vending sites. The councillor explains how he used the conflict transformation skills acquired in the leadership training to deal with the conflict. He noted that the project could not have come at a more opportune time and he is grateful to the project for skills he acquired, which have also led to the formation of the Magunje area committee, a dialogue platform bringing together council, business and the community together to deal with issues of common interest. He says “now there 
is peace in Magunje”. 
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6.4. List of Key Informants  

  Name Organization Position Sex 
1 Eunice Njovana SFCG Country Director F 
2 Rumbidzai Mushosho SFCG DME Coordinator F 
3 Caroline Majonga SFCG Programmes Manager F 
4 Stembile Mpofu CCMT Director (Former) F 
5 Collen Zvandasara CCMT RME Officer M 
6 Marrgaret Chaikosa CCMT Projects Officer F 
7 Mrs Musvovi MWAGCD District Development Officer F 
8 Mrs Kagoro MWAGCD District Development Officer  F 

9 Gift Madyara MWAGCD Ward Development  
Coordinator M 

10 William Tsuma UNDP  Team Leader Peacebuilding 
and Social Cohesion M 

11 C. Pentori UNDP   F 

12 Badwell Chasara Hurungwe Rural District 
Council Councillor M 

13 Martha Kataza Hurungwe Rural District 
Council Clerk M 

14 Joyce Gwatsvaira Kushinga Committee Member F 
15 Alex Mashanda Kushinga Development Chairperson M 

16 Christopher Tshuma Kusile Rural District 
Council Chief Executive Officer M 

17 Joseph Moyo Lupane Village Head M 
18 Madiliza Tshuma Lupane Village Head M 
19 Ndlelende Ncube Lupane Youth Leader M 
20 Betserai Mabvongwe Lupane Farm Secretary F 
21 Eshumael Chasara Magunje Village Head M 

22 
Sungano 
Musadongera Magunje Pastor M 

23 Edwin Chiyangwa Nyamakate Ward Secretary M 
24 Miriam Butau Nyamakate Village Head F 

25 Mr. Mutimbairi Tongogara Rural District 
Council Former Acting DA M 

26 Boaz Dube Tongogara Rural District 
Council 

Community and Social 
Services M 

27 Mrs Chidzanga Vungu Rural District 
Council 

Community and Social 
Services F 

28 Mr. Tatisa Vungu Rural District 
Council Councillor M 

29 Mr. Mupeta Vungu Rural Disrtict 
Council Principal Admin Officer M 

30 William Manasa Zhaungwe North SDC Chairperson M 
31 Mr. Sithole Zhaungwe North Farm Chairperson M 
32 Mavis Kalumbu ZIMCET Programmes Officer F 
33 Michelle Duma ZIMCET Programmes Coordinator F 
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6.5. Evaluation Matrix 
Evaluation Focus  Key Evaluation questions Methods Data Sources 
1. Effectiveness 
Assessing the 
success of the 
project in meeting 
its outcomes and 
targets. 

1.1 Did the trained leaders acquire practical conflict transformation skills from the training?  1.2 To what degree did they increase their capacity to use common ground dialogue techniques?   1.3 What practical actions have the trained leaders taken as a result of the training?  1.4 What local collaborative initiatives have been designed and launched as a result of the project?  1.5 Did trained leaders and community members demonstrate more inclusive attitudes or behaviors with regard to social divisions than others not exposed to the trainings or mobile screenings?   

KAP Survey Key Informant Interviews Document Review 
Local Leaders Project Participants Monitoring Reports 

2. Relevance 2.1 Did the trained leaders find the content of the “The Team” relevant to their own personal experiences?  2.2 Did they resonate with the chosen themes?  
KAP Survey Case studies FGD Local Leaders Project Participants Training Reports  

3. Sustainability 3.1 Are there signs that long-term collaborative initiatives will continue to take place after the project? If so, what initiatives?  3.2 Have structures and/or relationships been created, that will ensure long-term continued engagement from different key stakeholders beyond the life of the project (If so, who)?   3.3 Was SFCG able to attract the most strategic and relevant participants to the trainings? 

