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             This essay will critically evaluate the truth commission of Jeju, an island situated off South Koreas mainland (New world Encyclopaedia, 2018).  The impact and the influence that followed this truth commission will be explored in depth in order to establish its benefit to the people and its victims.  Moreover, theories surrounding the concepts of forgiveness and reconciliation will be considered and explored.(Sullivan, 2006) notes that restorative justice practice assumes that the perpetrator can be apologetic for their crimes and that the victim can be generous to the people who caused them pain, this statement will be considered in connection to its relevance to the Jeju massacres and the question of whether forgiveness is necessary or possible within restorative justice practice and the work of truth commissions. 
                A truth commission can be described as an official body that is set up, usually by the government, to investigate injustices and human rights violations (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018). Truth commissions can offer unlimited possibilities to a conflicted country, it is where accountability for wrongs and reform is advocated (Hayner, 2011). Truth commissions, more importantly, don’t possess time limits or statute of limitations like some judicial trials do. There have been many cases in which decades have passed before any form of retribution has occurred. Although the duration of time between the violations and commission pose challenges to achieving amity, forming a truth commission can be vital when considering events like the Jeju massacres as non-judicial inquires provide acknowledgement to victims and recognition to the survivors of these tragic events, alongside providing the perfect opportunity for learning. Forming truth commissions are therefore vital tools for the community that can help promote reform, reveal past abuses and serve as a prevention for further suffering (Hayner, 2011). Truth commissions in recent years have become useful ways for troubled countries to rectify wrongs and rebuild broken relationships, some of the most well-known have taken place in South Africa, Guatemala and Canada.  (Hayner, 2011). The work of these commissions can have great impact on the future of the country through forgiveness and uncovering of the truth.
            The Truth commission of Jeju province has been described as having a long-lasting importance in Koreas political discourse (Wolman, 2013). Prior to the second world war South Korea was colonised by Japan but when the War ended this colonisation ended and there was a divide between North and South Korea which resulted in a civil war (BBC, 2018). In 1948 over 15,000 individuals were massacred by the military government on the island of Jeju because of claims of a communist rebellion. Thousands of families were terrorised, and hundreds of villages were destroyed. These events were never spoken about by the government and truths about the massacred were hidden by a corrupt government for decades (Jeju 4.3 Peace Foundation, 2003). 
            Some of the human rights violations that occurred included mass killings, hundreds of disappearances, torture, mass arrests and village terrors. It is believed that almost every family on the island of Jeju was affected by the disturbance inflicted by the military (Hunjoon, 2009). Despite the sheer number of human right violations that occurred, the 4.3 event (as it’s known) remained undocumented until 1978. Novelist Hyun Ki Young was the first to mention the events, he published a book titled Aunt Suni which told the breaking story of a young Suni who at the beginning of the story commits suicide in one of the sweet potato fields. As the novel progresses we discover that Suni was the lone survivor or a village massacre that resulted in over 300 deaths. The villains within the novel were the military government and because of this the novel was banned from further publication and it is rumored that the author received punishment for his writing. This controversial novel by Hyun Ki Young was and continues to be one of the most defining points within South Koreas transitional justice history (Hunjoon, 2009) and is a key example of the misjustice caused by the military and the government to the people of Jeju. 
            The Jeju truth commission was formed in 2000 and investigated human rights abuses that took place fifty years prior, between the years 1948 and 1954. The mandate of the truth commission was to investigate the violation and to find a way to restore dignity to the victims and to their families. The commission consisted of less than 20 individuals including representatives of the victims, minister of justice, chair-person of the committee, eight government ministers and army generals It was the task of the commission to launch an investigation and this was done by collecting the testimonies of the victims and their families, alongside the testimonies of the police and the military at the time (Jeju 4.3 Peace Foundation, 2003). Official documentation and incident reports were also read and analysed to determine the course of events that led up to the massacres (Middle Eastern institute, 2018). The mandate of the committee was to investigate the truth and restore dignity, it can be noted however that the commission was devised during unrest in South Korea (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018). During this period the main aim of the government was to promote democracy and unity (Hanley, 2014), could be argued therefore that the true aim of the commission was for democratization and not for justice of the victims. 
