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Preface 
 
This is an external and independent impact 
assessment of the Access to Justice project, 
carried out by the Kampala Field Office of the 
International Criminal Court (ICC) in 
connection with the trial of Dominic Ongwen. 
The impact assessment was financed by the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, as 
represented by the Embassy of Denmark in 
Uganda, and co-financed by Aarhus University. 

The impact assessment was conducted by 
myself in collaboration with Abonga Francis in 
his capacity as a consultant at Aarhus 
University. Francis collected all the survey data 
that forms the primary basis of the impact 
assessment, and was my field assistant and 
translator when conducting focus group 
interviews in the local communities. I would like 
to thank Francis for his amazing work. He is the 
most competent field assistant I have ever had 
the pleasure of collaborating with. 

I would also like to thank the ICC Field Office 
for kindly sharing important information about 
the Access to Justice project, such as activity 
plans. Their cooperation is much appreciated. I 
am also grateful for all the help I received from 
local ICC focal points persons, without whom it 
would not have been possible to carry out the 
data collection in practice. 

The Royal Danish Embassy in Kampala has 
provided essential support since we started 

data collection in 2019. My thanks to the whole 
Embassy team, and particularly to Agnes Gillian 
Ocitti, the Embassy’s project coordinator. 

In addition, I would like to thank Lucy Seton-
Watson, Christian Axboe Nielsen, and Kristina 
Skau for providing valuable comments on this 
report. Your comments have led to significant 
improvements. 

Last and most important, I wish to express my 
deepest gratitude to the 3,000 people from 
Pajule, Odek, Lukodi, Abok, Coorom, and Gulu 
who kindly shared their assessments of the ICC, 
the Ongwen trial, and the Access to Justice 
project. This report is intended to make your 
voices heard. 

Before moving on, I wish to note that this report 
is preliminary in the sense that it will be followed 
by a final report which will also include 
disaggregated survey results from the different 
data collection sites and findings from our 
focus group interviews. The current report 
presents compiled results from all data 
collection sites; it does not present our interview 
findings. 

Publication of the final report is expected in 
late 2021. 

Christian B. N. Gade 
Aarhus University 
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Executive summary 
 

This report presents the assessments of 3,000 participants in the Access to Justice project of the project 
and its impacts. Overall the assessment of the project is very positive. The data collected also points to 
some areas of concern. 

 
Background 
The International Criminal Court (ICC) opened 
its investigation in Uganda in July 2004 after the 
situation concerning the Lord Resistance Army 
(LRA) was referred to the ICC by President 
Yoweri Museveni. In October 2005, the ICC 
unsealed arrest warrants for five top LRA 
commanders, including Dominic Ongwen. 

Ongwen remained at large, however, for 
about a decade until January 2015, when he 
surrendered to US troops in the Central African 
Republic. He was transferred to The Hague, 
and in March 2016, Pre-Trial Chamber II of the 
ICC presented its decision to confirm the 
seventy charges of crimes against humanity 
and war crimes brought against Ongwen. The 
verdict, delivered some four years later in 
February 2021, found Ongwen guilty of 61 of 
these charges. 

The ICC has conducted outreach activities in 
Uganda since 2004. Local communities in 
Northern Uganda called for increased 
outreach in relation to the Ongwen trial, and 
this was the background to the establishment 
of the Access to Justice project in 2017. The 
project was carried out by the ICC Field Office 
in Kampala, funded by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Denmark, represented by the Royal 
Danish Embassy in Uganda. 

The Access to Justice project included four 
types of activities intended to make the 
Ongwen trial more accessible and more 
meaningful to those who had been victims and 
to affected communities: (1) screenings of 
videos from the trial; (2) the radio programme 
Ask the Court; (3) radio listening clubs; and (4) 
feedback meetings with people from Northern 
Uganda who had visited the ICC in The Hague. 
The screenings, radio listening clubs, and 
feedback meetings were organized in Pajule, 
Odek, Lukodi, and Abok (the locations of the 
four internally displaced persons (IDP) camps 
attacked by Ongwen) and additionally in Gulu, 
the epicentre of the armed conflict, and 
Coorom, Ongwen’s birthplace. 

Purpose 
The purpose of the impact assessment was to 
find out how participants in the Access to 
Justice project assess the project and its 
impacts. 

Source base 
The source base is 3,000 survey responses from 
people who have participated in at least one 
activity in the Access to Justice project. The 
data was collected from 21 November 2019 to 
13 January 2021. It includes 500 survey 
responses from each of the six main data 
collection sites: Pajule/Lapul, Odek, Lukodi, 
Abok, Gulu, and Coorom. 

The ICC does not register the identity of 
participants in the Access to Justice project, 
and therefore we cannot know to what extent 
our sample is representative of all the project 
participants. Due to the conditions of data 
collection, our respondents were selected by 
means of a form of convenience sampling. 

Results 
This preliminary report presents the compiled 
survey results from the six data collection sites 
listed above. The final report will in addition 
contain the disaggregated results and the 
interview findings. 

Overall, the respondents were very positive 
about the ICC, the Ongwen trial, and the 
Access to Justice project. For instance, 87.1% 
believe it is good that there exists an 
International Criminal Court, 86.6% that it is 
good that Ongwen was on trial at the ICC, and 
89.0% that Access to Justice is a good project. 

Furthermore, our data indicates that the 
project succeeded in achieving most of the 
impact that it aimed for. For example, 73.1% 
stated that the Ongwen trial was more 
accessible to them because of their 
participation in the Access to Justice project, 
while 83.4% were of the view that the trial was 
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more meaningful to them because they had 
participated in the project. 

However, the number of respondents 
indicating that their expectations concerning 
reparations increased as a result of their 
participation in the project exceeds the 
number of respondents indicating that their 
expectations were lowered. This is a potential 
area of concern, as the project was intended 
to bring expectations for reparations — 
sometimes very high—to a realistic level. 

Another area of concern is that 14.6% of our 
respondents replied that they were 

traumatized by watching the video screenings 
of the Ongwen trial, whereas 9.6% answered 
that they were traumatized by participating in 
other project activities. While a number of 
issues need to be kept in mind regarding these 
numbers (see Section 3.5), they should be 
taken seriously. 

Despite some areas of concern, the overall 
assessment of the project is very positive. One 
of the report’s recommendations is that the 
ICC considers the possibility of establishing 
projects similar to the Access to Justice project 
in cases outside Uganda. 
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1. Background 
 

1.1. The ICC in Uganda 
 

The ICC, the world’s first and only permanent 
international criminal court, began operations 
after its founding treaty, the Rome Statute, was 
ratified by sixty countries in 2002. The Court has 
jurisdiction to prosecute crimes of genocide, 
crimes against humanity, war crimes, and 
crimes of aggression (1). 

Uganda ratified the Rome Statute in June 2002. 
In December 2003, President Yoweri Museveni 
referred the situation concerning the Lord’s 
Resistance Army (LRA) to the ICC’s Office of 
the Prosecutor (OTP). The OTP opened its 
investigation in Uganda in July 2004, focusing 
on crimes committed in the context of the 
armed conflict between, predominantly, the 
LRA and the Ugandan government. The ICC 
investigation was limited to the period after 1 
July 2002, the start date of the ICC’s mandate. 
It should however be noted that the armed 
conflict began in 1986, the year Museveni took 
office as president, and continued until 2006, 
when the LRA left Uganda. The larger part of 
the conflict was therefore not covered by the 
ICC investigation. 

In October 2005, the ICC unsealed arrest 
warrants for five top LRA commanders. It issued 
no arrest warrants for people who had fought 
on the side of the government (for an account 
of the ICC process, see reference 2). Crimes 
were however committed on both sides, a 
point addressed in Section 3. The respondents 
to the present impact assessment include both 
people who were victims of LRA crimes and 
those who were victims of crimes committed by 
the Uganda People’s Defence Force (UPDF) 
(Section 3.1). 

One of the ICC arrest warrants was for Dominic 
Ongwen. Ongwen had been abducted by the 
LRA in 1987 at the age of around nine. Later, he 
rose to the rank of brigadier of the Sinia 
Brigade, one of the four brigades of the LRA. 
Despite the ICC arrest warrant, however, 
Ongwen remained at large for about a 
decade until January 2015, when he 
surrendered himself to US troops in the Central 
African Republic. Later in that month, he was 
transferred to ICC custody in The Hague. 

The confirmation of charges hearing was held 
in January 2016. In March 2016, Pre-Trial 
Chamber II presented its decision to confirm 
the seventy charges of crimes against 
humanity and war crimes that had been 
brought against Ongwen by the OTP. The 
charges included crimes committed in attacks 
on the internally displaced persons (IDP) camps 
in Pajule (October 2003), Odek (April 2004), 
Lukodi (May 2004), and Abok (June 2004), and 
also crimes within the Sinia Brigade between 1 
July 2002 and 31 December 2005 (3). The trial 
opened in The Hague in December 2016, and 
Trial Chamber IX delivered its verdict in 
February 2021. Ongwen was found to be guilty 
of 61 charges comprising crimes against 
humanity and war crimes (4). At the hearing 
where the verdict was presented, Presiding 
Judge Schmitt stated: 

To try to sum up in a few words the 
lengthy and technical verdict 
rendered by the Chamber, 
Dominic Ongwen has been found 
guilty beyond reasonable doubt 
of: A number of crimes committed 
in the context of the four specified 
attacks on the IDP camps of 
Pajule, Odek, Lukodi and Abok: 
attacks against the civilian 
population, murder, attempted 
murder, torture, enslavement, 
outrages upon personal dignity, 
pillaging, destruction of property 
and persecution; Secondly, a 
number of sexual and gender-
based crimes he committed 
against seven women (whose 
names and individual stories are 
specified in the judgment) who 
were abducted and placed into 
his household: forced marriage, 
torture, rape, sexual slavery, 
enslavement, forced pregnancy 
and outrages upon personal 
dignity; Thirdly, a number of further 
sexual and gender-based crimes 
he committed against girls and 
women within the Sinia Brigade: 
forced marriage, torture, rape, 
sexual slavery and enslavement; 
And lastly, the war crime of 
conscripting children under the 
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age of 15 into the Sinia Brigade 
and using them to participate 
actively in hostilities (5: p.41–42). 

The ICC has, as mentioned above, also issued 
arrest warrants for four additional LRA 
commanders, including Joseph Kony, the 
leader of the LRA. While Kony remains at large, 
Vincent Otti, Raska Lukwiya, and Okot 
Odhiambo are dead (rumours are currently 
circulating that Kony has died of COVID-19, see 
6). 

 

1.1.1. ICC outreach 
 

Since its creation, the ICC has developed and 
conducted outreach activities in the countries 
where the OTP has carried out investigations (7: 
p. 3). In 2005, the Assembly of State Parties 
encouraged the Court to intensify its outreach 
activities so as to come closer to affected 
communities. This request led to the publication 
of the Strategic Plan for Outreach of the 
International Criminal Court in 2006. The plan 
emphasizes that: 

While independence, impartiality 
and fairness are defining attributes 
of justice, it should not be 
forgotten that making judicial 
proceedings public is a central 
element of a fair trial and 
therefore necessary to ensuring 
the quality of justice. Justice must 
be both done and seen to be 
done (7: p. 3). 

The preparation for the ICC outreach in 
Uganda started as early as 2004 once the OTP 
had initiated the investigation. In the 
beginning, the Court adopted a low-profile 
approach, but from March 2005 it began to 
increase its outreach activities (7: p. 23). In this 
connection, it should be remembered that 
during the early years, the outreach took place 
first in the context of the ongoing armed 
conflict, and then later in parallel with the Juba 
peace talks between the LRA and the Uganda 
government. It has been widely reported that 
the ICC arrest warrants were major stumbling 
blocks for the peace negotiations. For 
example, LRA spokesman Godfrey Ayoo 
stated: 

They should not expect us to sign 
an agreement and later cage our 
leaders in The Hague. Our leaders 
are not fools (... ) We are going to 
keep on talking here in Juba but 
those involved should know that 
the ICC indictments are a major 
stumbling block (8). 

Some of the ICC’s outreach activities in 
Uganda prior to the beginning of the Ongwen 
trial are described in outreach reports available 
on the ICC website.1 

 

1.2. The Access to Justice 
project 
 

According to the ICC Field Office in Kampala, 
local communities in Northern Uganda called 
for increased outreach activities in connection 
with the Ongwen trial (9: p. 4). It was against 
this background that the Access to Justice 
project was established in 2017. As explained 
by the Field Office, in light of the fact that the 
Ongwen trial was happening far away in The 
Hague, there was a need to further promote 
two-way communication between the Court 
and the affected community (10: p. 2). Thus: 

The overall goal of the Access to 
Justice Uganda Project was to 
create direct and sustained 
access to the trial of Dominic 
Ongwen by the victims and 
affected communities, and to 
enhance their meaningful 
involvement and participation in 
the judicial process (11: p. 2). 