KAP Survey Key Informant Interviews Document Review Case Studies 
Local Leaders Project Participants Monitoring Reports  Project Staff 

4. Lessons Learnt 4.1 What lessons and good practice can be identified in relation to the following issues: 
• cultivating positive leadership skills among local leaders, including young men and women, in non-violence, facilitation and reconciliation; 
• Creating platforms at the local and national levels for constructive dialogue and reconciliation for communities and leaders from different backgrounds and affiliations.   4.2 What has worked particularly well and why? If something has not worked well, why was this? 4.3  How has this learning been applied in the project? 

Document review Key Informant Interviews FGDs Survey Questionnaire 
Project Documents Project Staff  Communities  Local Government Officials Project Participants 

5. Review of 
Partnership 
Arrangements 
  

1.1 To what extend has SFCG enhanced  partners organizational, financial and implementation capacities    1.2 Are there any other ways in which SFCG has helped or hindered the delivery of change?  
Document Review Key Informant Interviews  

Partner Staff  
6. Conclusions 

and 
Recommendati
ons 

  

6.1 What are the key conclusions that could be drawn from implementing this project that is useful to inform the future design or scaling up of similar projects? 6.2 What are the key recommendations to SFCG, partners and other stakeholders, particularly taking the work forward?  
All  All 
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6.6. Research Instruments 
 

Tool  Attachment (Double click to 
open) KAP Survey Questionnaire 

KAP Survey 
Tool_Final.docx  Key Informant Interview Guide 
Key Informant 

Interview Guides_Final.docx Focus Group Discussion Guide 
Focus_Group_Discu
ssion_Guides_Final.docx Success Story Guide 
Success_Story_Guid

eline.docx   
6.7. Detailed Field Schedule 

Search for Common Ground: Stronger Together! Project Evaluation 
Day and 

Date 
District / 

Place Activities Number  

Sunday 22 May Travel to Bulawayo  

Monday 
23 May 

Lupane 
Centre 

Travel to Lupane  Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Leaders who did not participate in the leadership training 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening 35 KAP Survey community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with Men 10 1 FGD with Women 10 Follow up case studies 1   Tuesday 24 May 

 
 
 

Lupane / 
Jotsholo 

Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening; and  35 KAP Survey Community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with the youths 10 Follow up case studies 1 

Wednesday 25 May Travel to Gweru     
 

Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC 
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Day and 
Date 

District / 
Place Activities Number   Thursday 26 May  

Vungu / 
Kushinga 

KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Leaders who did not participate in the leadership training 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening 35 KAP Survey Community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with Men 10 1 FGD with Women 10 Follow up case studies 1   Friday 27 May 

 
 
 

Tongogara 
/ Zhaugwe 

Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening; and  35 KAP Survey Community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with the youths 10 Follow up case studies 1 

Saturday 28 May Travel to Harare  

Monday 30 May Travel to Hurungwe   Tuesday 31 May   
 

 
 

Hurungwe 
/ 

Nyamakate 

Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Leaders who did not participate in the leadership training 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening 35 KAP Survey Community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with Men 10 1 FGD with Women 10 Follow up case studies 1    Wednesday 01 June 

 
 
 

Hurungwe 
/ Magunje 

 

Key Informant Interviews (flexible timing through the day: Local Authorities, traditional leaders, youth leaders) TBC KAP Survey Leaders who participated in the leadership training; 5 KAP Survey Community members who participated in the mass screening; and  35 KAP Survey Community members who did not participated in the mass screening 15 
1 FGD with the youths 10 Follow up case studies 1  Thursday 02 June Harare Meeting with CCMT Staff 4 

Harare Meeting with ZIMCET / CSU Staff TBC Friday 03 June Harare Meeting with SFCG Staff  3  Harare National Level Stakeholders (SFCG to confirm names and dates)  
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6.8. Evaluators’ Brief Biography  

