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Executive Summary
The MFS II grant framework has awarded €1.9 billion through the MFS II grant framework to 20
Dutch Co-Financing Agencies working towards strengthening civil society in the global South and
achieving sustainable reduction in poverty. The overall purpose of the joint MFS II evaluation, of
which this baseline report is one part, is to account for results and to contribute to the improvement
future development interventions. This segment of the overall evaluation focuses on international
lobbying and advocacy programs of 8 MFS II alliances grouped into three thematic clusters:
Sustainable Livelihoods and Economic Justice; Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights; and
Protection, Human Security, and Conflict Prevention. The ILA evaluation has the aims of: 1) assessing
the effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance of ILA programs funded by MFS II; 2) developing and
applying innovative methodologies for the evaluation of ILA programs; and 3) providing justified
recommendations that enable further development interventions.
The originality of the evaluation of MFS II ILA programs lies in the “bridging” approach taken, seeking
to merge two positions in evaluations sometimes positioned as irreconcilable. The evaluation aims to
reconcile the linear evaluation tradition that compares outcomes at a certain moment in time against
a set of objectives, with the evaluation perspective that acknowledges complexity and recognizes the
adaptive capacities of programs. The evaluation is built on theories of change, and seeks to
acknowledge the complex realities in which actors involved in international lobbying and advocacy
programs operate. The focus of the evaluation is on the agency of actors and the adaptive capacity of
their institutions. Drawing upon multiple types of data sources, the evaluation strives to account for
the interaction between internal and external processes that shape eventual outcomes.
This baseline report is to serve as a description of the context and situation within the alliances at T0
(2010/2011) and an analysis of changes realized or in progress at T1 (2012). The evaluation will
measure outcomes against a theory of change at different moments in time. As the programs have
started already in 2011, the first round of data gathering in this report needed to capture two
moments: T0 (the MFS II approved proposal) and T1 (the moment of data gathering). As such the
methods used focus on: document and desk study; in depth semi-structured interviews; outcome
harvesting; and reconstructing the theory of change. As each cluster synthesis notes separately, it is
somewhat premature to make sweeping claims about concrete contribution of alliance activities to
changes and program successes in agenda setting, policy influencing, and changing practice. There is
great diversity of alliances both within and between the three thematic clusters, in terms of scope,
topical issue, and geographic focus. Despite the diversity and importance of the varied contexts in
which the different alliances work, some preliminary key points emerge, and can be presented in
terms of the priority result areas of agenda setting, policy influence, and changing practice.
Priority result areas
Across the three thematic clusters, baseline findings are presented by the priority result areas
identified as critical by the Call for Proposals. For each priority result area, the evaluation team has
identified uniform outcome indicators (used across the evaluation) and specific outcome indicators
(focused indicators used within the clusters or individual alliances).
Agenda setting
The first priority result area involves strategic awareness-raising amongst the public, private sector,
and/or in political arenas. Uniform outcome indicators considered under agenda setting include the
extent to which 1) within the program, the relevant members of an alliance determine, share, and
keep up-to-date their policy positions and strategies; 2) alliance and other actors become aware of
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issues at stake, organize themselves, and adhere to the position of the ILA program; 3)
lobby/advocacy targets react upon the positions taken by the ILA program; 4) relevant NGOs and/or
other stakeholders involved in the program are invited to participate in meetings (or organize
meetings) relevant for the issue(s) by lobby/advocacy targets on public/private sector policies or
those of international institutions; and 5) the terms of the public debate are influenced: New civil
society perspectives and alternative approaches are introduced into the policy debate.
Agenda setting is an important area of work for all alliances included in this evaluation, often with
the intention of building a base for expansion into the other two priority result areas. Across the
three thematic clusters, it is possible to distinguish between agenda setting outcomes (and planned
outcomes) related to external and internal agenda setting. Externally, alliances may be concerned
with setting agendas among lobby targets. Internally, within the alliance, they may also be interested
in shaping the agendas of multiple internal actors. Efforts related to internal agenda setting
outcomes often involve activities geared toward capacity building and knowledge sharing within
particular alliances, among both Dutch member organizations and Southern partner organizations.
Networks and coalition building are common strategies often associated with external agenda
setting, whether at national, regional, or international level. Across alliances and clusters, a shared
principle was that of “strength in numbers,” and the importance of joint planning and speaking with
a common voice, particularly for achieving results related to agenda setting, especially at
international level. Strategies included building networks across geographical distance as well as
building civil society coalitions across topical sub-sectors, in order to add strength to the message.
Both in order to achieve successful network participation and for more direct influence on agenda
setting results, alliances across the three thematic clusters identified good working relations and high
degrees of trust with key individuals and crucial.
Strategies and lobby targets identified as important for agenda setting are very much linked to the
larger context, and the place the issue at stake already claims on the larger agenda. In this
evaluation, advocates already confident of the public support base on their issue were sometimes
more likely to focus efforts more exclusively towards results linked to political agenda setting. A wide
range of actors is targeted for agenda setting changes, including the Netherlands government,
parliament, the United Nations, and the general public worldwide. Linkages between various lobby
targets should not be ignored as, for example, agenda setting among the general public is sometimes
viewed as a first step in applying pressure for shifts in agendas of higher level actors.
Agenda setting is not possible in any sphere without a sound and defensible content base. To this
end, most alliances in the evaluation point to the importance of solid research findings. Some
alliances gather this research themselves, while others collaborate closely with research institutes.