The Access to Justice project represented a 
significant increase in the ICC’s outreach 
activities in the form of the four types of project 
activities which will be described below. The 
project was funded by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Denmark, represented by the Royal 
Danish Embassy in Uganda, and was carried 
out by the ICC Field Office in Kampala (12: p. 1; 
10: p. 1). Since the project includes activities in 

 

1 See https://www.icc-cpi.int/about/interacting-with-
communities (Accessed 18 February 2021).  
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multiple locations across a large geographical 
area, the Field Office partnered with local 
community members, who they refer to as 
“focal point” persons. These people received 
training by the Field Office in order to be able 
to carry out project activities in their respective 
communities: sometimes working with staff from 
the Field Office, sometimes on their own. 

Project activities were conducted in 25 
different locations, including parishes in the four 
case locations of the Ongwen trial 
(Pajule/Lapul, Odek, Lukodi, and Abok) and 
also in Coorom (Ongwen’s birthplace) and 
Gulu (the epicentre of the armed conflict).2 In 
Gulu, the focal point persons were employees 
of three local civil society organizations (CSOs): 
Uganda Women’s Action Programme (UWAP), 
the Foundation for Justice and Development 
Initiatives (FJDI), and the Justice and 
Reconciliation Project (JRP). The project was 
carried out in two phases: Phase 1 from 2017 to 
2018, Phase 2 from 2019 to 2021. In Phase 2, the 
number of project locations was increased 
from 23 to 25 (two locations were added in 
Gulu) and the number of focal point persons 
was raised from 48 to 52 (10: p. 8). 

The project activities included video 
screenings, the radio programme Ask the 
Court, radio listening clubs, and community 
feedback meetings with people from Northern 
Uganda—cultural leaders, religious leaders, 
CSO representatives, victims’ representatives, 
and journalists—who were invited to The Hague 
by the Field Office to follow the trial. In 
addition, the facilitation of inter-community 
dialogues was also planned in Phase 2 of the 
project, but this plan did not materialize due to 
the eruption of the COVID-19 pandemic. Only 
one inter-community dialogue about the trial 
took place, which was held in Odek on 27 
February 2020. This was included in the activity 
plan at the last minute, and involved thirty 
representatives from each case location. 

 

 

2 The project locations are: Lukudi Centre and Te-Okutu 
villages in Lukodi (Bungatira Sub-county); Palaro, Lukwor, 
Lamala and Binya parishes in Odek Sub-county; Itubara, 
Ariba, Bar, Ajerijeri and Bario parishes in Abok Sub-
county; Palwoo, Ogago, Paiula, Palenga, Otok, Oriang, 
Koyo, Lukaci, Atto, and Ogole parishes in Pajule/Lapul 
Sub-counties; Coorom in Lamogi Sub-county; three 
locations in Gulu city.  

In general, the pandemic severely affected the 
second phase of the project, as all activities in 
the communities were put on hold from March 
2020 because of the government’s COVID-19 
restrictions. The activities in the communities 
only started up again in late January 2021, right 
before the verdict. The various project activities 
are briefly described below. 

 

1.2.1. Video screenings 
 

Before the start of the Access to Justice 
project, the ICC Field Office organized live 
screenings in connection with the Ongwen trial, 
starting with screenings of the confirmation of 
charges hearing in January 2016 (see e.g. 13). 
This was the first time an international court had 
ever organized live screenings of its 
proceedings in the local communities where 
the crimes had been committed; as such, 
these screenings were historic events. However, 
the live screenings were confronted with a 
number of practical difficulties: the mobile 
internet connection was unstable; the live 
proceedings in The Hague were carried out in 
English, a language which many people in the 
communities did not understand; some parts of 
the proceedings were “closed” for reasons of 
confidentiality and could therefore not be 
screened. Furthermore, by comparison with 
later screenings in the project, the live 
screenings were somewhat centralized events, 
only held in the sub-country headquarters of 
the four case locations, plus Gulu city and 
Coorom. 

Due to the practical challenges encountered 
with the live screenings, the Field Office 
decided to change the screening procedures 
in the Access to Justice project by showing pre-
recorded, edited videos instead. This approach 
was likely inspired by the Special Court for 
Sierra Leone, which also used edited videos for 
outreach purposes (14). The use of edited 
videos had a number of advantages. 
Importantly, this procedure led to increased 
decentralization of the activities; the sessions 
were brought closer to the local communities, 
with screenings in all twenty-five of the 
aforementioned locations (see note 2). As a 
result, it was much easier for people to follow 
the trial. A further significant advantage was 
that the videos were produced in Acholi, a 
language which local people, including those 
in the Lango areas (Section 3.1), were able to 
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understand. The videos summarized major 
developments in the trial, which made it 
possible to provide a lot of important 
information in a relatively short time. For the 
most part, the videos were about 45 minutes 
long (9: p. 15). 

In the screening sessions, people in the 
communities gathered to watch the videos 
together. After watching, there was an 
opportunity to ask questions and raise concerns 
to the facilitators. Many questions and 
concerns were addressed on the spot, but 
sometimes the focal point persons forwarded 

questions to the ICC Field Office before 
providing an answer. For the most part the 
screenings were conducted monthly, but 
neither the screenings nor the other project 
activities were carried out on a completely 
regular basis. As mentioned above, some 
activities were put on hold due to COVID-19; 
there was also a break in project activities 
between Phases 1 and 2 of the project. 

Between the two phases, some community 
members told me that they had not been 
informed by the ICC Field Office about the 
future of the project (Section 2.2.). 

 

Table 1: Video screenings 

Information requested: Information from the ICC Field Office: 

Date of first screening (Phase 1): 21 November 2017 

Total number of screenings before the 
verdict (both phases): 

426 (276 in Phase 1 and 150 in Phase 2)  

Total number of participants in screenings before 
the verdict (both phases): 

185,208 (119,064 in Phase 1 and 66,144 in Phase 
2) 

Date of last screening before the verdict: 10 February 2020 

Information provided by the ICC Field Office in February 2021, upon my request. 

 

It should be noted that the number of 
participants in Table 1 is an estimate by the 
Field Office, based on numbers provided by 
focal point persons. No registration was 
conducted of the participants. It is impossible 
for me to assess the accuracy of the estimate, 
but I wish to place on record that while I was 
conducting the impact assessment, some 
people told me they suspected the actual 
number of project participants was lower than 
reported—furthermore, some screenings were 
held in connection with other activities, for 
example market activities, meaning that not all 
people were only there because of the 
screenings. It should further be noted that a 
person participating in more than one 
screening (Section 3.2) would be counted 
every time she/he participated. 

 

 
 

1.2.2. The radio programme Ask the 
Court and radio listening clubs 
 

The one-hour Ask the Court radio programme 
was recorded in Acholi and broadcast on four 
local radio stations, Gulu FM, Unity FM, Radio 
Ruping FM, and Mighty Fire FM (see 9: p. 18; 10: 
p. 8–9). The radio programme supplemented 
the video screenings as another way for the 
ICC Field Office to provide regular updates on 
the proceedings of the trial. In order to 
facilitate direct two-way communication, the 
listeners had the opportunity to phone in live 
with questions and concerns. The programme 
included panellists such as, for example, 
influential local leaders and CSO and human 
rights practitioners (9: p. 18) addressing 
questions and concerns, together with Field 
Office staff. Elaborating on the rationale 
behind the choice of radio as a medium, the 
Field Office explained that: 
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Although mass media in Uganda 
represents diverse categories, 
radio remains the primary means 
by which the general population, 
particularly victims and affected 
populations who reside in rural 
and remote communities, can 
easily access information (10: p. 
8). 

Simultaneously with the radio programme 
broadcasts, the Field Office and the focal point 
persons organized radio listening clubs in all of 
the twenty-five project locations (see note 2). 
The radio listening clubs provided an 
opportunity for community members to gather 

and listen to the radio programme together 
and subsequently to discuss what they had 
heard. It was a participatory approach, as 
emphasized by the Field Office: 

These interactive radio 
programmes will continue to 
facilitate a participatory 
approach, with listeners gathered 
in the radio listening clubs calling 
in or sending text messages to ask 
questions, express concerns or 
seek clarification on issues related 
to the case, and the work of the 
ICC as a whole (10: p. 9). 

Table 2: Ask the Court radio programme 

Information requested: Information from the ICC Field Office: 

Date of first broadcast (Phase 1):  27 December 2017 

Total number of hours the programme was 
broadcast before the verdict (both phases): 

58 (24 hours in Phase 1 at Gulu FM and Unity FM; 
34 hours in Phase 2 at Radio Ruping FM, Unity FM, 
and Mighty Fire FM) 

Total number of listeners before the verdict: 14,000,000 

Date of last broadcast before the verdict: 31 December 2020 

Information provided by the ICC Field Office in February 2021, upon my request. 

Table 3: Radio listening clubs 

Information requested: Information from the ICC Field Office: 

Date of first radio listening club (Phase 1): 2 November 2017 

Total number of radio listening clubs before the 
verdict (both phases): 

448 (276 in Phase 1; 172 in Phase 2) 

 
Total number of participants in radio listening 
clubs before the verdict: 

36,665 (20,665 in Phase 1; 16,244 in Phase 2) 

Date of last radio listening club before the 
verdict: 

15 February 2020 

Information provided by the ICC Field Office in February 2021, upon my request. 

 
 

In Table 2, the Field Office’s estimate of the 
total number of listeners is founded on 
information given by the radio stations. Of 
course it is impossible to establish exactly how 
many people listened to the radio programme. 
For example, we do not know how many 
people listen per radio. 

In connection with the radio listening clubs, it 
should be noted that if a person participated 
more than once (Section 3.2), then that person 
was counted more than once. I would like to 
underscore that I cannot access the accuracy 
of the numbers in Tables 2 and 3. 
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1.2.3. Feedback meetings 
 

An explicit aim of ICC outreach was to 
increase the local population’s support for the 
Court (7: p. 5). To achieve this aim, the Field 
Office in Kampala has taken a strategic 
approach in involving influential local actors in 
its activities. In the Field Office’s own words: 

Through the [Access to Justice] 
project, the Field Office further 
strengthened and expanded its 
partnerships with a formidable 
network of local actors and 
volunteers of up to 250 individuals, 
sub-county authorities, civil society 
organizations, local, religious and 
cultural leaders, and the media. 
These categories of stakeholders 
were crucial in cementing support 
for the work of the court, bringing 
about an overwhelming 
acceptance of the project (9: p. 
6). 

In practice, the Field Office invited religious 
leaders from the Acholi Religious Leaders 
Peace Initiative (ARLPI), cultural leaders from 

Ker Kwaro Acholi (KKA), civil society 
organizations (CSO) representatives, victims’ 
representatives, and journalists to The Hague to 
follow the trial at first hand. Following the return 
of these groups to Northern Uganda, the Field 
Office organized feedback meetings at which 
the people who had been to The Hague had 
an opportunity to share their experiences. 
According to the Field Office, this process 
increased support for the Court among local 
leaders, some of whom were previously critical 
of the ICC’s engagement in Northern Uganda 
(9: p. 26). Furthermore, as highlighted by the 
Field Office, the involvement of local leaders 
has been essential in building local confidence 
in the ICC process: 

The major purpose of the visits of 
influential leaders and victims’ 
representatives from Northern 
Uganda to the seat of the ICC in 
The Hague is to provide another 
reliable and authentic voice of 
locally legitimate and trusted 
leaders to the victims and 
affected communities about the 
trial of Dominic Ongwen and to 
build confidence in the process 
(10: p.10).

Table 4: Feedback meetings 

Information requested: Information from the ICC Field Office: 

Date of first feedback meeting (Phase 1): 2 November 2017 

Total number of feedback meetings before the 
verdict (both phases): 

8 (1 for KKA, 1 for ARLPI, 1 for CSOs, 1 for 
members of the media, 4 joint feedback sessions 
for KKA and ARLPI) 

Total number of participants in feedback 
meeting before the verdict: 

1,415 (15 from KKA; 15 from ARLPI, 40 from CSOs, 
20 from the media, and 1,325 community 
members of which 220 were from Lukodi, 340 
from Odek, 315 from Pajule/Lapul, and 450 from 
Abok) 

Date of last feedback meeting before the 
verdict: 

17 November 2018 

Information provided by the ICC Field Office in February 2021, upon my request. 
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2. Design and data collection 
 

2.1. Background to the 
impact assessment 
 

I had previously conducted fieldwork in 
Northern Uganda in 2010, 2013-2016, and 2018-
2019, each time for about a month, to follow 
developments in the area after the armed 
conflict. As part of my data collection, I 
conducted a large number of interviews with—
among others—victims, former LRA fighters, 
and cultural leaders involved in conflict 
management. 