                 The general purpose of a truth commission can be extremely advantageous (Everette, 2005). Schlunk, (1997) observes that “if the political leadership in a country has the tenure to promote such an undertaking within society a truth commission will be a valuable tool to start the recovery process”, however, when considering the events that occurred on Jeju island it can be reasonable to question the governments investment within the commission. (Middle Eastern institute, 2018) remarks that the Jeju commissions were underpinned strongly by a political climate which had a great influence over the outcomes of the proceedings. Hanley (2011) validates this by observing that “for more than a decade South Korea has taken a number of steps towards rectifying wrongs perpetrated by the authorial military regimes”, thus suggesting that the interests of the government may not have been solely focused on restoring dignity and achieving justice for the victims which was set out by the mandate but rather on promoting democracy and fixing the wrongs carried out by past officials. In support of this Schlunk (1997) states that the truth commission was established decades after the incident occurred and was only established because of the insistent push towards truth by protestors not by the perpetrators or new government leaders. As noted by Hunjoon (2009) the most vocal advocates for justice regarding the 4.3 events were activists, human rights organisations and students. When considering this it can be reasonable to consider then that these significant factors could have in fact shaped the outcome of the trails, these challenges can be similarly seen within other truth commissions. In the commission held in Chile between 1990 -1991 (Institute for peace, 1990) a former military regime leader was believed to have interfered with the work of the commission and influenced the decision making resulting in an unfair outcome. When considering the work of truth commissions, it can be easy to agree with Woody (2009) who notes that because the commissions rely mostly on political decision makers they are heavily susceptible to political influence which could ultimately alter the mission of the committee. 
             Furthermore, truth and truth and reconciliation commissions construct an opportunity for atonement to develop (Hayner, 2011), because of the neutral environment that is built under the umbrella of restorative justice practice. This opportunity for unity is as a result of the nature of the commissions. Everette (2005) theorises that commissions are more flexible in investigating cases than other justice systems, this is because witness testimonies and valuable documentation is considered more openly at trail and holds more substance when deliberating a way forward. This can be advantageous to the victims, especially those who were part of the Jeju investigation as evidence was hidden from the public for decades (Hunjoon, 2009), hearing witness testimonies would have been vital in forming a clear picture of events and deciding future recommendations for the committee. Schlunk (1997) believes that genocide and human rights violations occur in climates where ‘radical oppression’ and social prejudice occurs against minority groups. The freedom that truth commissions allow would be beneficial in determining that this prejudice was not present decades later as bias against the victims by politics would be removed through the witness statements. 
            There are however limitations to the successfulness of the commission, witness testimonies and vital evidence was overlooked by governing authorities for decades and the genuine participation of the victims and their families can be questioned as they have been threatened into silence by the corrupt pro-democracy government (Dixon, 2017). More significantly, the official incident report itself notes that the investigation was hindered by the fact that many of the murders passed the statute of limitations meaning that there is a significant number of individuals who have yet to be punished for their crimes (Jeju 4.3 Peace Foundation (2003). This can be reinforced by Hanley (2014) who writes that the truth commissions of South Korea are very victim centred and that as a country Korea has very rarely issued punishment for offenders. This limitation is a commonality that can also be seen within other truth commission, the South African truth commission of 1996 has been criticised as it provided amnesty for those who willingly came forward and told the truth (Woody, 2009). because of this truth commissions have been described as ways of obtaining easy justice without actually offering any form of retribution for the crimes.
               One recommendation made by the committee was the issue of a report that highlighted the true events that occurred in 1948. This report also outlined the findings of the truth commission and detailed the human rights violations of the time (Jeju 4.3 Peace Foundation (2003). Through this report we can see that restorative justice in the form of a truth commission can provide the perfect opportunity for negotiations to be made between both parties. A dialogue can be created in a safe environment which can promote the voices and opinions to be heard. Through this a greater sense of community can be formed as well as a sense of renewed safety within society (Everette, 2005). It can therefore be noted that truth commissions can provide an effective way of resolving conflicts (Tutu, 2002). More significantly, truth commissions and forgiveness by the victims can lead to the offender’s reinstatement back into society. 
              However, it is also important to note that truth commissions may not always have positive outcomes or result in positive change. For many of the victims that were asked to testify in the investigation it may not have benefited their emotional health to have to re live the past traumas of the event. The events that took place on Jeju island occurred decades before the commission was formed and for many who were involved it may have been agonising to dredge up panful memories of past suffering. Is it therefore ethical to force victims to relive these experiences decades later without a certainty or promise that the outcome of the commission will benefit their lives (Schlunk, 1997)?. As noted by (Hayner, 2011) although advantageous, truth commissions do bear high expectations. They are made to resemble powerful bodies that can generate change that hasn’t been possible before. When this change doesn’t happen, or these high expectations aren’t met is when the real harm and disappointment can occur. 
              Within the last decade there has been a focus on the position of forgiveness (Tutu, 2002) and its effectiveness in allowing growth and healing. It could be easy to conclude that restorative justice practice provides an explicit way of promoting forgiveness by the victims (Everette, 2005). However, it may not be as straightforward as it first appears, one implication that is outstanding when reflecting upon the Jeju province is whether forgiveness is at all possible for the victims. Everette (2005) notes that forgiveness from the perspective of the victim is used as a way of disconnecting from the traumatic events and as a way of letting go of negative feelings like anger they might possess so that healing can occur.  Although at a glance this would be beneficial to the victim it could also be interpreted as disparaging the crime and the impact that it had on all involved or as condoning the actions by the perpetrator, consequently raising the question of whether forgiveness can really provide a means of healing.  