All alliances in the evaluation take efforts to inform target groups (whether these individuals include
internal staff members of organizations, political actors, private sector staff, or the general public).
Common strategies to get information across to relevant targets include informal and formal group
meetings, one-on-one contacts, and distribution of policy papers, reports, letters, or factsheets.
Public campaigns are used by some alliances, especially in Cluster 1 (Sustainable Livelihoods and
Economic Justice), to affect change in agenda setting among the general public.
Findings particularly from Clusters 2 (Sexual and Reproductive Health) and 3 (Protection, Human
Security, and Conflict Prevention) indicate that the shared context of economic crisis and subsidy
cuts may have had strong impacts on work in the area of agenda setting.
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Policy influencing
The second priority result area focuses on creating public constituency and changing public and
political debate, leading to demonstrable change in policy by lobby targets. Uniform outcome
indicators considered under policy influence include the extent to which 1) demonstrable changes (or
prevention of policy changes, including adoption of new policies) take place by lobby/advocacy
targets and 2) a demonstrable shift takes place in the accountability structure for governmental
actors or other authorities.
Policy influencing results were found to be highly relevant in alliance planning across clusters. As with
other areas, the role of the private sector as lobby targets in this priority result area is presently
relatively more important in Cluster 1 (Sustainable Livelihoods and Economic Justice), while Clusters
2 (Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights) and 3 (Protection, Human Security, and Conflict
Prevention) focus efforts more on national governmental structures and supranational governing
bodies.
Results registered by the alliances in this priority result area are often highly dependent on external
processes. For some policy influencing objectives, possibilities for recording results are tied to
specific national or international processes operating on their own, independent timetables. As is
reflected in the reporting for some alliances, it can be difficult to record interim results in this area
outside these critical time periods.
Linked to this point, across clusters, a high degree of flexibility and adaptability to external situations
is identified as particularly important for the policy influencing priority result area. Achieving results
related to policy influencing is especially dependent on responding to time-bound opportunities for
affecting change, or, equally, posting a swift reaction to specific obstacles to program objectives.
While some of the key moments for achieving results in policy influencing are known in advance
(e.g., planned UN processes to establish international frameworks, regular shifts in government
planning), many crucial opportunities are unforeseen and can only be maximized if advocates are
able to adapt and reorganize rapidly. Results for some alliances indicate that trust and cooperation
internal to the alliance is instrumental in facilitating responsiveness to external opportunities and
challenges related to policy influencing.
Initial factors supporting results in policy influencing include maintaining good relationships
characterized by trust with key actors and working together with larger networks of civil society
organizations. In terms of policy influencing, the main benefits of larger civil society networks include
exerting pressure on decision-making bodies and extending organizational reach through increasing
diversity (e.g., in terms of geography or political orientation).
Changing practice
The third priority result area involves a change in policy being realized and implemented in terms of
reaching development objectives. Uniform outcome indicators considered under changing practice
include the extent to which there are 1) concrete changes in practices of lobby targets as to policy
formulation and 2) concrete changes in practices of governments, institutes, and/or targeted
companies as to implementation of policies (=practice) in the “field.”
As with policy influencing, results in the priority result area of changing practice can be highly
dependent on external opportunities for influence. Notably, the pathways to results in this area are
among the most indirect examined in this evaluation, and tracing these results effectively may
require a relatively extended period of observation. Each thematic cluster remarks on the long term
nature of efforts linked to changing practice, and it may be especially premature to form conclusions
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linked to results in this priority result area. Initial results indicate that long term good, trusting
relationships with a variety of actors are especially important for enabling influence over changing
practice.
Reflecting and looking forward
In many ways, the first phase of this innovative evaluation of international lobbying and advocacy
efforts of the MFS II alliances has been a learning process. Reflections on the analytical, conceptual,
and methodological aspects of the process guide the evaluation team’s objectives for the next phase
of evaluation.
Across thematic clusters, experiences with the evaluation indicate that the conceptualization in
terms of the three priority result areas does not always match the realities of alliance ambitions and
practices, and this may have implications for the interpretation of results. In order to adequately
assess the work of the alliances, the priority result areas may need to be problematized, also in terms
of constructing a framework able to engage with dynamics and interactions between the result
areas. Additional thought must also be given to the result orientation of the evaluation and the
implications of this for interpretation of findings as well as possibly direct influence on alliance work.
In the process of our research, additional issues emerged as important for the further development
of the evaluation framework. It will clearly be necessary to engage with the question of capacity to
conduct lobbying and advocacy and its role in this evaluation. Networking and network building also
play a key role in international lobbying and advocacy and should be more clearly built into the
evaluation framework, including mechanisms to account for integration and communication issues
related to the networked nature of alliance operations. It will further be necessary to explore the
role of the setup of MFS II in the way collaborations take shape, particularly considering the power
relationships between alliance members and their partner organizations.
Several practical issues and challenges remain to be addressed in the next stages of the evaluation.
The evaluation team will continue to work towards full consistency in approach and to further
develop key dimensions of the evaluation in order to report fully on each of the evaluation questions.
Moving forward, it is also necessary to clarify differing reporting expectations among the different
parties involved in the evaluation.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Background to the evaluation