Stanford Senzere (Lead Consultant), is a social development researcher with wide ranging evaluation experience in the fields of social sciences and socio-economic development, food, income and nutrition security, agriculture and livelihoods as well as M&E. He has a strong understanding of complexities of programme and project design, feasibility studies, baselines and evaluations.  Stanford has conducted gender and livelihoods assessments for various projects funded and implemented by UN agencies, governments, and donor agencies (DFID, SDC, SIDA, UNICEF, ECHO). He is well-versed in quantitative and qualitative evaluation methodologies. He has conducted evaluation interviews and focus group discussions at both central government and grassroots levels applying such techniques as Most Significant change approach, ladder of participation and community scorecard. In March 2015 Stanford led the Final Evaluation of the DFID funded “Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Prevention for Fishing Communities on the Shores of Lake George and Edward Project, implemented by Plan UK and UFFCA in South-Western Uganda. In October 2014 Stanford was commissioned by Aspire Rwanda (a local NGO) to lead the mid-term evaluation of the Aspire Rutunga Project in Rwanda, supported by Network for Africa, a UK based NGO focusing on gender, livelihoods and health. Stanford has maintained a focus on gender, as a cross-cutting component throughout his career. He demonstrates excellent communication, presentation and networking skillsets. He received his M.Sc. in Development Studies from Women’s University in Africa and a B.Sc. (Hons) from University of Zimbabwe, as well as Executive Certificate in Programme and Project Monitoring and Evaluation also from University of Zimbabwe. Stanford also holds a Training of Trainer Certificate in Cash Based Interventions from ADESO (Kenya).   
Claudios Hakuna (Evaluation Assistant) is a seasoned researcher with seven years of experience in planning, managing and executing different types of research assignments in Zimbabwe. He has worked with a number of entities including the Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (ZIMSTAT), IPSOS Healthcare International, and independent research consultants and also as an independent Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and Research consultant. His research experience covers areas such as Population Health, ICT, Labour, Gender based violence (GBV), Maternal and Sexual Reproductive Health, Food Security and social dimensions of environmental impacts analysis. These research assignments include national representative surveys, baselines and end of project evaluations. Claudious has also been involved with conflict management programming through the University of Zimbabwe’s Campus Sustained Dialogue Network, a Centre for Conflict Management sponsored project that sought to resolve disputes at institutions of higher learning through round table discussions and dialogue. 
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6.9. Terms of Reference for the evaluation  
 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation Consultant 
Search for Common Ground Zimbabwe 
 
SEARCH FOR COMMON GROUND 
 Since 1982, Search for Common Ground, an international non-governmental organization, has been working to 
transform the way the world deals with conflict: away from adversarial confrontation, towards cooperative solutions.  
Our philosophy is to “understand the differences,” but “act on the commonalities.”  SFCG is engaged in a long-term 
process of incremental transformation, so we make long-term commitments.  We seek cross-cultural integration of 
indigenous and international concepts of conflict prevention.  We work with partners on the ground to strengthen local 
capacity to deal with conflict.  SFCG and its Brussels-based partner, the European Centre for Common Ground, currently 
work in or with thirty one countries, which include Angola, Belgium, Burundi, D.R. Congo, Guinea, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, 
Liberia, Macedonia, Middle East (with offices in Jerusalem and Amman), Morocco, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, 
Ukraine, USA and Zimbabwe.   
 
Our “toolbox” includes mediation/facilitation training, community organizing, radio/TV, journalism, sports, drama, and 
music. 
 
SFCG Zimbabwe seeks applications from qualified individuals or institutions/organizations to conduct the final 
evaluation of its “Stronger Together” Project beginning 12 April 2016 for a period not exceeding 23 working days.  
 