In November 2018 and January 2019, I 
facilitated interviews with victims of the LRA 
attacks on the previous IDP camps in Pajule, 
Odek, Lukodi, and Abok. I also attended a 
screening and a feedback meeting in the 
Access to Justice project. The impression I 
gained from these events was that most victims 
were satisfied with the project. However, I did 
receive information that concerned me. For 
example, I was told that some of the victims 
had been traumatized by watching the videos 
as doing so revived bad memories. Some 
stated that the project had created very high 
expectations for reparations in the case of a 
guilty verdict. Furthermore, at this point in time 
between Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project, 
some victims felt that they lacked sufficient 
information about the future of the project. 

Based on my experiences in the field, I emailed 
the acting Danish ambassador in Uganda and 
requested a meeting to hear more about the 
Embassy’s future plans for the project. The 
meeting was held at the Royal Danish Embassy 
in Kampala on 24 January 2019. During the 
meeting, I shared my fieldwork experiences 
and my concerns. In May 2019, I received an 
email from the Embassy inviting me to submit a 
proposal for a project impact assessment for 
the Access to Justice project. 

 

 

 

2.2. Project design and 
data collection 
 

I developed a proposal whereby the impact 
assessment would be conducted as part of my 
work at Aarhus University, with the university co-
financing the assessment by paying part of my 
salary in return for authorization for me to use 
the collected data in my own research. The 
Embassy approved the proposal, and a 
contract was signed between the Embassy 
and the university. A data-manager contract 
and a consultancy agreement were signed 
between the university and Abonga Francis. 
Francis, an experienced fieldworker, is Acholi. 
He was responsible for survey data collection 
and has been my field assistant and translator 
when conducting interviews. 

 

2.2.1. Developing and testing the 
survey 
 

The impact assessment is a mixed-methods 
study, combining quantitative survey data with 
qualitative data from focus group interviews 
and observations. My first trip to Uganda as 
part of the impact assessment was in October 
2019 with the aim of developing and testing 
the survey. My plan was to create a survey that 
included questions about: 

1) Where and when the survey was 
answered 

2) The respondent’s identity 
3) The respondent’s perception of the 

ICC and the Ongwen trial 
4) The respondent’s participation in the 

Access to Justice project 
5) The respondent’s assessment of the 

Access to Justice project and the 
impacts of project participation 

While I was designing the study, the Embassy 
shared a number of project documents with 
me: the agreement between the ICC Field 
Office and the Embassy for Phase 1 of the 
project (12); the Field Office’s implementation 
report for Phase 1 (9); the Field Office’s 
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proposal for Phase 2 (10); and the agreement 
between the Field Office and the Embassy for 
Phase 2 (11). These documents were essential 
when designing the survey, especially for the 
part addressing the impacts of project 
participation. Section 3, which presents the 
findings of the impact assessment, refers to 
these documents in relevant passages. 

In addition to basic information about gender, 
age, and ethnicity, I also wanted the survey to 
include information on whether the 
respondents perceived themselves as victims, 
and whether they had been actively involved 
in the fighting during the armed conflict. Such 
information is important for understanding the 
respondents’ assessment of the Access to 
Justice project. Victims of crimes committed by 
Ongwen, for example, may have a rather 
different perception of the Access to Justice 
project than respondents who were not victims 
of those crimes and who fought for the LRA. 

Furthermore, as the respondents’ more general 
perceptions of the ICC and the Ongwen trial 
might influence their perceptions of the Access 
to Justice project (and vice versa), it was 
important to include some general contextual 
questions about the ICC and the Ongwen trial. 
These questions were primarily based on my 
previous fieldwork in Northern Uganda, through 
which I had become aware of various issues 
under discussion locally about the ICC. The 
general questions also drew on the work of 
international researchers outside Uganda, not 
least Phil Clark’s recent book Distant Justice 
(15). 

The first version of the survey was presented at 
a meeting at the Royal Danish Embassy in 
Kampala on 7 October 2019. In addition to the 
Embassy project manager, the meeting was 
attended by the leader of the ICC Field Office 
and one of her staff members. We discussed 
the draft and agreed to add a disclaimer at 
the beginning of the survey in order to 
emphasize that: 

a. It is an independent impact 
assessment not carried out by the ICC 

b. Participation is completely voluntary 
c. Respondents should answer only those 

questions they would like to answer 
d. The names of respondents will not be 

used when results are reported 

At first, the ICC did not want me to collect any 
information about who the respondents were 

or what they had experienced during the war. 
However, I insisted that such information was 
essential for the quality of the impact 
assessment, and the Embassy supported this 
position. 

Agreement was eventually reached that 
almost all the questions about the respondents’ 
identity and experiences should stay in the 
survey. Only those elements where I thought 
the ICC Field Office had reasonable arguments 
were deleted. Furthermore, I agreed with the 
Field Office and the Embassy that the 
respondent’s name should not be included in 
the consent form in order to protect their 
identity. Instead, the consent form and the 
survey were linked via a survey number. 
Ethically, this was the correct decision. Because 
the identities of respondents were concealed, 
however, the unfortunate consequence was 
that it was impossible to do follow-up interviews 
with respondents who provided particularly 
interesting information in the surveys. 

Following the meeting, I went to Northern 
Uganda to test the survey among victims of the 
attacks on the previous IDP camps in Pajule, 
Odek, Lukodi, and Abok. Altogether, 58 victims 
answered the survey at four test meetings, one 
in each case location of the Ongwen trial. 
After we had gone through the whole survey, 
we received feedback from the respondents. I 
was well aware that many in the local 
communities are experiencing exasperation of 
answering long surveys from the large number 
of researchers in the area. Therefore, I was 
particularly concerned that the survey might 
be too long (see 16: p. 141). 

However, at all the test meetings, the 
respondents told me that they appreciated all 
the included questions, and that they thought it 
was important that they received an 
opportunity to share their views about the ICC, 
the Ongwen trial, and the Access to Justice 
project. They wanted their voices to be heard, 
and asked me not delete any questions. At one 
meeting, the respondents told me they would 
welcome the addition of a question about 
what sentence they thought Ongwen should 
receive if he was found to be guilty of all 
charges. Consequently, I added a question 
about that. 

After the survey testing, I organized a meeting 
to discuss Francis’s translation of the survey and 
the consent form into Acholi. In addition to 
Francis and myself, the meeting included three 
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Acholi people who I had been told were 
particularly skilled at translating English texts 
into Acholi. The meeting took most of the day 
before the group finally came up with 
translations that they were all happy with. I 
then shared the translation with the Embassy, 
and the project manager, who is herself an 
Acholi, commented on the text. The ICC Field 
Office was also invited to provide comments, 
but they did not use this opportunity. The final 
English and Acholi versions of the survey are 
included in this report as Appendixes 1 and 2. 

As seen in the appendixes, the survey includes 
a number of check boxes and rating scale 
questions where the respondents are invited to 
answer whether they (1) “strongly disagree,” (2) 
“disagree,” (3) “neither agree nor disagree,” 
(4) “agree” or (5) “strongly agree” with specific 
statements. The survey also allows the 
respondents to provide written answers to 
specific questions, for example concerning 
their expectations regarding reparations. 

 

2.2.2. Sampling of survey 
respondents 
 

Even if it had been possible for us to identify all 
the participants in the Access to Justice 
project, we would not have had sufficient 
resources to collect survey data from all of 
them. Thus we had no other option than to 
collect data from a sample of the participants, 
and, as will be explained in detail below, we 
managed to get a large sample of 3,000 
individuals. 

Ideally, I would have preferred the sample to 
be a simple random sample of all participants 
in the Access to Justice project. Such a sample 
would have been representative to a 
significant extent of all the project participants. 
However, since the Field Office does not 
register participants, it was simply not possible 
to create a simple random sample (see Section 
1.2). A random sample presupposes that you 
know who all the participants are. 

Based on the data collection conditions, I 
decided to use a form of convenience 
sampling (the specific procedures are 
presented below). My aim was to collect the 
same number of survey responses from the six 
main project sites (Pajule/Lapul, Odek, Lukodi, 
Abok, Coorom, and Gulu). In addition I wanted 

to get data from all sub-locations that were 
part of the project (see note 2). Furthermore, to 
lay the groundwork for a cautious comparison 
of results from the six main sites in the final 
report, I wanted the respondent groups from 
the different sites to be rather similar with 
respect to gender and age composition. 

Based on these considerations, I asked Francis 
to aim for an equal number of female and 
male respondents from each site and for as 
much age diversity as possible within the 
included age group. In addition, our inclusion 
criteria were: 

1. The respondent had attended at least 
one activity in the Access to Justice 
project 

2. The respondent had not answered the 
survey before 

3. The respondent was at least 15 years 
old 

4. The respondent gave informed 
consent to be part of the study 

A few comments on each criterion: 

• Criterion 1: The aim of the impact 
assessment has only been to explore 
how project participants assess the 
Access to Justice project. Saying 
anything meaningful about how other 
groups perceive the project would 
require a lot of additional data and is 
beyond the aim of this study. 

• Criterion 2: This criterion is included 
because I did not want any 
respondent’s opinions to be counted 
more than once in the results. Another 
strategy would have been to ask each 
respondent to answer the survey more 
than once in order to track their 
opinions over time. However, since I 
had agreed with the Embassy and the 
Field Office not to register the 
respondents’ names, this was not an 
option. 

• Criterion 3: Children were excluded 
from the survey because I was unsure 
whether they would have been able to 
understand and answer the different 
questions.3 

 

3 For statistical purposes, the UN defines children as 
individuals under the age of 15. I follow this definition in 
choosing 15 years as a demarcation line. 
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• Criterion 4: For ethical reasons, we only 
wanted to include respondents who 
were properly informed about the 
details of the study, and who had 
provided informed consent to 
participate. The consent form was 
prepared in collaboration with a legal 
advisor from Aarhus University who is an 
expert in the rules regarding consent. 

Francis collected in total 3,120 survey responses 
from 21 November 2019 to 13 January 2021. 
The survey data was collected from all twenty-
five project sites during 61 days in the field. In 
3,000 survey responses, the respondents replied 
that they had not answered the survey before, 
and also that they had participated in at least 
one Access to Justice project activity. The 3,000 
respondents consist of groups of exactly 500 
respondents from each of the six main project 
sites. It is the data from these 3,000 survey 
responses that is presented in Section 3. 

The disaggregated results for the different sites 
and detailed site-specific data are not 
included in this preliminary report. It should be 
noted, however, that the respondent groups 
from the different sites are relatively similar in 
regard to both gender (with between 47.6 and 
50.9% females in all sites) and age (with the 
mean age of respondents being between 34.2 
and 39.5 years in all sites). Since we do not 
know who all the project participants were in 
the Access to Justice project, we do not know 
to what extent the site samples are 
representative of all the project participants in 
the different sites, just as we do not know to 
what extent the 3,000 respondents are 
representative of the total number of 
participants in the project. 

A factor in achieving rather similar site samples 
with respect to gender and age was that 
Francis uploaded the survey data to our data 
management system on an ongoing basis (see 
Section 2.2.5). As a result I was able to 
continuously keep track of the data in the 
different sites, letting Francis know if the 
respondent group in one site started to look 
different from those in the other sites. In such a 
case I was able, for example, to ask Francis to 
increase the number of female respondents in 
the particular site, or to get respondents who 
were a bit older. 

Though the data collection was guided by the 
aims of gender and age diversity, exactly who 
was included in the sample was to a large 

extent random. During the first period of survey 
data collection (see below), when data was 
collected in connection with Access to Justice 
project activities, many more project 
participants than we could include wanted to 
answer the survey. Precisely who among the 
volunteers Francis selected as part of the 
sample was therefore somewhat random. 
During the second period of data collection, 
when respondents were “tracked down” in the 
local communities, it was also somewhat 
random precisely which potential respondents 
Francis met in the villages. 

 

2.2.3. Survey data collection 
methods and COVID-19 
 

During the period from 21 November 2019 to 12 
March 2020, Francis spent eighteen days in the 
field. During this period he collected 1,225 
surveys in connection with activities in the 
Access to Justice project (of these, 1,126 
fulfilled the inclusion criteria). At the beginning, 
the collection rate was only 25 surveys per day, 
but as he became more experienced with the 
data collection procedures, Francis ended up 
being able to collect up to a hundred surveys 
per day. It should be noted in this connection 
that we wanted to get as much data as fast as 
we could. This was because we did not know 
when to expect the verdict in the Ongwen trial, 
or how the coronavirus would affect the future 
of the data collection. 

During this period, Francis attended activities in 
the Access to Justice project and subsequently 
invited a number of participants to answer the 
survey. Once the respondents had been 
selected, a copy of the survey and two copies 
of the consent form were distributed to each 
respondent (the survey and the consent forms 
were linked by a unique survey number). 
Francis would then read the consent form out 
loud, and the respondents would sign it. They 
kept one copy of the consent form in case they 
wished to withdraw their consent at a later 
stage. 

After finalizing the consent process, Francis 
would read out loud the disclaimer on the front 
page of the survey and then each survey 
question, one by one. After a question was 
read, the respondents noted down their 
answers. Finally, after the whole survey had 
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been completed (which took 30–60 minutes), 
Francis collected the physical copies of the 
surveys and the signed consent forms. In 
accordance with common practice in data 
collection in the area, at the end the 
respondents received a small symbolic 
acknowledgement for their time: a soda, a bar 
of soap, a packet of bisques, and the pen they 
had used to answer the survey. 