The Netherlands has a long tradition of public support for civilateral development cooperation, going
back to the 1960s. The Co-Financing System (Medefinancieringsstelsel or “MFS”) is its most recent
expression. MFS II (preceded by MFS I running from 2006-2010) is the 2011-2015 grant framework
for Co-Financing Agencies (CFA), which is directed to strengthening civil society in the South with an
overall aim of achieving sustainable reduction in poverty. A total of 20 alliances of Dutch CFAs have
been awarded €1.9 billion through the MFS II grants framework by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (NL MFA).
The MFS II framework stipulates that each consortium carries out independent external evaluations
to be able to make valid, evaluative statements about the effective use of the available funding. On
behalf of Dutch alliances receiving MFS II funding, NWO-WOTRO has issued three calls for proposals
for evaluating MFS II funded development interventions, with the overall purpose to account for
results and to contribute to the improvement of future development interventions.
The first call for evaluation proposals entailed an in-country evaluation on MDGs, organizational
capacity, and civil society in 8 countries. A second call identified a synthesis team, in charge of
aggregating information obtained in each of the 8 countries. This particular (third) call is about
international lobbying and advocacy (ILA) programs of the 8 alliances that are implementing 16 ILA
projects working in 15 different regions worldwide.
The specific aims of this evaluation are:
1) To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance of ILA programs funded by MFS II;
2) To develop and apply innovative methodologies for the evaluation of ILA programs;
3) To provide justified recommendations that enable Dutch CFAs and/or their Southern
partners to draw lessons for future development interventions.
The evaluation will cover the period 2011-2014 and comprises of a baseline assessment in 2012 and
a follow-up assessment in 2014. It is to answer five main questions:
1) What are the changes achieved in the three priority result areas through international
lobbying and advocacy on the thematic clusters ‘sustainable livelihoods and economic
justice’, ‘sexual and reproductive health and rights’ and ‘protection, human security and
conflict prevention’ during the 2012 – 2014 period?
2) Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of MFS II alliances and their partners
contribute to the identified changes (i.e. measuring effectiveness)?
3) What is the relevance of these changes?
4) Were the efforts of the MFS II alliances efficient?
5) What factors explain the findings drawn from the questions above?