Background 

Programme Summary 

In June 2014, Search for Common Ground Zimbabwe entered into an agreement with the Conflict Management and 
Mitigation office under the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to implement a 24 month 
project in eight districts around Zimbabwe. The overall goal of the project was to strengthen tolerance and 
reconciliation after the elections in Zimbabwe. To begin to break down mistrust, polarization, and political and ethnic 
divisions, and build instead on relations conducive to reconciliation, SFCG and its partners designed a conflict 
transformation project to contribute towards building a long process of reconciliation in Zimbabwe. In collaboration 
with the Center for Conflict Management and Transformation (CCMT), Counseling Service Unit (CSU), and the Zimbabwe 
Civic Education Trust (ZIMCET), the project worked towards fostering trust and tolerance in Zimbabwe while working 
with youth and community leaders, including traditional leaders, from across the political, ethnic and generational 
spectrum. They were trained on the common ground approach to conflict transformation and strategic communication. 
The curriculum was based around The Team, SFCG’S flagship drama series, replete with themes and messages around 
leadership and tolerance. The Team is designed to have direct impact on how community members think about 
themselves, their neighbors, and their society.  The plot focuses on football, and tells the fictionalized stories of young 
boys and girls from different political and ethnic groups playing together on the same team.  The core metaphor is 
simple:  If players don’t cooperate, they won’t score goals resulting in them not winning games which is the ultimate 
goal.   

 
1.2 The Project Goal 

The project’s overall goal was to strengthen tolerance and reconciliation after the elections in Zimbabwe.  

1.3 The Project Objectives 

The project goal was supported by two key objectives: 
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• To cultivate positive leadership skills among local leaders, including young men and women, in non-violence, 
facilitation and reconciliation; 

• To create platforms at the local and national levels for constructive dialogue and reconciliation for communities 
and leaders from different backgrounds and affiliations. 

1.4 Project Outcome Indicators 

RESULT   INDICATOR ESTIMATED TARGET 

Outcome 1.1  

Targeted youths, community and 
traditional leaders have gained 
knowledge in conflict analysis, 
transformation, and leadership. 

% of leaders trained who show 
improvement in their level of 
knowledge and skills in Common 
Ground principles and collaborative 
conflict resolution 

70% of training participants show 
improvement 

 

Outcome 1.2 
Targeted youth, community and 
traditional leaders demonstrate the 
capacity to use 
their knowledge to promote non-
violent actions 

% of SFCG trained leaders who 
report resolving a conflict in their 
communities through non-violent 
means during the course of the 
project; 

# of peace building/violence 
prevention activities implemented 
by targeted-leader organizations and 
associations over the course of the 
project. 

60% of trainees cite a case of conflict 
resolved non-violently 
 
 
 
 
Each targeted-leader organization 
and association implements at least 
two peace building/violence 
prevention activities beyond project 
activities 

Outcome 2.1 

Platform for collaborative problem-
solving dialogues and reconciliation 
discussions are 

available at the community level 

% of targeted community members 
surveyed who report that they have 
communicated or collaborated with 
members of communities/identity 
‘other’ than theirs in the last three or 
six months 

75% of targeted community 
members 

Outcome 2.2 
A national  network of vocal, trained 
leaders speaking for dialogue and 
inclusion is built 

% of targeted leaders who have 
spoken publically on issues of 
dialogue, inclusion, and democratic 
processes in the last six months   

At least 70% of the targeted leaders 

Outcome (crosscutting):  

Our partners have enhanced 
organizational, financial, and 
implementation  capacities 

% of members of partner 
organizations who state they are 
“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with 
knowledge and skills in financial and 
project and program management 
processes transferred as a result of 
the project 

80% satisfaction 

 

1.5 The Activities 

• Strategic planning meeting 
• Participatory Community Leadership Mapping 
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• Workshops for Community Leaders 
• Follow-on Participatory Dialogue Workshops 
• Community-led Collaborative Activities 
• The Team Mobile Screenings 
• Networking Meetings between Peace Leaders 
• National-level Peace Dialogue 

 
The consultancy 

2.1 Organisational Goal: 
SFCG, as an organization, has committed to conducting systematic monitoring and programmatic evaluations in order 
to maximize the effectiveness of our programming and engage in continuous improvement and learning within 
programmes and across the organization.  