In March 2020, the ICC Field Office had to put 
most of their activities in the Access to Justice 
project on hold due to the COVID-19 
restrictions introduced by the Ugandan 
government. No further project activities took 
place in the communities until right before the 
verdict. The COVID-19 pandemic also caused 
a pause in the survey data collection. 
However, in late July 2020 I decided that the 
data collection should continue with adjusted 
procedures compatible with the government’s 
corona restrictions. I expected to find that the 
pause in project activities had led to a less 
positive attitude to the Access to Justice 
project, but the overall reported level of 
satisfaction remained about the same 
throughout the whole data collection period.4 

From 31 July 2020 to 13 January 2021, Francis 
spent 43 days in the field and collected a total 
of 1,895 surveys in different communities (of 
these, 1,874 fulfilled the inclusion criteria). In 
practice the procedure followed during this 
period was that Francis went to the different 
communities with a local focal point person to 
find people who had participated in at least 
one project activity in the Access to Justice 
project and who had not already answered 
the survey. Once a person was located, he or 
she received a copy of the survey and two 
copies of the consent form. The respondent 
then answered the survey on her/his own, with 
Francis returning to collect the survey later the 
same day. The respondents received the same 
symbolic acknowledgement for their time as 
mentioned above. On most days, Francis 
collected fifty surveys using this method. He 
was strictly instructed to adhere to all the 
government’s corona restrictions. 

 

4 For example, in the first data collection period, 87.6% 
answered that they thought Access to Justice is a good 
project (1,110 respondents, 16 missing (1.4%)), while in 
the second period, the corresponding number was 89.9% 
(1,859 respondents, 15 missing (0.8%). The numbers for 
the whole period are presented in Table 60. 

As the data collection methods are likely to 
have had at least some effect on the results, I 
would have preferred to use the same 
methods throughout the whole data collection 
period. However, this was simply not possible 
due to COVID-19. Furthermore, potential 
challenges arose with all the methods we used. 
For example, during the first period, when the 
respondents were sitting in close proximity to 
each other after attending a project activity, 
there was a risk that some could try to influence 
the answers of others. Francis underscored that 
this was not acceptable, but I cannot exclude 
that it may have happened in a few cases. 
Furthermore, when people were answering the 
survey on their own, they did not have the 
opportunity to ask Francis for clarification if they 
did not understand a specific question. 

 

2.2.4. Observations and focus 
group interviews 
 

In designing the impact assessment, I wanted 
to create a mixed-methods study in which 
qualitative observation data would contribute 
to the understanding of the different project 
activities, while qualitative focus group 
interviews would provide a more nuanced 
understanding of the survey data. During the 
period from November 2019 to March 2020 
when the Field Office was carrying out 
activities in the local communities, Francis did, 
as described above, attend project activities 
before collecting survey data. In our written 
communication and video meetings, he 
provided me with regular updates from the 
field. He also took observation notes and 
pictures of the different activities, which he 
uploaded to our data management system 
(Section 2.2.5). This allowed me to continually 
follow what was happening in the field, even 
when I was in Denmark. 

In January 2020, I was in Uganda to do focus 
group interviews in Pajule, Lukodi, Odek, Abok, 
and Coorom with a total of fifty people who 
had answered the survey (at that point, we 
had no survey data from Gulu). Before 
beginning the interviews, we received informed 
consent from all the participants, including 
consent to audio-record the conversation. The 
interview guidelines were developed on the 
basis of a quantitative overview of the 325 
survey responses we had received at that point 



Impact assessment of the International Criminal Court’s 

Access to Justice project in Uganda   

 

 

18 

in time. In practice the procedure was that I 
presented the preliminary survey results (which 
were actually very similar to our final results) 
and then asked people to reflect on the 
answers. Why did they think people had 
answered the different questions in the ways 
they had answered them? Did they agree with 
the majority, or did they have other opinions? 
Why did they agree or disagree? Asking these 
questions gave us valuable perspectives on the 
quantitative data, which will be presented in 
the final report. 

My initial plan was to do four rounds of focus 
group interviews. Unfortunately, this has been 
impossible to implement because of COVID-19. 
I hope however to do one additional round of 
focus group interviews before publication of 
the final report. Because of COVID-19, the 
Embassy agreed that I could reallocate a part 
of the budget for focus group interviews to 
additional survey data collection. The original 
plan was to collect 1,200 survey responses, but 
with the reallocation of the budget, the 
number was increased to 3,000. 

 

2.2.5. Data protection 
 

The project impact assessment is registered 
with the Danish Data Protection Agency. All 
formal project documents, including the 
university’s data-manager contract with Francis 
and the consent form, were developed in 
collaboration with a legal adviser. 

All project data (survey responses, sound files, 
pictures, etc.) has been stored in RedCap, a 
data management system approved for the 
storage of sensitive personal data. On his return 
from the field, Francis entered the data from 
each survey response into the electronic 
RedCap version of the survey and uploaded a 
picture of the consent form and pictures of all 
completed survey pages to the system. In this 

way he was able to document that he had 
received informed consent and that the survey 
data had been correctly entered into the 
system. After uploading the data, Francis was 
instructed to burn all physical copies and to 
delete all pictures from his phone and laptop.
  

2.2.6. Collaboration with the Royal 
Danish Embassy, the ICC Field 
Office, and the focal point persons 
 

This study is an external and independent 
impact assessment of the ICC’s Access to 
Justice project. I have however also been 
engaged in ongoing collaboration with both 
the Royal Danish Embassy and the ICC Field 
Office in Kampala. Such collaboration was 
essential in order to carry out the impact 
assessment in practice. For example, the Field 
Office kindly shared with me its activities plans 
and data about its activities for this report 
(Section 1.2). 

As described earlier, the Embassy and the Field 
Office were invited to comment on the draft 
survey, and I made a few adjustments to the 
survey based on the inputs that I found to be 
reasonable (Section 2.2.1). Furthermore, I have 
shared my preliminary survey results with both 
the Embassy and the Field Office several times 
because I wanted to give the Field Office an 
opportunity to improve the project while it was 
still ongoing (in this connection, see 
Recommendation #3 in the conclusion). 

Finally, Francis and I have been completely 
dependent on a good collaboration with the 
local focal point persons. They informed us 
about where and when the project activities 
would be carried out, and they helped us to 
find people in the villages who had not yet 
answered the survey. The focal point persons 
received a modest remuneration for their 
assistance.
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3. Results 
 

In this section, I start by sharing the survey data 
on the identity of the 3,000 respondents, before 
presenting analysis of how they have 
participated in the Access to Justice project 
and how they access the ICC, the Ongwen 
trial and the project. As emphasized in Section 
2.2.2, as we do not know who all the 
participants are in the Access to Justice 
project, it is impossible to know to what extent 
the survey sample is representative. This is a 
challenge concerning external validity. 

Potential challenges also arise in regard to 
internal validity. For example, some 
respondents might not remember exactly how 
many project activities they had participated 
in, or might have misunderstood particular 
questions, or understood the same question in 
different ways. Such potential challenges are, 
of course, by no means unique to this study, but 
they are important to keep in mind when 
reading the results. 

I would also like to mention that, based on my 
agreement with the Embassy and the ICC Field 
Office, Francis emphasized that the 
respondents should answer only those 
questions they wished to answer (see Section 
2.2.1). As will be seen in the following, we have 
some missing data, but for 53 out of the 57 
tables included (Tables 5–61), this is less than 
5%. Furthermore, it should be noted that some 
numbers in the tables do not add up. This is 
always because some respondents have 
checked more than one option (for example, 
one respondent checked both the female and 
the male option in Table 5). 

A final point to highlight in introducing this 
section is that when percentages are reported 
in the body of this section, detail on the 
number of respondents and missing data is 
given in the tables, not in the body text.5 

 

 

5 For example, Table 5 shows that 2,991 respondents 
answered the question about gender, meaning that nine 
people (0.3%) did not provide an answer. We do not, of 
course, know the gender composition of the nine people 
who did not answer the specific question.  

3.1. Who were the 3,000 
survey respondents? 
 

As explained in Section 2.2.2, our aim was to 
include approximately the same number of 
female and male respondents, and also 
respondents of different ages. We ended up 
with 49.5% females (Table 5) and the mean 
age of the respondents is 36.2 years, with the 
youngest being 16 and the oldest 90 (Table 6). 

As seen in Table 7, 79.0% of the respondents 
were Acholi, and 20.9% were Lango. Ethnically, 
Abok is different from the other main data 
collection sites because it is a Lango area, 
which is also reflected in our data, as 99.0% of 
the respondents from Abok are Lango.6 We 
have 99.0–99.8% Acholi respondents in Lukodi, 
Pajule/Lapul, Coorom, and Gulu, and 75.6% 
Acholi respondents in Odek.7 

The majority of the respondents (62.0%) 
reported that they consider themselves to be 
victims of the crimes investigated by the ICC in 
the Ongwen case (Table 8). Most of the 
respondents replied that the crimes were 
committed in Lukodi (32.5%), Abok (28.1%), 
Pajule (21.2%), or Odek (15.9%) IDP camps, 
while a few answered that the crimes were 
committed in Sinia Brigade (2.2%) or 
somewhere else (1.6%) (Table 9). 

As mentioned in Section 1.1, the ICC 
investigation in Uganda has only covered a 
small part of the armed conflict. As many as 
87.9% of our respondents stated that they 
consider themselves to be victims of crimes not 
investigated by the ICC (Table 10). Altogether, 
90.0% of the respondents answered that they 
are victims of some crimes that were 
committed during the war.8 

 

6 499 respondents, 1 missing (0.2%).  
7 Lukodi: 497 respondents, 3 missing (0.6%); Pajule/Lapul: 
498 respondents, 2 missing (0.4%); Coorom: 491 
respondents, 9 missing (1.8%); Gulu: 498 respondents, 2 
missing (0.4%); Odek: 491 respondents, 9 missing (1.8%). 
8 This number is based on our two questions about 
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Asked who committed the crimes that were 
not investigated by the ICC, 94.6% replied that 
it was the LRA, while 15.5% stated that it was 
the UPDF (Table 11). 10.9% of the respondents 
answered that it was both the LRA and the 
UPDF, which explains why the numbers in Table 
11 add up to quite a lot more than 100%. 

A minority of our respondents (11.2%) told us 
that they were actively involved in the fighting 
during the war (Table 12). Asked who they 
fought for, 91.9% answered that it was the LRA, 
while 8.1% stated that it was the UPDF (Table 
13). However, as seen in Table 13, we have 
17.1% missing data for this particular question, 
perhaps because the question is rather 
sensitive. 

 

victimhood, more specifically the once in Tables 8 and 
10. We have 2,977 respondents who provided an answer 
to at least one of these questions, and out of these, 2,680 
respondents (i.e. the abovementioned 90.0%) answered 
at least one of the two questions in the affirmative.  
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Table 5. Gender 

Total count (N) Missing Female Male 

2,991 9 (0.3%) 1,481 (49.5%) 1,511 (50.5%) 

 

Table 6. Age 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median  

2,957 43 (1.4%) 16 90 36.2 11.6 35 

 

Table 7. Ethnicity 

Total count (N) Missing Acholi Lango Other 

2,974 26 (0.9%) 2,349 (79.0%) 622 (20.9%) 3 (0.1%) 

 

Table 8. Victims of crimes investigated by the ICC 

Total count (N) Missing Do you consider yourself to be a victim of crimes 
that are being investigated by the ICC in the 
Ongwen case? 

Yes No 

2,950 50 (1.7%) 1,830 (62.0%) 1,120 (38.0%) 

 

Table 9. Locations of the crimes that the respondents consider themselves to have been victims of 

Total 
count (N) 

Missing Lukodi IDP 
Camp 

Abok IDP 
Camp 

Pajule IDP 
Camp 

Odek IDP 
Camp 

Sinia 
Brigade 

Other 

1,741 89 (4.9%) 566 
(32.5%) 

490 
(28.1%) 

369 
(21.2%) 

277 
(15.9%) 

39 (2.2%) 27 (1.6%) 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 8. 

 

Table 10. Victims of crimes not investigated by the ICC 

Total count (N) Missing Do you consider yourself to be a victim of crimes 
that were committed as part of the war in 
Northern Uganda, but which are not being 
investigated by the ICC? 

Yes No 

2,942 58 (1.9%) 2,585 (87.9%) 357 (12.1%) 
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Table 11. Responsible for crimes not investigated by the ICC 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing LRA UPDF Don’t know Other 

2,448 137 (5.3%) 2,316 (94.6%) 379 (15.5%) 19 (0.8%) 1 (0.0%) 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 10. 

 

Table 12. Involvement in the fighting during the war 

Total count (N) Missing  Were you actively involved in the fighting during 
the war in Northern Uganda? 