1.2

Scope of evaluation

NWO-WOTRO distinguishes three thematic clusters for this evaluation: (i) sustainable livelihoods and
economic justice; (ii) sexual and reproductive health and rights; and (iii) protection, human security,
and conflict prevention. The 8 alliances whose work is being evaluated were pre-selected by NWOWOTRO and are those with an international lobby and advocacy program.
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Within each thematic cluster, three priority result areas on ILA should be addressed: agenda setting;
policy influencing; changing practice.
Thematic cluster
Sustainable livelihoods and economic justice

Alliances
Ecosystems Alliance
Fair, Green and Global Alliance
IMPACT Alliance
Hivos Alliance, People Unlimited 4.1

Sexual and reproductive health and rights

SRHR Alliance

Protection, human security, and conflict Communities of Change
prevention
Freedom from Fear
Together4change

To address the five evaluation questions, the scope of the evaluation incorporates the interaction of
the alliances with their dynamic environment. Model 1 illustrates the scope of the evaluation in
which the priority result areas will be addressed per thematic cluster. The evaluation views Lobby
and Advocacy as an evolving process where activities are only partly steered by the original (ex-ante)
reference to change and proposal. Activities are shaped at the interface between internal actors and
capabilities and external actors and factors, in response to the complexities, opportunities, and
threats in the environment.
Model 1: Scope of the Evaluation

Complex reality

Influence by other
actors /factors

output

project
activity

(Un)intended outcome

Internal capabilities
Intended outcome
Alliance
Ex-ante planning
(Original MFSII
proposal)

project

output

Intended outcome

output
Internal capabilities
Influence by other
actors /factors

project
activity

(Un)intended outcome
output

Complex reality

Responding to the five evaluation questions requires that the evaluation takes these dynamics into
account. In the course of implementation, planned activities, strategies, and tactics change due to
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internal and external influences. We expect to find that alliances to some extent incorporate this and
adjust their theories of change and planned activities. We also expect to find intended and
unintended outcomes. Looking only at the chosen strategy of the lobbying and advocacy intervention
might miss out on the unintended outcomes. 2 Finally, the evaluation needs to be open to find both
outcomes that are related to the objectives and outcomes not related to the program goal.