                 When considering the role of forgiveness within truth commissions the issuing of an apology can be seen as a vital gesture for restoring peace (Everette, 2005). Hayner (2011) states that truth commissions are beneficial as official recognition of the crimes can unsilenced the topic and open up pathways of discussion that in the past have been kept hidden. An example of this can be seen within the Jeju commission, one recommendation that was proposed by the Jeju committee was that the responsible parties offer a formal apology to the victims and their families (this was upheld by government leaders in 2005 after the reconciliation commission, (Hunjoon, 2009). Similarly, Everette (2005) believes that   subsequent to a crime being committed an apology is what is desired most by the abused, an apology can raise humanise the offender and aid in restoring piece of mind. An apology could aid in healing the victims and their families and a step towards re building a broken society. Controversially however, Everette (2005) believes that in order for forgiveness to occur both the victim and perpetrator need to be emotionally available to each other. For many involved with the 4.3 incident the apology made by the government came too late to be significant and were therefore not interested in being involved, this is supported by Braithwaite (2016) who writes that genuine forgiveness usually isn’t present in restorative justice practices. More significantly, there are some who believe that the need for an apology for the victims in fact gives the perpetrator more power over them and places them in a position of control which in fact does not serve to the best interest of the victim. Authors considered here lead us to question whether truth commissions like the 4.3 committee was worthwhile and whether forgiveness does in fact play a significant part in restoration. Both forgiveness and restorative justice hold the potential for victim healing, but it is easy to agree with Everette (2005) when they note that “forgiveness in the context of restorative justice remains a paradox”. 
               Additionally, when considering the impact of the South Korean truth commission there are issues that continually need to be addressed and recommendations that need to be considered for the future. When investigating the 4.3 incident it is difficult to uncover enough information about the event, because of this it can be easy to agree with Hunjoon (2009) when he observes that the endeavour to uncover the truth and to provide reconciliation within South Korea has gone greatly unnoticed throughout the world. More pressure needs to be out on finding out the truth and further awareness needs to be placed on educating people on the events to prevent future implications. Furthermore, it is difficult to determine whether the commission was successful as they could not find direct evidence linking the labour party’s involvement within the killings, the Jeju incident report notes that ‘they couldn’t be sure that they succeeded in revealing a clear picture of the 4.3 event’ (Jeju 4.3 Peace Foundation, 2003), implying that there are still a significant number of unanswered questions.  More substantially, Wolman (2013) writes that the Korean war is no singular war, it has become a conflict that is rooted within its previous colonial experiences, its future desires and the imposed frustrations that have been imposed upon Korea by outside bodies. Therefore, when considering the position of South Korea, it is easy to see the struggles they are facing trying to reform and make amends for past wrongs. 
               Lastly, the successfulness of this truth commission can be measured by looking at the impact it has had since the truth commission was completed, since this commission a reconciliation commission was formed which prompted an apology from the government, a memorial park and memorial day has been introduced which commemorates the victims of the 4.3 events and permission for further excavations has been given to uncover the remaining mass graves on the island. 
            To conclude, truth commissions are bodies of investigation that are conjured to uncover injustice and human rights violations (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018). In recent years truth commissions have become a useful way for countries to heal and rectify past wrongs, truth commissions have been present in countries such as South Africa, Guatemala and South Korea. The commission of South Korea occurred in 2000 and set about discovering the truth behind the massacres of Jeju province in 1948. When critically analysing the work of the truth commissions there are many who believe that when done correctly they can be extremely advantageous as they can be used as tools to help begin the recovery process (Schlunk, 1997). Truth commission also provide the ideal environment for atonement to occur as the flexible nature of a commission allows for the truth to be revealed, thus promoting unity. When analysing the impact that the truth commission it is difficult to determine whether it was effective or not, since the commission a number of the recommendations set about by the committee have been addressed, such as the commemoration suggestions that has aided in restoring amity to the province but in terms of achieving justice for the survivor many believe that this has yet to be achieved. The position of forgiveness within truth commissions is also a defining feature, it can be assumed that restorative justice promotes the act of forgiveness and provides an opportunity for the victim to move on from the trauma, but this raises the question of whether offering forgiveness disparages the crime committed by the offender and in some way condones the actions. It is easy to agree with Everette (2005) who remarks that forgiveness is a paradox and leaves us to consider whether truth and truth and reconciliation committees like that of South Korea are in fact beneficial to the victims or just to the country. 
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Personal Evaluation – 

	What do you consider are the best aspects of this piece of work?    
	The best aspects would be the knowledge that I now have on the south Korean truth commission, because of the power point I now have in depth knowledge on both truth commissions and South Korean history.
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	Which aspects do you consider could have been improved in this piece of work?
	I found it difficult to find enough critical arguments on the actual commission due to the fact that not many people have written about it, 
With more time this may have been improved. 

	What have you found most satisfying whilst undertaking this submission?
	Researching truth commissions and learning all about human rights violations. 
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