Yes No 

2,936 64 (2.1%) 328 (11.2%) 2,609 (88.9%) 

 

Table 13. Who respondents fought for during the war 

Total count (N) Missing LRA UPDF Other 

272 56 (17.1%) 250 (91.9%) 22 (8.1%) 4 (1.5%) 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 12. 
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3.2. Respondent 
participation in the Access 
to Justice project 
 

In order to gain a better understanding of the 
respondents’ basis for assessing the Access to 
Justice project, the survey included questions 
about project participation (Section 2.2.1). It 
should be remembered that all respondents 
had participated in at least one activity, as this 
was one of our inclusion criteria. 

The respondents were asked questions about 
how many times they had participated in the 
different types of activities. It is clear that some 
respondents vastly overestimated the number 
of times they had participated. For example, 
one respondent claimed to have attended 28 
feedback meetings, which by far exceeds the 
number of feedback meetings organized in the 
whole project (see Section 1.2.3). However, 
while it is likely that some respondents in a large 
sample provide very wrong estimates, this is less 
likely to be the case for all the respondents. The 
mean numbers—and perhaps above all the 
medians—may reflect more accurately how 
many activities the respondents had on 
average participated in.9 

Almost all our respondents (98.6%) replied that 
they had participated in video screenings of 
the Ongwen trial. On average, they stated that 
they had attended 8.8 screenings (median 8) 
(Tables 14 and 15). 

 

9 However, I suspect that the respondents tended to 
provide overestimates rather than underestimates when 
it comes to their project participation. For example, 
based on the relatively few feedback meetings that 
were organized in the project, I find it quite unlikely that 
those who had participated in feedback meetings 
(37.0%) had on average participated in more than two 
meetings. It should be noted that with respect to project 
participation, the medians may be more useful than the 
means. The median is the number in the middle of a line 
when the numbers are lined up chronologically. 
Therefore, the median will remain the same even if a 
small share of the respondents make estimates that are 
vastly wrong. The vastly wrong numbers are included in 
the calculation of the mean, which of course is less of a 
problem if one has many respondents, and if most of the 
respondents’ estimates are about right.  

Fewer respondents, though still a very high 
proportion (90.2%), answered that they had 
listened to the radio programme Ask the Court. 
On average they replied that they had listened 
to the programme 9.5 times (median 8) (Tables 
16 and 17). 

About seven out of ten (69.3%) wrote that they 
had participated in radio listening clubs, on 
average 6.2 times (median 4) (Tables 18 and 
19). 

A smaller proportion (37.0%) answered that 
they had participated in feedback meetings 
(Table 20). Those who had participated stated, 
on average, that they had attended 2.8 
meetings (median 2) (Table 21).
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Table 14. Video screenings 

Total count (N) Missing You have participated in video screenings of the 
Ongwen trial 

Yes No 

2,970 30 (1.0%) 2,929 (98.6%) 44 (1.5%) 

 

Table 15. Number of times they participated in video screenings 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median 

2,813 116 (4.0%) 1 25 8.8 5.8 8 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 14. 

 

Table 16. The radio programme Ask the Court 

Total count (N) Missing You have listened to the radio programme Ask 
the Court 

Yes No 

2,918 82 (2.7%) 2,632 (90.2%) 288 (9.9%) 

 

Table 17. Number of times they listened to the radio programme 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median 

2,533 99 (3.8%) 1 30 9.5 6.3 8 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 16. 

 

Table 18. Radio listening clubs 

Total count (N) Missing You have participated in radio listening clubs 

Yes No 

2,902 98 (3.3%) 2,010 (69.3%) 894 (30.8%) 

 

Table 19. Number of times they have participated in radio listening clubs 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median 

1,911 99 (4.9%) 1 24 6.2 5.2 4 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 18. 
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Table 20. Feedback meetings 

Total count (N) Missing You have participated in feedback meetings 
with people from Northern Uganda who have 
been to The Hague as part of the Access to 
Justice Project 

Yes No 

2,820 180 (6.0%) 1,043 (37.0%) 1,777 (63.0%) 

 

Table 21. Number of times they have participated in feedback meetings 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
deviation 

Median 

961 82 (7.9%) 1 28 2.8 2.8 2 

The respondents are the people who answered “yes” to the question in Table 20. 

 

3.3. Overall assessments of 
the ICC and the Ongwen 
trial 
 

In order to gain a deeper understanding of the 
respondents’ assessments of the Access to 
Justice project, the survey includes (as 
explained in Section 2.2.1) some general 
contextual questions about their assessments of 
the ICC and the Ongwen trial. 

Overall, the majority of the respondents were 
positive about both the ICC and the trial. For 
example, 87.1%10 were of the view that it is 
good that there exists an International Criminal 
Court (Table 22), and 86.6% answered that it 
was good that Ongwen was on trial at the ICC 
(Table 23). A little fewer, but still a high 
proportion (72.4%) thought it was important 
that Ongwen is punished if found to be guilty 
(Table 24). 

Among our respondents, 72.5% answered that 
they consider Ongwen to be a perpetrator 
(Table 25), while a slightly smaller proportion 
(67.2%) consider him to be a victim (Table 26). 
This relatively high proportion reflects that 

 

10 Please note that in the prose text, the “agree” and 
“strongly agree” responses have been conflated. The 
more nuanced numbers are found in the tables.  

Ongwen was abducted as a child (Section 
1.1). Among the 72.5% who consider him to be 
a perpetrator, the majority (64.3%) are also of 
the view that he is a victim,11 thus questioning 
the so-called “victim–perpetrator dichotomy” 
(17). 

The large majority of our respondents (87.1%) 
replied that it was just that Ongwen was on trial 
at the ICC (Table 27). The respondents were 
more divided with respect to the question 
whether it was just that the ICC had issued 
arrest warrants for LRA commanders but no 
arrest warrants for people who fought on the 
side of the government (see Section 1.1). Here, 
56.9% of our respondents thought this was just 
(Table 28). However, among the respondents 
considering themselves to be victims of crimes 
committed by the UPDF (Table 11), only 43.9% 
thought it was just, while 47.6% found it to be 
unjust.12 

As mentioned in Section 1.1.1, the ICC’s 
contribution to peace in Northern Uganda has 
been much debated, not least during the early 

 

11 2,148 respondents, 7 missing (0.3%).  
12 378 respondents, 1 missing (0.3%). It should be noted 
that 70.4% of the respondents who consider themselves 
as victims of crimes committed by the UPDF also consider 
themselves to be victims of crimes committed by the LRA 
but not investigated by the ICC (379 respondents, 0 
missing). 43.3% of them also consider themselves to be 
victims of crimes investigated by the ICC in the Ongwen 
case (379 respondents, 0 missing).  
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years when the peace negotiations were still 
ongoing. Among our respondents, 85.1% were 
of the view that the ICC makes an important 
contribution to justice in postwar Northern 
Uganda (Table 29), and 81.0% answered that 
the Court makes an important contribution to 
sustainable peace (Table 30). 90.1% of the 
aforementioned figure of 85.1% also stated that 
the ICC makes an important contribution to 
sustainable peace,13 thus suggesting that 
justice and peace may go hand in hand in this 
case. This finding is of relevance to the so-
called “peace vs. justice” dilemma (18). 

Recently, one of the strongest critiques of the 
ICC has been that the Court represents a 
problematic form of distant justice carried out 
in The Hague far away from affected 
communities (15).14 However, the large majority 
of our respondents (87.6%) thought it was good 
that the trial took place at The Hague and not 
in Gulu (Table 31). My interview data contains 
interesting perspectives on this assessment, 
which will be presented in the final report. Here, 
I will only mention that according to some 
interviewees, if the trial had been held in 
Northern Uganda, conflict might have erupted 
between local groups. 

Since the end of the war, there have been 
many different types of justice efforts in 
Northern Uganda: the ICC, the Court of Law in 
Uganda with the Kwoyelo Trial, and customary 
justice like mato oput (see 20). Asked which 
justice mechanism people thought should be 
used in the Ongwen case, the majority (77.0%) 
replied, the ICC (Table 32). Asked which justice 
mechanisms they thought should be used in 
the case of former LRA child soldiers who were 
not commanders, most respondents answered, 
customary justice (Acholi customary justice: 
39.9%; Lango customary justice: 9.1%15) or the 
Court of Law in Uganda (39.6%) (Table 33).

 

13 2,508 respondents, 12 missing (0.5%).  
14 In this connection, it should be noted that the OTP, the 
Defence, and the legal representatives of the 
participating victim groups requested the ICC to do in 
situ hearings. However, Trial Chamber IX rejected the 
request (19).  
15 As mentioned earlier, our sample only includes 20.9% 
Lango respondents (Table 7). Among the Lango 
respondents, 31.5% replied that Lango customary justice 
should be used for child soldiers who were not 
commanders (620 respondents, 2 missing (0.3%)).  
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Table 22. It is good that there exists an International Criminal Court (ICC) 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,962 38 (1.3%) 90 (3.0%) 100 (3.4%) 194 (6.5%) 1,046 
(35.3%) 

1.535 
(51.8%) 

 

Table 23. It is good that Ongwen is on trial at the ICC 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,969 31 (1.0%) 77 (2.6%) 97 (3.3%) 225 (7.6%) 1,204 
(40.6%) 

1,366 
(46.0%) 

 

Table 24. It is important that Ongwen is punished if he is found guilty 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,952 48 (1.6%) 307 (10.4%) 321 (10.9%) 190 (6.4%) 862 (29.2%) 1,274 
(43.2%) 

 

Table 25. You consider Ongwen to be a perpetrator 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,972 28 (0.9%) 294 (9.9%) 324 (10.9%) 201 (6.8%) 803 (27.0%) 1,352 
(45.5%) 

 

Table 26. You consider Ongwen to be a victim 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,984 16 (0.5%) 233 (7.8%) 401 (13.4%) 359 (12.0%) 1,016 
(34.0%) 

988 (33.1%) 
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Table 27. It is just that Ongwen is on trial at the ICC 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,984 16 (0.5%) 109 (3.7%) 112 (3.8%) 165 (5.5%) 1,256 
(42.1%) 

1,344 
(45.0%) 

 

Table 28. It is just that the ICC issued arrest warrants for LRA commanders, but no arrest warrants for 
people who fought on the side of the Ugandan government 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,970 30 (1.0%) 562 (18.9%) 384 (12.9%) 335 (11.3%) 910 (30.6%) 781 (26.3%) 

 

Table 29. The Ongwen trial makes an important contribution to justice in postwar Northern Uganda 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,962 38 (1.3%) 51 (1.7%) 111 (3.7%) 281 (9.5%) 1,400 
(47.3%) 

1,120 
(37.8%) 

 

Table 30. The Ongwen trial makes an important contribution to sustainable peace in postwar Northern 
Uganda 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,959 41 (1.4%) 180 (6.1%) 139 (4.7%) 244 (8.2%) 1,281 
(43.3%) 

1,117 
(37.7%) 

 

Table 31. It is good that the Ongwen trial takes place at The Hague and not in Gulu 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,972 28 (0.9%) 44 (1.5%) 212 (7.1%) 112 (3.8%) 1,277 
(43.0%) 

1,327 
(44.7%) 
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Table 32. If you could decide, which justice mechanism, if any, should be used in the case of Ongwen? 
(Tick one or several boxes) 

Total 
count (N) 

Missing The ICC Court of 
Law in 
Uganda 

Acholi 
customary 
justice 

Lango 
customary 
justice 

Other 
justice 
mechanisms 

No justice 
mechanisms 

2,958 42 (1.4%) 2,279 
(77.0%) 

374 
(12.6%) 

837 
(28.3%) 

76 (2.6%) 30 (1.0%) 210 (7.1%) 

 

Table 33. If you could decide, which justice mechanism, if any, should be used in the case of former 
LRA child soldiers who were not commanders? (Tick one or several boxes) 

Total 
count (N) 

Missing The ICC Court of 
Law in 
Uganda 

Acholi 
customary 
justice 

Lango 
customary 
justice 

Other 
justice 
mechanisms 

No justice 
mechanisms 

2,930 70 (2.3%) 592 
(20.2%) 

1,160 
(39.6%) 

1,168 
(39.9%) 

266 (9.1%) 41 (1.4%) 787 (26.9%) 
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3.4. Assessments of the 
Access to Justice project 
activities 
 

Having presented general information about 
the respondents’ overall assessments of the ICC 

and the Ongwen trial, in this section I will zoom 
in on the respondents’ assessment of the 
different activities in the Access to Justice 
project. 

In short, our data shows that the large majority 
were pleased that the ICC Field Office had 
organized the different project activities. Here I 
simply refer to Tables 34–40 below where the 
results are listed. 