2.2 Consultancy Objectives: 
 

The following table summarizes the output indicators for the project that must be collected or verified during the 
evaluation process. 

Output 1: Participatory Community Leadership Mapping 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of community organizations and key community 
leaders identified, including youth and traditional leaders 

1 mapping report 

Output 2: Community leaders are trained in the Common Ground Approach and in collaborative conflict resolution 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of community leaders trained in the Common Ground 
Approach and in collaborative conflict resolution with US 
Government (USG) assistance 

 

At least 240 leaders 

 

Output 3: Community follow-on participatory dialogue workshops on identifying common problems and developing 
non-violent response strategies are organized 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of community members participating in dialogues 
organized with USG assistance 

480 leaders 

 
Output 4: Collaborative actions jointly led by target organizations and associations are organized 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  
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# of collaborative actions organized by targeted 
organizations and associations 

8  

 

Output 4.1: Protection mechanisms supported with USG assistance 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

 

# of community protection mechanisms in targeted 
communities supported with USG assistance 

8 

 

Output 4.2: New groups or initiatives created through USG funding 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of new groups or initiatives created through USG 
funding dedicated to resolving conflict or the drivers of 
conflict 

8  

 
Output 5: Mobile cinema screenings of The Team are organized 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of people participating in public screenings  2400 

 

Output 6: Networking meetings between leaders promoting tolerance are held 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of networking events held with leaders from different 
backgrounds, affiliations and geographic origins 

4 networking meetings 

Output 7: National-level dialogue to constructively address grievances 

Indicators  

Indicator  Target  

# of national-level dialogues held 

# of participants in the dialogue process 

1 national-level policy dialogue 

 
2.3 Evaluation Objectives 
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The primary objective of the requested evaluation is to improve peacebuilding conceptually and programmatically. The 
evaluation will also seek to test the project’s hypothesis and measure key results, which will inform project partners’ 
future peacebuilding reconciliation strategies and methodologies. 

The evaluation will specifically focus on the following dimensions: 

Effectiveness 

• Did the trained leaders acquire practical conflict transformation skills from the training? To what degree did 
they increase their capacity to use common ground dialogue techniques?  

• What practical actions have the trained leaders taken as a result of the training? 
• What local collaborative initiatives have been designed and launched as a result of the project? 
• Did trained leaders and community members demonstrate more inclusive attitudes or behaviors with regard 

to social divisions than others not exposed to the trainings or mobile screenings? 
Relevance 

• Did the trained leaders find the content of the “The Team” relevant to their own personal experiences? Did 
they resonate with the chosen themes? 

• Was SFCG able to attract the most strategic and relevant participants to the trainings? 
Sustainability 

• Are there signs that long-term collaborative initiatives will continue to take place after the project? If so, what 
initiatives? 

• Have structures and/or relationships been created, that will ensure long-term continued engagement from 
different key stakeholders beyond the life of the project (If so, who)? 

 

2.4 Audience 
The primary audience of this evaluation is SFCG, both in Zimbabwe and globally, as well as implementing partners in 
the project. The result will be used for organizational learning, improvement of the program and public information. 
The project’s donor, USAID, will be a reader.  

1. Evaluation Methodology 
The SFCG approach to evaluation is grounded in the guiding principles of our work: participatory; culturally sensitive; 
committed to building capacity; affirming and positive while honest and productively critical and valuing knowledge and 
approaches from within the context. In addition the standards of utility, feasibility, propriety and accuracy developed 
by the American Joint Committee on Standards for Evaluation will be adhered to. 
 
Specifically the evaluation should include: 

- A knowledge, attitude, and practice survey (with some qualitative questions) of a sample of the target 
population in at least 3 locations that participated in the project activities. Indeed, this sample will naturally 
include a control group in the sample (people who have not been exposed to the process, to compare findings). 