1.3

The complex field of lobbying and advocacy

We define lobbying and advocacy in international development interventions as a “wide range of
activities conducted to influence decision makers at different levels” 3 towards the overall aim of
development interventions to combat the structural causes of poverty and injustice. This definition
follows the wide consensus in the literature that NGO advocacy is a tool to combat causes of poverty
or injustice and influence structural change, aiming to change social, political, and policy structures,
while challenging power structures. 4
We distinguish two kinds of strategies in lobby and advocacy interventions. Insider strategies concern
behind the scenes activities that are usually directed at co-operation and persuasion. An example
could be the organization of a focused roundtable with politicians. Insider strategies can also be
targeted to audiences within an advocacy alliance, especially when these alliances are broad and
international and where partnership constitutes different types of agencies, as is the case in the
alliance under the MFS-II. Outsider strategies concern public activities and are usually directed at
awareness raising, pressure, and confrontation. A public campaign is an example of an outsider
strategy. International lobbying and advocacy often combines these different strategies. Both insider
and outsider strategies intend to address informal or formal target groups in a systematic way to
enhance the advocates’ objectives in response to the ever-changing environment.
Advocacy is pre-eminently a field where rapid changes in public, private, and political arenas happen,
with unexpected interactions, feedback loops, and emergent systems generating both opportunities
and threats. In this highly dynamic environment the advocate moves between multiple layers of
relationships and objectives, adapting and finding pathways that are nonlinear in nature, often using
an extended time span so as to ultimately achieve results. A key requirement for successful advocacy
is the capacity to adjust strategies and activities to changing opportunities and threats, without
losing sight of the ultimate objectives of advocacy.
Decision makers targeted by advocacy interventions are often governmental or political but can also
be private sector actors like multinationals. Advocacy often seeks to take a systemic perspective 5 and
targets the various related levels of influence: supranational, international, interregional, national,
and local. The concept of advocacy goes beyond merely policy influence and aims for sustainable
changes in public and political arenas, including awareness raising, litigation (legal actions), and
Julia Coffman (2011) ‘Revolutionary lessons about interim outcomes’, in: Advocacy evaluation update, vol. 11, Summer
(2011) pg. 1-2.
3 Johanna Morariu, Kathleen Brennan (2009) pg 100.
4 Hudson, Alan (2001) ‘NGOs’ transnational advocacy networks: from ‘legitimacy’ to ‘political responsibility’?’, in: Global
Networks vol. 1, no. 4 (2001) pg. 331-352; Teles, Steven and Mark Schmitt (2011) ‘The elusive craft of evaluating advocacy’,
in: Stanford Social Innovation Review, May (2011); Keck, Margaret E. and Kathryn Sikkink (1998) Activists beyond borders,
New York Cornell University Press; Ringsing, Bettina and Cees Leeuwis (2008) ‘Learning about advocacy: a case-study of
challenges, everyday practices and tensions’, in: Evaluation vol. 14, no. 4 (2008) pg. 413-436; Stone, Diane (2002)
‘Introduction: global knowledge and advocacy networks’, in: Global Networks vol. 2, no. 1 (2002) pg. 1-11.
5 Systems thinking or a systemic approach takes complexity into account, trying to unravel the ‘systems’ that perpetually
change the context through which L&A organizations seek to exert their influence. A system is constituted by its elements,
that is, all the parts that make up the whole; the links between the parts, that is, the process and interrelationships that
hold the parts together in view of the whole; and its boundary, that is, the limit that determines what is inside and outside.
Bob Williams and Richard Hummelbrunner (2011).
2
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public education, as well as building networks and relationships and capacity building. 6 According to
Teles and Schmitt (2011), advocacy includes: lobby, persuasion, research, activist journalism,
coalition-building, political activity, and public relations. 7 Leeuwis and Ringsing (2008) understand
advocacy as campaigns, lobby, and capacity building. 8
Advocacy directed at system level changes has been increasingly embraced by non-profit
organizations, responding to the public and political calls for more tangible results and accountability
on public funded development interventions. Advocacy programs under development cooperation
raise public and political awareness, while drawing on the values of and experiences in international
development. Advocacy actors seek legitimation by means of the strength of their cause (they aim to
raise awareness and convince) often on behalf of their constituency (they aim to represent rightful
populations).
Advocacy is seen by some authors as a relatively new phenomenon in NGO interventions 9, while
others state advocacy networks were well established before the Second World War as social
movements 10 and transnational networks go as far back as the Renaissance. 11 Currently advocacy has
a strong position in global policy making, according to Teles and Schmitt (2011) “Nothing big happens
without advocacy” 12; and Risse (2002) states: “One can probably go as far as to argue that there has
rarely been a new normative issue on the international agenda which has not been advocated by
transnational advocacy coalitions, INGOs or epistemic communities.” 13
While the role of advocacy in the development sector has expanded and has been widely accepted
over the last years, the debate continues on its role for development, added value, and overall