 

Table 34. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized video screenings of the Ongwen trial 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,970 30 (1.0%) 76 (2.6%) 24 (0.8%) 41 (1.4%) 1,291 
(43.5%) 

1,539 
(51.8%) 

 

Table 35. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized the radio programme Ask the Court 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,964 36 (1.2%) 45 (1.5%) 26 (0.9%) 47 (1.6%) 1,513 
(51.0%) 

1,337 
(45.1%) 

 

Table 36. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized radio listening clubs 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,958 42 (1.4%) 26 (0.9%) 77 (2.6%) 67 (2.3%) 1,285 
(43.4%) 

1,504 
(50.8%) 

 

Table 37. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with religious leaders 
who have been to The Hague 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,973 27 (0.9%) 48 (1.6%) 71 (2.4%) 134 (4.5%) 1,344 
(45.2%) 

1,381 
(46.5%) 
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Table 38. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with cultural leaders who 
have been to The Hague 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,975 25 (0.8%) 55 (1.8%) 90 (3.0%) 87 (2.9%) 1,300 
(43.7%) 

1,444 
(48.5%) 

 

Table 39. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with people from 
Ugandan CSOs who have been to The Hague 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,981 19 (0.6%) 139 (4.7%) 165 (5.5%) 346 (11.6%) 1,128 
(37.8%) 

1,205 
(40.4%) 

 

Table 40. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with victims’ 
representatives who have been to The Hague 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,978 22 (0.7%) 219 (7.4%) 93 (3.1%) 181 (6.1%) 1,259 
(42.3%) 

1,230 
(41.3%) 
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3.5. Assessment of impacts 
of project participation 
 

The Access to Justice project has aimed to 
make people in the affected communities 
more informed about the Ongwen trial (12: p. 
4; 9: p.11; 10: p. 4, 5; 11: p. 5). The majority of 
our respondents (82.1%) did in fact report that 
they had more information about the trial 
because of their project participation (Table 
41). Furthermore, 77.6% were of the view that 
they had sufficient information about the trial 
at the time when they answered the survey 
(Table 42). 

Another aim was to promote the local 
population’s understanding of the trial and the 
rather complex judicial process (12: p. 3; 9: p. 
11, 26, 30; 10: p. 2, 4; 11: p. 5, 6). Most 
respondents (80.6%) were of the opinion that 
they had a better understanding of the trial 
because of their project participation (Table 
43), and 75.8% thought they had a good 
understanding of the trial at the time when 
they answered the survey (Table 44). 

The project was also expected to lead to 
increased trust in the fairness of the ICC’s 
judicial process (9: p. 25, 27; 11: p. 5, 6). Most of 
our respondents (79.0%) stated that they had 
more trust in the fairness of the ICC’s judicial 
process as a result of their project participation 
(Table 45). Additionally, most respondents 
(83.5%) answered that they trusted that the 
ICC’s judicial process is fair (Table 46). 

Another aim was to give people a sense of 
local ownership of the judicial process (10: p. 7; 
and also 9: p. 15, 27, 30; 11: p. 3). In connection 
with this aim, 81.5% of the respondents were of 
the view that the local communities’ ownership 
of the ICC’s judicial process had increased as a 
result of the project (Table 47), and 83.7% 
answered that the local communities had 
sufficient ownership (Table 48). 

A further aim was to manage expectations 
regarding reparations and bring them to a 
realistic level (12: p. 3; 9: p. 6, 11; 10: p. 2, 4; 11: 
p. 3, 4, 6, 9). The background to this aim is that 
after a guilty verdict the ICC may order 
individual or collective reparations to victims. 

The Trust Fund for Victims would then be 
responsible for implementing these.16 

Among our respondents, only 29.2% expected 
the Ongwen trial to lead to collective 
reparations (Table 49). However, about one-
third (33.1%) reported that their participation in 
the Access to Justice project had increased 
their expectations regarding collective 
reparations, while fewer (24.3%) stated that 
participation had lowered their expectations 
(Table 50). The respondents were divided with 
respect to the importance of collective 
reparations: while 39.9% thought it was 
important, 31.6% disagreed (Table 51). 

Only 28.6% of respondents replied that they 
thought the Ongwen trial would lead to 
individual reparations (Table 52). Therefore, it is 
also contradictory that 33.9% (that is, a higher 
proportion) replied that they expected to 
receive individual reparations themselves 
(Table 53). 35.9% replied that their participation 
in the Access to Justice project had increased 
their expectations regarding individual 
reparations, while fewer (28.4%) stated that it 
had lowered their expectations (Table 54). The 
respondents were also divided on the 
importance of individual reparations: while 
48.5% reported that it was important, 28.3% 
disagreed (Table 55). 

Among those answering that they consider 
themselves to be victims of the crimes 
investigated in the Ongwen case (see Table 8), 
62.7% answered that they thought individual 
reparations were important.17 In this group, only 
22.0% disagreed. My focus group interviews, 
furthermore, have underscored that individual 
reparations are essential in the eyes of some 
victims, a finding that will be presented and 
discussed in the final report. 

The Access to Justice project documents 
mention it as a risk factor that the project could 
possibly be the cause of trauma among the 
participants (12: p. 6, 7; 11: p. 4, 8). Some 
respondents did in fact report that they had 
been traumatized because of their 
participation in the video screenings of the 
Ongwen trial (14.6%), or because of their 
participation in other project activities (9.6%) 
(Tables 56 and 57). 

 

16 See https://www.trustfundforvictims.org/index.php/en.  
17 1,817 respondents, 13 missing (0.7%).  
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In the survey, I invited the respondents to 
elaborate on how they felt they had been 
traumatized. The respondents provided a 
number of answers, including the following:18 

• It reminds me of the bad things that 
happened to me during the period 
while I was in the IDP camp 

• It gave me a lot of fear 
• Deep thoughts, I feel angry, bad 

dreams, mental disorders 
• Watching how houses were burnt 

traumatized me 
• My heart pains so much when I see 

this and try to remember how my 
relatives died 

• When they showed how the rebels 
entered Odek, I got affected so 
much 

• It gave me a lot of pain in the head 
• Gave me heart pain and also a lot of 

headache 
• I get bad dreams at night 
• I became mad/insane 
• It brought sickness in my head 
• I developed fear 
• It reminds me of the fighting that was 

here 
• I have mental problems from time to 

time 
• Brought to me headache and eye 

pain 
• It reminds me of the death of my 

parents 

It is important to keep in mind that the Access 
to Justice project was implemented in an area 
with a great deal of reported trauma, as 
explained by Williams: 

Trauma and PTSD have also been 
documented on a widespread 
basis since the conflict. One study 
from 2006 found one of the 
highest concentrations of 
depression and PTSD measured in 
a post-conflict area (21), showing 
that 67 percent of the population 
in the Amuru and Gulu districts 
met the criteria for depression and 
54 percent for PTSD as measured 
with the Hopkins Symptom 
Checklist-25 and the Harvard 

 

18 Francis translated the Acholi answers into English when 
he entered the survey data into the RedCap sytem.  

Trauma Questionnaire (22) (16: p. 
179). 

Though some respondents reported that they 
have been traumatized because of their 
participation in the Access to Justice project, 
this does not necessarily mean that experts on 
trauma would reach the same conclusion if 
they were able to perform follow-up studies 
with these respondents. Furthermore, there are 
many different perceptions of what trauma is 
(see 16). It should be noted that 91.7% of the 
respondents who reported that they had been 
traumatized agreed or strongly agreed that 
Access to Justice is a good project.19 

 

19 480 respondents, 5 missing (1%).  
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Table 41. You have more information about the Ongwen trial because you have participated in the 
Access to Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,976 24 (0.8%) 307 (10.3%) 73 (2.5%) 155 (5.2%) 1,370 
(46.0%) 

1,074 
(36.1%) 

 

Table 42. At the moment, you have sufficient information about the Ongwen trial 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,955 45 (1.5%) 272 (9.2%) 171 (5.8%) 220 (7.4%) 1,340 
(45.3%) 

953 (32.3%) 

 

Table 43. You have a better understanding of the Ongwen trial because you have participated in the 
Access to Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,980 20 (0.7%) 189 (6.3%) 288 (9.7%) 105 (3.5%) 1,341 
(45.0%) 

1,061 
(35.6%) 

 

Table 44. At the moment, you have a good understanding of the Ongwen trial 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,985 15 (0.5%) 236 (7.9%) 281 (9.4%) 210 (7.0%) 1,369 
(45.9%) 

893 (29.9%) 

 

Table 45. You have more trust in the fairness of the ICC’s judicial process because you have 
participated in the Access to Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,978 22 (0.7%) 196 (6.6%) 232 (7.8%) 200 (6.7%) 1,327 
(44.6%) 

1,025 
(34.4%) 
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Table 46. At the moment, you trust that the ICC’s judicial process is fair 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,978 22 (0.7%) 132 (4.4%) 78 (2.6%) 282 (9.5%) 1,437 
(48.3%) 

1,050 
(35.3%) 

 

Table 47. The local communities’ ownership of the ICC’s judicial process has been increased because 
of the Access to Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,973 27 (0.9%) 172 (5.8%) 82 (2.8%) 296 (10.0%) 1,440 
(48.4%) 

984 (33.1%) 

 

Table 48. At the moment, the local communities have sufficient ownership of the ICC’s judicial process 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,967 33 (1.1%) 157 (5.3%) 102 (3.4%) 225 (7.6%) 1,424 
(48.0%) 

1,059 
(35.7%) 

 

Table 49. Do you expect that the Ongwen trial will lead to collective reparations? 

Total count (N) Missing Yes No 

2,932 68 (2.3%) 856 (29.2%) 2,076 (70.8%) 

 

Table 50. How has your participation in the Access to Justice project affected your expectations 
regarding collective reparations? 

Total count (N) Missing It has increased 
my expectations 

It has not had any 
effects on my 
expectations 

It has lowered my 
expectations 

2,956 44 (1.5%) 977 (33.1%) 1,264 (42.8%) 717 (24.3%) 

 

Table 51. It is important that there will be collective reparations 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,969 31 (1.0%) 378 (12.7%) 559 (18.8%) 850 (28.6%) 567 (19.1%) 617 (20.8%) 
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Table 52. Do you expect that the Ongwen trial will lead to individual reparations? 

Total count (N) Missing Yes No 

2,941 59 (2.0%) 842 (28.6%) 2,099 (71.4%) 

 

Table 53. Do you expect to receive individual reparations yourself? 

Total count (N) Missing Yes No 

2.919 81 (2.7%) 989 (33.9%) 1,930 (66.1%) 

 

Table 54. How has your participation in the Access to Justice project affected your expectations 
regarding individual reparations? 

Total count (N) Missing It has increased 
my expectations 

It has not had any 
effects on my 
expectations 

It has lowered my 
expectations 

2,953 47 (1.6%) 1,060 (35.9%) 1,054 (35.7%) 840 (28.4%) 

 

Table 55. It is important that there will be individual reparations 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,973 27 (0.9%) 410 (13.8%) 431 (14.5%) 691 (23.2%) 562 (18.9%) 880 (29.6%) 

 

Table 56. Have you been traumatized because you have participated in video screenings of the 
Ongwen trial? 

Total count (N) Missing Yes No 

2,962 38 (1.3%) 432 (14.6%) 2,530 (85.4%) 

 

Table 57. Have you been traumatized because you have participated in some of the other project 
activities? 

Total count (N) Missing Yes No 

2,918 82 (2.7%) 279 (9.6%) 2,639 (90.4%) 
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3.6 Overall assessment of 
the Access to Justice 
project 
 

The overall goal of the Access to Justice 
project was to make the Ongwen trial 
accessible and meaningful to the victims and 
the affected populations (12: p. 2, 4; 9: p. 11; 
10: p. 4; 11: p. 5, 6). Our data indicates that this 
goal has been achieved. The majority of our 
respondents (73.1%) were of the view that the 

Ongwen trial was more accessible to them 
because of their participation in the Access to 
Justice project (Table 58), and 83.4% answered 
that the trial was more meaningful to them 
because of their participation (Table 59). 

The large majority of the respondents (89.0%) 
thought that the Access to Justice project is a 
good project (Table 60), and 90.0% replied that 
they would recommend that the ICC establish 
projects similar to Access to Justice in other 
cases outside Uganda (Table 61).

 

Table 58. The Ongwen trial is more accessible to you because you have participated in the Access to 
Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,975 25 (0.8%) 249 (7.7%) 229 (7.7%) 323 (10.9%) 1,171 
(39.4%) 

1,004 
(33.7%) 

 

Table 59. The Ongwen trial is more meaningful to you because you have participated in the Access to 
Justice project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,965 35 (1.2%) 170 (5.7%) 125 (4.2%) 198 (6.7%) 1,352 
(45.6%) 

1,122 
(37.8%) 

 

Table 60. The Access to Justice project is a good project 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,969 31 (1.0%) 58 (2.0%) 184 (6.2%) 85 (2.9%) 1,311 
(44.2%) 

1,332 
(44.9%) 
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Table 61. You recommend that the ICC establishes projects similar to the Access to Justice project in 
other cases outside Uganda 

Total count 
(N) 

Missing Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

2,970 30 (1.0%) 76 (2.6%) 111 (3.7%) 110 (3.7%) 1,346 
(45.3%) 

1,328 
(44.7%) 
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4. Conclusions and recommendations 
 

This impact assessment report is based on 3,000 
survey responses collected from participants in 
the Access to Justice project. The project was 
carried out by the ICC Field Office in Kampala 
in connection with the trial of Dominic 
Ongwen. The data was collected from 21 
November 2019 to 13 January 2021, that is, in 
the period prior to the verdict against Ongwen. 