- In-depth interviews with local authorities such as District Administrators and other Traditional leaders and 
youth leaders, including some questions about local initiatives that have been launched   

- Video Case studies:  at least 4 interesting stories that emerge from the project participants.  Those cases of 
positive change will be filmed (in situ or in a studio with an interviewer) to eloquently tell the story of the 
effects of The Team outreach. 
 
Scope of work  

4.1 Location 

This consultancy will take place in Harare with travel to at least three districts around Zimbabwe as appropriate. 
4.2 Deliverables 
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The consultancy team is expected to be responsible for the following:  

§ Writing an inception report including data collection tools and evaluation matrix before data collection begins 
§ Formation of a research team 
§ Design and implement data collection tools 
§ Facilitate survey crew training and supervise survey implementation 
§ Data analysis and report writing 
§ Develop and present a draft evaluation report  
§ Write and submit a final evaluation report 

  

The report should be of no more than 20 pages, written in English and consist of: 

§ Title Page 
§ Executive summary of key findings and recommendations – no more than 2 pages 
§ List of Acronyms 
§ Table of contents 
§ Conflict Context 
§ Project Background (objectives, activities etc.) 
§ Methodology 
§ Evaluation findings, analysis, and conclusions, including for all of the above indicators, with associated data 

presented, where appropriate in clear graphs or charts  
§ Recommendations for Future Action 
§ Appendices, which include collected data, terms of reference, detailed description of the methodology with 

research instruments, list of interviewees, bibliography, and evaluator(s) brief biography 
§ DVDs and transcripts of at least four video case studies. 
§ In-country debrief of the tentative evaluation findings with the project team. 

SFCG expects the report to be of an acceptable standard, in terms of writing style, language, logic and coherence, and 
the evaluation team must ensure that these expectations are met, before submitting a draft report. SFCG will not 
exercise any editorial control over the final evaluation report. SFCG however, is the owner of the report, and both the 
final and the summary report will be credited to the consultancy team and potentially placed in the public domain at 
the discretion of SFCG. 

4.3 Duration & Deadlines 
The duration of the contract will be 30 days, within a total period of 23 working days starting from Tuesday 12th April 
2016 to no later than 11th May 2016 
 
§ Consultant recruitment deadline 31st March 2016 
§ Assignment in Zimbabwe 12th April 2016 to not later than 11th May 2016. 
§ The consultant/s will be required to provide SFCG with a work-plan and clear time lines at the inception of the 

evaluation, as well as an inception report detailing methodology. 
§ Deadline for the draft report on 10th June 2016 
§ Deadline for final receipt of final report 24th June 2016 

4.4 Logistical Support 

SFCG will provide preparatory and logistical assistance to the evaluators, which include:  
§ Background materials (monthly reports, proposals, existing evaluations, etc.) 
§ Preparation meeting with Program Manager and DM&E coordinator 
§ Identify interviewees and set up interviews 
§ Arrange transportation, lodging, etc.  
§ Assist with M&E technical questions 

 

Application Guidelines 
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The consultancy will be conducted by a team of at least two people.  The consultants will be expected to travel to the 
identified field locations to conduct this work.  The final writing of the deliverables can be conducted externally to the 
area. 

Required Qualifications: 

§ Technical expertise in conducting complex monitoring and evaluation assignments 
§ Experience working sub-Saharan Africa, in Zimbabwe would be a plus 
§ Understanding of current socio-political dynamics in Zimbabwe 
§ Conflict resolution/peacebuilding and/or media for social change experience 
§ Evaluation methods and data collection skills in developing world or conflict context 
§ Facilitation skills 
§ Excellent oral and written communication skills 

 
Complete applications should be submitted by 31st March 2016 through email. Proposals/applications should include:  
§ Evaluation proposal 
§ Budget estimates and Price quote 
§ CVs 
§ Cover letter 
§ Availability 
§ References 
§ Writing sample 

Please submit applications no later than 5pm GMT on 31st March 2016 by email with the heading “CMM Evaluation” to 
employmentzim@sfcg.org 

Late applications will not be considered. 