effectiveness. 14 Literature and discussions identify several trends influencing the overall discussions
on lobbying and advocacy in the development sector and shaping the context for the three thematic
areas in this evaluation in particular. 15
In a rapidly globalizing world, the division between state and non-state is increasingly being redefined and negotiated. Actors in the public and political arenas increasingly collaborate, interact,
and influence one another, which opens new spaces for advocacy. Change often depends on multiple
actors or organizations, 16 and advocacy networks become likewise increasingly transnational and
Johanna Morariu, Kathleen Brennan (2009) pg 100.
Teles, Steven and Mark Schmitt (2011) ‘The elusive craft of evaluating advocacy’.
8
Ringsing, Bettina and Cees Leeuwis (2008) ‘Learning about advocacy: a case-study of challenges, everyday practices and
tensions’.
9 Hudson, Alan (2001) ‘NGOs’ transnational advocacy networks: from ‘legitimacy’ to ‘political responsibility’?’, 333; Ringsing,
Bettina and Cees Leeuwis (2008) ‘Learning about advocacy: a case-study of challenges, everyday practices and tensions’;
Coates, Barry and Rosalind David (2002) ‘Learning for change: the art of assessing the impact of advocacy work’, in:
Development in pratice, vol. 12, no. 3-4, August (2002) pg. 530-541.
10 Keck and Sikkink (1998) Activists beyond borders; Ibid.(1999) ‘Transnational advocacy networks’.
11 Risse, Thomas (2002) ‘Transnational actors and world politics’, in: Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse and Beth Simmons
(eds.), Handbook of international relations, London et al., Sage (2002) pg. 255-274.
12 Teles and Schmitt (2011) ‘The elusive craft of evaluating advocacy’, pg. 2.
13 Risse (2002) ‘ Transnational actors’, pg. 268.
14 See for example: IOB Evaluations, ‘Chatting and playing chess with policy makers’, no. 306, June (2007).
15 See: ECDPM (2012) ‘Policy and management insights. The road to the 2014 summit. Challenges for Africa-EU relations in
2013’, ECDPM, no. 4, December 2012; Henk van Houtum and Joos van Vugt (ed.) Eerlijke nieuwe wereld. Voorbij de grenzen
van de natiestaat (2012); Monique Kremer, Peter van Lieshout, Robert Went (eds.), WRR Report: Doing Good or doing
better. Development policies in a globalizing world (2009); UNDP, Human Development Report. Sustainability and Equity: A
better future for all (2011); See for debates on shifting development paradigm: The Broker, ‘Special report. The Future
calling: A second life for INGOs’, Issue 28, March(2012); David Mosse, ‘Global governance and the ethnography of
international aid’, in: David Mosse, David Lewis (eds.), The aid effect (2005), p. 1-36. David Mosse, ‘Is Good policy
unimplementable? Reflections on the ethnography of aid policy and practice’, in: Development and Change, vol. 35, issue 4
(2004) p. 639-671.
16 Leeuwis and Ringsing (2008) ‘Learning about advocacy’, pg. 420.
6
7
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comprise a range of different types of actors: public, private, and civil society. 17 This trend also
creates new challenges. While there are more opportunities for interaction, actual decision-making
and claim-making may be complicated by diffuse policy processes that may at times disempower
rather than empower citizens. 18 New communication channels, and especially the rapid development
of social media, bring about opportunities and challenges for advocacy. On the one hand, the
possibilities for communication enhance networking. At the same time, however, they can weaken
networks because any person anywhere can engage directly in global discussions and thereby may
implicitly challenge the ground for legitimation of advocacy as representing the voice of rightful
people.
Cross-border issues are becoming everyday realities, which is for instance apparent in the attention
for global public goods. On the one hand, we have seen a steady increase in voices against repression
that aim to set standards in line with human rights and demand justice. At the same time, shifts in
economic power may affect and increasingly challenge the global system built on universal values of
human rights. While we see new economic powers emerge in Asia and Latin America, becoming the
new players on the block, Western countries are immersing into economic crisis, which at the same
time causes power structures and relations to change. Traditional donors withdraw, new donors
(non-Western, corporate sector, private sector) arise, and development paradigms are under
pressure to reform. 19 Structural changes on all levels in the field of development are demanded from
the various state and non-state actors involved. Advocacy needs to navigate these complex realities
of changing power-relations, standards, and expectations.
Continuing cycles of violence, economic and food insecurity, inequality, lack of human rights, and
organized crime 20 pose crucial development challenges and have brought about the development of
the concept and international instruments of human security. The global development agenda
increasingly expresses concerns about poverty, conflict, insecurity, hunger, and disease. The overall
focus of major donors worldwide is on strengthening civil society, poverty alleviation, and equality 21,
but also – like in the Netherlands and in other countries – on trade promotion. This combination of
policy priorities poses opportunities and challenges for advocacy.
Finally, the public debate on development cooperation has shifted from an ideological discussion
towards a debate on effectiveness and impact, 22 which implicitly refers to the practice of
development cooperation. As a consequence this debate includes also the effect of lobbying and
advocacy for development and thus the future role of advocacy interventions. These rapid and
significant changes and trends in combination with pressing questions about development practice
have triggered sharp discussions on development interventions and give rise to new challenges and
approaches to development.