The ICC does not register who the participants 
are in the Access to Justice project. This means 
that we cannot know to what extent our 
sample is representative of all the project 
participants. We also do not know whether the 
views of our respondents are similar to those of 
people from Northern Uganda who have not 
participated in the project. As explained in 
Section 2.2.2, owing to the conditions of data 
collection, our respondents were selected by 
means of a form of convenience sampling. 
Section 3.1. describes who our respondents are. 
It should be noted that a substantial majority of 
them (62.0%) report that they consider 
themselves to be victims of the crimes 
investigated by the ICC in the Ongwen case 
(Table 8). 

Overall, our respondents provided a very 
positive assessment of the ICC, the Ongwen 
trial, and the Access to Justice project, as 
presented in detail in Section 3. For example, 
87.1% answered that it is good that there exists 
an International Criminal Court (Table 22), 
86.6% that it is good that Ongwen was at trial 
at the ICC (Table 22), and 89.0% that Access to 
Justice is a good project (Table 60). 

Additionally, the data indicate that the Access 
to Justice project has achieved most of the 
impacts it was aiming to achieve. For example, 
73.1% of our respondents were of the view that 
the Ongwen trial was more accessible to them 
because of their participation in the project 
(Table 58), and 83.4% answered that the 
Ongwen trial was more meaningful to them 
because of their project participation (Table 
59). 

It was also an aim of the Access to Justice 
project to bring expectations regarding 
reparations to a realistic level. However, more 
respondents reporting that their expectations 
have been increased because of their project 
participation than respondents reporting that 

their expectations have been lowered (Tables 
50 and 54). This indicates that increased access 
to justice may go hand in hand with increased 
expectations overall.  

Recommendation #1: The ICC should consider 
establishing projects similar to Access to 
Justice in cases outside Uganda 

The large majority of our respondents (90.0%) 
recommended that the ICC establish projects 
similar to Access to Justice in other cases 
outside Uganda (Table 61). Based on the results 
presented, I echo this recommendation. 
Establishing more projects like Access to Justice 
could potentially make the work of the ICC 
more accessible and meaningful to affected 
local populations around the world. It could 
also potentially increase the Court’s popularity. 

Recommendation #2: The ICC should conduct 
proper follow-ups to reported traumatization 

A minority of our respondents answered that 
they had been traumatized by watching the 
video screenings of the Ongwen trial (14.6%) or 
by their participation in other project activities 
(9.6%) (Tables 56 and 57). While certain issues 
should be borne in mind in relation to these 
numbers (see Section 3.5), they should be 
taken seriously. In future, the ICC should carry 
out proper follow-up with individuals reporting 
having experienced negative effects from 
participating in their activities. The agreement 
for Phase 1 of the Access to Justice project 
states the following in connection with the risk 
of traumatization: 

ICC will engage with its partners 
trained on psychosocial 
interventions to be present at 
screening sites located within their 
areas of operation whenever 
possible to handle any emerging 
episodes on the spot (12: p. 6; see 
also 11: p. 8). 

However, in connection with the data 
collection for this impact assessment, we have 
not seen any systematic attempt by the ICC to 
identify people who have experienced 
negative effects resulting from their project 
participation. This is, in my view, simply not 
good enough. The ICC could draw ideas for its 
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future work from other transitional justice 
mechanisms that have included psychological 
support as an integrated part of its activities: for 
example, the South African Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission, which used 
“comforters” to take care of participating 
victims. 

Recommendation #3: The ICC should consider 
using external evaluation data to improve the 
quality of outreach in all stages of the legal 
process 

The Field Office’s own implementation report 
for Phase 1 of the Access to Justice project 
presented a highly positive picture of the 
project. It did not identify any noteworthy 
concerns, only a few minor practical 
challenges (2: p. 28). External evaluation data 
is likely to present a more nuanced picture. If 
such data is shared with the ICC on an 
ongoing basis, the ICC could potentially use 
this data to actively improve its activities for the 
benefit of victims and affected communities. 

In this connection, it is recommended that 
external evaluation data is collected in all 

stages of the legal process, rather than solely 
before the verdict, as was the case with this 
impact assessment. The verdict, the sentence, 
and the subsequent decision regarding 
reparations are likely to affect how the 
participants in the ICC’s outreach activities 
evaluate the ICC and the effects of their 
participation. Their assessments of the ICC may 
change over time. Different stages of the legal 
process may be associated with different 
potential challenges. For example, some 
participants, including some of those whose 
expectations were raised because of their 
participation in the Access to Justice project, 
could potentially be disappointed later on in 
regard to reparations. 

The outreach work of the ICC has the potential 
to become even better. However, I would like 
to emphasize the expression “even better.” The 
overall conclusion of this impact assessment is 
that in the views of our respondents, the ICC 
Field Office in Kampala has, in most regards, 
been doing a really good job with the Access 
to Justice project. Overall, the respondents 
have reported a high level of satisfaction and 
positive effects of participation. 
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Appendix 1: English version of the survey 
 

Access to Justice Project Impact Assessment 
 

Important disclaimer 

This survey is part of an impact assessment of the Access to Justice Project (the project with video 
screenings of the Dominic Ongwen trial) which is being implemented by the International Criminal 
Court (ICC). The Embassy of Denmark in Uganda signed a contract with the Aarhus University in 
Denmark for the assessment of this project. Aarhus University acts independently as Consultant and the 
information collected is purely for the purpose of assessing the project and not any personal or group 
benefit. The Embassy and ICC shall not take responsibility for the actions of those assigned by Aarhus 
University. Participation in the impact assessment is completely voluntary, and you should only answer 
the questions that you would like to answer. Please also notice that your name will not be used when 
the results of the impact assessment are reported. 

 

1. Survey number: ________________________ 
 

2. Date: ________________________ 
 

3. Where do you answer the survey? (tick inside the right box) 
 

� Lukudi Centre � Lamala � Ajerijeri � Palenga � Atto 

� Te-Okutu villages � Binya � Bario � Otok � Ogole 

� Coorom � Itubara � Palwoo � Oriang � Gulu (FJDI) 

� Palaro � Ariba � Ogago � Koyo � Gulu (JRP) 

� Lukwor � Bar � Paiula � Lukaci � Gulu (UWAP) 

 

4. Have you answered this survey before? 
 

� Yes  
� No 

 

Background information 

 

5. What is your gender? 
 

� Female 
� Male 
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6. How old are you? ________________________ 
 

7. What ethnic group do you belong to? 
 

� Acholi 
� Lango 
� Other: ________________________ 

 

8. Do you consider yourself to be a victim of crimes that are being investigated by the Interna-
tional Criminal Court (ICC) in the Dominic Ongwen case? 

 
� Yes 
� No 

 

If yes to 8, then where were the crimes that you consider yourself to be a victim of committed? 
(tick the boxes that apply) 

� Lukodi IDP Camp  
� Pajule IDP Camp  
� Odek IDP Camp  
� Abok IDP Camp 
� Sinia Brigade 
� Other: ________________________ 

  

9. Do you consider yourself to be a victim of crimes that were committed as part of the war in 
Northern Uganda, but which are not being investigated by the ICC? 

 
� Yes 
� No 

 

If yes to 9, then who committed these crimes? (tick the boxes that apply) 

� Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) 
� Uganda People’s Defence Force (UPDF) 
� I do not know 
� Other: ________________________ 

 

10. Were you actively involved in the fighting during the war in Northern Uganda? 
 
� Yes 
� No 

 
If yes to 10, then who did you fight for? 

 
� LRA 
� UPDF 
� Other: ________________________ 
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The International Criminal Court (ICC) 

 

Overall perception of the ICC and the Dominic Ongwen case 

 

11. It is good that there exists an International Criminal Court (ICC) 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
12. It is good that Ongwen is on trial at the ICC 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
13. It is important that Ongwen is punished if he is found guilty 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
14. What punishment, if any, do you personally think Ongwen should receive if the ICC finds that 

he is guilty of all charges? Please explain: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

15. You consider Ongwen to be a perpetrator 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
16. You consider Ongwen to be a victim 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 
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Justice 

 

17. It is just that Ongwen is on trial at the ICC 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
18. It is just that the ICC issued arrest warrants for LRA commanders, but not any arrest warrants for 

people who fought on the side of the Ugandan government 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
19. The Ongwen trial makes an important contribution to justice in postwar Northern Uganda 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
20. If you could decide, which justice mechanisms, if any, should be used in the case of Ongwen? 

(tick one or several boxes) 
 

� The ICC 
� Courts of Law in Uganda 
� Acholi customary justice 
� Lango customary justice 
� Other justice mechanism (please specify): ________________________ 
� No justice mechanisms should be used 

 

21. If you could decide, which justice mechanisms, if any, should be used in the case of former LRA 
child soldiers who were not commanders? (tick one or several boxes) 

 
� The ICC 
� Courts of Law in Uganda 
� Acholi customary justice 
� Lango customary justice 
� Other justice mechanism (please specify): ________________________ 
� No justice mechanisms should be used 
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Peace 

 

22. The Ongwen trial at the ICC makes an important contribution to sustainable peace in postwar 
Northern Uganda 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 

Location 

 

23. It is good that the Ongwen trial takes place at The Hague and not in Gulu 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 

Access to Justice Project 

 

Participation in project activities  

 

24. Below, we list different activities that are part of the Access to Justice Project. Please let us 
know whether you have participated in these activities and approximately how many times 

 

 Yes No If yes, then 
approximately how 
many times? (please 
write a number) 

 

You have participated in video screenings of the 
Ongwen trial 

 

� � _____  

You have listened to the radio programme “Ask the 
Court” 

 

� � _____  

You have participated in radio listening clubs � � _____  
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You have participated in feedback meetings with 
people from Northern Uganda who have been to The 
Hague as part of the Access to Justice Project 

� � _____  

 

25. If you have participated in one or more feedback meetings with people from Northern Ugan-
da who have been to The Hague, then please tell us more below 

 

 Yes No 

 

At at least one meeting you participated in, people from Acholi Religious 
Leaders Peace Initiative (ARLPI) provided feedback  

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, Lango religious leaders provided 
feedback 

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, people from Ker Kwaro Acholi 
(KKA) provided feedback 

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, Lango cultural leaders provided 
feedback 

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, people from Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs) provided feedback 

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, victims’ representatives 
provided feedback  

 

� � 

At at least one meeting you participated in, other people than those 
mentioned above provided feedback 

� � 

 

If other people provided feedback, then who were they? Please write your answer below: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Assessment of project activities 

 

26. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized video screenings of the Ongwen trial 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
27. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized the radio programme “Ask the Court” 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
28. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized radio listening clubs 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
29. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with religious leaders who 

have been to The Hague 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
30. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with cultural leaders who 

have been to The Hague 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
31. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with people from Ugan-

dan CSOs who have been to The Hague 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 
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32. It is good that the ICC Field Office has organized feedback meetings with victims’ representa-
tives who have been to The Hague 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 

Impacts of project participation 

 

33. Have you been traumatized because you have participated in video screenings of the Ong-
wen trial? 

 
� Yes 
� No 

 

34. Have you been traumatized because you have participated in some of the other project ac-
tivities? 

 
� Yes 
� No 

 

If yes to either 33 or 34, then please explain how you have been traumatized: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

35. You have more information about the Ongwen trial because you have participated in the Ac-
cess to Justice Project 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
36. At the moment, you have sufficient information about the Ongwen trial 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
37. You have a better understanding of the Ongwen trial because you have participated in the 

Access to Justice Project 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 



Impact assessment of the International Criminal Court’s 

Access to Justice project in Uganda   

 

 

51 

38. At the moment, you have a good understanding of the Ongwen trial 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
39. You have more trust in the fairness of the ICC’s judicial process because you have participated 

in the Access to Justice Project 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
40. At the moment, you trust that the ICC’s judicial process is fair 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
41. The local communities’ ownership of the ICC’s judicial process has been increased because of 

the Access to Justice Project 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
42. At the moment, the local communities have sufficient ownership of the ICC’s judicial process 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
43. Do you expect that the Ongwen trial will lead to collective reparations? 

 
� Yes 
� No 

 

 If yes to 43, then please write what your expectations are: 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

44. Do you expect that the Ongwen trial will lead to individual reparations? 
 

� Yes  
� No 
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If yes to 44, then please write what your expectations are: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

45. Do you expect to receive individual reparations yourself? 
 

� Yes 
� No 

 
If yes to 45, then please write what your expectations are: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

46. How has your participation in the Access to Justice Project affected your expectations regard-
ing collective reparations? (please tick one box) 

 
� It has increased my expectations 
� It has not had any effect on my expectations 
� It has lowered my expectations 

 

47. How has your participation in the Access to Justice Project affected your expectations regard-
ing individual reparations? (please tick one box) 

 
� It has increased my expectations 
� It has not had any effect on my expectations 
� It has lowered my expectations 

 

48. It is important that there will be collective reparations 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
49. It is important that there will be individual reparations 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 
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Overall project assessment 

 

50. The Ongwen trial is more assessible to you because you have participated in the Access to Jus-
tice Project 

 
� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
51. The Ongwen trial is more meaningful to you because you have participated in the Access to 

Justice Project 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
52. The Access to Justice Project is a good project 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 
53. You recommend that the ICC establishes projects similar to the Access to Justice Project in 

other cases outside Uganda 
 

� Strongly disagree 
� Disagree 
� Neither agree nor disagree 
� Agree 
� Strongly agree 

 

Thank you for your answers! 
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Appendix 2: Acholi version of the survey 
 

Ngino kor project me nongo Ngol Matir 
 

Jami ma pi gi tegu me niang 

Kwed man kitye katimo ne me ngino kor adwogi pa project me ngec ikom Ngol Matir (ma en aye 
nyutu cinema kit ma kot ikom Dominic Ongwen tye kawot kwede) ma dul me ICC tye katimo. Embassy 
me Denmark i Uganda oketo cinge i contract ki Aarhus University ma tye i Denmark me ngino kor 
project man. Aarhus University tye katimo kwed man kengi calo jo ma tye ki ngec matut me 
neno/ngino kor project man. Kwed man tye me ngino kor project keken, pe me konyo ngat onyo dul 
mo mukene. Embassy ki dul pa ICC pe bicung pi gin mo kiken ma jo ma University me Aarhus otimo 
ikare me kwed man. Bedo ki gamo lapeny i kwed man obedo dyere pa ngat acel-acel dok itye 
agonya me gamo lapeny ma imito gamone keken. Myero bene inge ni pe kibitiyo ki nyingi i report me 
kwed man. 

 

1. Survey number: ________________________ 
 

2. Nino dwe: ________________________ 
 

3. Igamo lapeny man ki kwene? (gwet canduk matir) 
 

� Lukodi Centre � Lamala � Ajerijeri � Palenga � Atto 

� Te-Okutu villages � Binya � Bario � Otok � Ogole 

� Coorom � Itubara � Palwoo � Oriang � Gulu 
(FJDI) 

� Palaro � Ariba � Ogago � Koyo � Gulu 
(JRP) 

� Lukwor � Bar � Paiula � Lukaci � Gulu 
(UWAP) 

 

4. Onongo dong igamo lapeny man con? 
 

� Eyo    
� Ku 
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Ngec ikomi 

5. Itye dako onyo lacoo? 
 

� Dako  
� Lacoo 

 

6. Mwaka ni tye adi? ________________________ 
 

7. Kakani ngo? 
 

� Acholi 
� Lango 
� Mukene: ________________________ 
 

8. Itamo ni itye ngat acel ma bal otime ikome malube ki kwed ma dul kot madit pa ICC tye ka 
kwedo ikom Dominic Ongwen ni?  

 
� Eyo 
� Ku 

 

Ka Eyo, ci kwene ma bal man otime iye ikom in? (Gwet kama opore) 

� Lukodi IDP Camp  
� Pajule IDP Camp  
� Odek IDP Camp  
� Abok IDP Camp 
� Sinia Brigade 
� Mukene: ________________________ 

  

9. Itamo ni itye ngat acel ma bal otime ikome ikare me lweny ma obedo i kumalo me Uganda 
ento ma kot pa ICC pe tye kakwedo ne?  

 
� Eyo  
� Ku 

 

Ka eyo, Anga gi ma gutimo bal man ikomi? (Gwet kama opore) 

� Adwii pa LRA. 
� Lumony pa gamente (UPDF) 
� Pe angeyo 
� Mukene: ________________________ 

 

10. Ibedo tye i kin joo ma gulwenyo ikare ma lweny obedo i kumalo me Uganda ni? 
 

� Eyo 
� Ku 

 
Ka eyo, ci ilwenyo pi dul mene? 

 
� LRA 
� UPDF 
� Mukene: ________________________ 
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ICC 

 

Kit ma kineno kwede ICC ki kot pa Dominic Ongwen  

 
11. Ber ni kot me ICC tye  

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

12. Ber ni Ongwen kitye kapido ikome i kot pa ICC 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

13. Pire tek ni Ongwen onong pwod ka kinongo ni otimo bal ma kidoto en pigi ni 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

14. Kit pwod ango ma itamo ni Ongwen omyero onong ka ICC onongo ni en otimo bal ma kidoto 
en pigi ni? Tit ki wan: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
15. Itamo ni Ongwen tye labal 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

16. Itamo ni Ongwen tye ngat ma kitimo bal ikome 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
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Ngol Matir 

17. Tye myero (opore) ni Ongwen kitye kapido ikome ikot me ICC 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

18. Tye myero (opore) ni ICC omiyo waraga me amak bot ludito mony (commanders) pa LRA en-
to pe tung bot jo pa gamente  

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

19. Winyo kot pa Ongwen man ber pien medo nget yo mukene me kelo ngol matir iyonge lweny 
ma obedo i kumalo me Uganda 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

20. Ka onongo ni in aye imoki, ci ineno ni yoo mene ma omyero kitii kwede me kelo ngol matir 
ikom Ongwen? (Gwet acel onyo makato)  

 
� Kot pa ICC 
� Kot me cik i Uganda 
� Ngolo kop ikit me tekwaro pa Acholi 
� Ngolo kop ikit me tekwaro pa Lango 
� dano idulMukene (Tit ki wan): ________________________ 
� Ngolo kop mo keken obed peke 

 

21. Ka onongo ni in aye imoki, ci ineno ni yoo mene ma omyero kitii kwede me kelo ngol matir 
ikom lotino mony pa adwii LRA ma onongo gin pe commanders? (Gwet acel onyo makato)  

 
� ICC 
� Kot me cik i Uganda 
� Ngolo kop ikit me tekwaro Acholi 
� Ngolo kop ikit me tekwaro pa Lango 
� Mukene (Tit ki wan):  ________________________ 
� Ngolo kop mo keken obed peke 
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Kuc 

 

22. Winyo kot pa Ongwen i ICC eni ber pien medo nget yo mukene me kelo kuc marii iyonge 
lweny ma obedo i kumalo me Uganda 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   

 

Kabedo  

 

23. Ber ni winyo koko i kom Ongwen eni tye ka time  i lobo olaya "The Hague" ento pe Gulu 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   

 

Nongo ngol matir 

 

Bedo i project man  

 

24. Ping kany, tye tic mapol ma pat-pat ma tye ite project man me nongo Ngol Matir. Wek wa 
nge ka ibedo tye iye ki dok bene i wac ki wan tyen adi ma ibedo iye. 

 

 Eyo Ku Ka eyo, ci ibyeko ni 
romo bedo tyen adi? 
(Coo wele) 

 

 

Ibedo tye i neno cinema kit ma kot pa Ongwen tye 
kawot kwede 

 

� � _____  

Iwinyo programme me “Peny Kot” ma bedo i radio 

 

� � _____  

Ibedo tye ikin club me winyo Radio 

 

� � _____  
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Ibedo i kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot luwang jo 
ma onongo kare me cito i "The Hague" malube ki 
project me nongo ngol matir   

� � _____  

 

25. Ka ibedo i kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot jo ma gu-aa ki kumalo me Uganda ma gin 
onongo kare me cito i "The Hague" malube ki project me nongo Ngol Matir, ci tit ki wan matut 
ikom dul ma ping eni 
 Eyo Ku 

Dul me Acholi Religious Leaders Peace Initiative (ARLPI) gumiyo adwogi me 
lok ikacoke mo acel ma ibedo iye 

 

� � 

Ibedo dong tyen acel mo i kacoke ma dul pa lutela dini pa lango gumiyo 
adwogi me lok 

 

� � 

Dul me Ker Kwaro Acholi (KKA) gumiyo adwogi me lok ikacoke mo acel ma 
ibedo iye 

 

� � 

Dul pa lutela tekwaro pa lango gumiyo adwogi me lok ikacoke mo acel ma 
ibedo iye 

 

� � 

Dul pa CSOs mo keken ma gumiyo adwogi me lok ikacoke mo acel ma 
ibedo iye 

 

� � 

Jo ma kiyero gi me cung pi luwang dano ma kitimo bal ikom gi omiyo 
adwogi me lok ikacoke mo acel ma ibedo iye  

� � 

Jo mukene ma pe ki keto gi malo ma bene gin omiyo adwogi lok ikacoke 
mo acel ma ibedo iye 

� � 

 

Ka dano mukene mapat bene gumiyo adwogi lok, obedo anga gi? Coo lagam man ping: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Ngino ko tic ma ite project man 

26. Ber ni ICC guyubo nyuto cinema kit ma winyo koko i kom Ongwen tye kawot kwede? 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal 
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27. Ber ni ICC guyubo winyo programme me “Peny kot” i radio 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal    

 
28. Ber ni ICC guyubo club me winyo radio 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal  
 

29. Ber ni ICC guyubo kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot ludito dini ma guceto i The Hague  
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal  
 

30. Ber ni ICC guyubo kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot ludito me ter kwaro ma guceto i The 
Hague 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal    

 
31. Ber ni ICC guyubo kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot dul pa CSOs ma guceto i The Hague  

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

32. Ber ni ICC guyubo kacoke me winyo adwogi lok ki bot dul ma jo ma kiyero gi me ceto i The 
Hague me cung pi luwang dano ma kitimo bal ikom gi 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   

 

Adwogi me bedo tye ni i project man 

33. Cegwok neno cinema me nyuto kit ma pido i kom Ongwen tye kawot kwede ni okeli ajijii? 
 

� Eyo  
� Ku 
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34. Cegwok timo jami mukene ma tye i project man bene okelli ajijii? 
 

� Eyo 
� Ku 

 

Ka eyo, ci tit ki wan kit ma okelo kwedde ajijii boti: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

35. Ngec ni ikom pido pa Ongwen omede pien ibedo i project man me nongo Ngol Matir 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

36. Kombedi itye ki ngec ma oromo ikom pido ma tye ikom Ongwen 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal  

 
37. Niang ni ikom pido pa Ongwen omede pien ibedo i project man me nongo Ngol Matir 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

38. Kombedi itye ki niang maber ikom pido pa Ongwen  
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

39. Gen ni ikom kit ma ICC doro ki kot mamegi omede pien ibedo i project man me nongo Ngol 
Matir 

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal  
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40. Kombedi dong igeno ni kit ma ICC doro kwede kot gi tye maber. 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

41. Gen pa dano ma itedero ikom kit ma ICC doro ki kot omede pi project me nongo Ngol Matir  
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

42. Kombedi, lutedero tamo ni kit ma ICC doro ki kot tye ma rwatte 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

43. Itye ki byek ni koko ma tye ikom Ongwen bikelo cul bot dano lumuku? 
 

� Eyo  
� Ku 

 

 Ka eyo, ci tit ki wan byek mamegi: 

 ____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
44. Itye ki byek ni kot ikom Ongwen bikelo cul pi ngat acel-acel?  

 
� Eyo  
� Ku  

 

Ka eyo, ci tit ki wan byek mamegi: 

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
45. Itye ki byek ni in kikomi bene ibinongo cul?  

 
� Eyo 
� Ku 

 

Ka eyo, ci tit ki wan byek mamegi:  

____________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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46. Bedo tye ni i project man me nongo ngec ikom Ngol Matir oweko byek mamegi ocung 
kakwene malube ki cul lumuku? (Gwet acel keken) 

 
� Omedo byek mamega malo 
� Pe omedo dok pe odwoko byek mamega 
� Odwoko byek mamega ping 

 
47. Bedo tye ni i project man me ngec ikom nongo Ngol Matir oweko byek mamegi ocung 

kakwene malube ki cul pi ngat acel-acel? (Gwet acel keken) 
 

� Omedo byek mamega malo 
� Pe omedo dok pe odwoko byek mamega 
� Odwoko byek mamega ping  

 
48. Pire tek ni cul bibedo lumuku  

 
� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

49. Pire tek ni cul bibedo pi ngat acel-acel 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   

 

Ngino kor tic pa project weng  

50. Ngino kor kot pa Ongwen man yot bot in pien ibedo i project me nongo Ngol Matir  
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

51. Kot pa Ongwen man pire tek bot in, pien ibedo i project me nongo Ngol Matir  
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
 

52. Project me nongo Ngol Matir man tye project maber 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   
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53. Imiyo tam ni ICC otim projects macalo man ilobo mukene kama adot tye iye 
 

� Pe aye tutwal 
� Pe aye 
� Pe aye dok pe akwero 
� Aye 
� Aye tutwal   

Apwoyo miyo lagam! 

 