17 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Schokland akkoorden (2007): one of the central themes here was to bring together the
multiple stakeholders working in conflict affected areas. Other sources are: Mosse (2005); Ronald Tinnevelt and Peter Bal
(2012) ‘Voorbij de grenzen van de herverdeling? Over economische en politieke rechtvaardigheid’, in: Henk van Houtum
and Joost van Vugt (eds.) (2012) Eerlijke nieuwe wereld. Voorbij de grenzen van de natiestaat, p. 23-50; Willemijn Verkoren
and Gerd Junne (2012) ‘Rechtvaardigheid en geweld: hoe conflicten zijn ingebed in het mondiale systeem’, in: Idem, p. 125152.
18 David Chandler (2003) New Rights for Old? Cosmopolitan citizenship and the Critique of State Souvereignty. Political
Studies, Vol 51, 332-349.
19 See: Monique Kremer, Peter van Lieshout, Robert Went (eds.), WRR Report: Doing Good or doing better. Development
policies in a globalizing world (2009); The Broker, ‘Special report. The Future calling: A second life for INGOs’, Issue 28,
March(2012); WDR (2011); UNDP HDR (2011).
20 WDR (2011).
21 UNDP (2011); UN (2012) MDGs.
22 Roger C. Riddell, ‘Does foreign aid work?’, in: Kremer, van Lieshout, Went (eds.), WRR Report: Doing good or doing better,
p. 47 – 81, 47; Pronk (2006).; See: Monique Kremer, Peter van Lieshout, Robert Went (eds.), WRR Report: Doing Good or
doing better. Development policies in a globalizing world (2009).
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Structure of report

This report is divided in two parts:
Part I (chapter 2) deals with the overall evaluation approach, including the aim of the evaluation and
the working focus; the frame in which the evaluation team operates and two models of analysis; the
guidelines, concepts, and methodology used in this evaluation; the planning; as well as the
limitations we experienced in our work.
Part II is the actual baseline assessment and starts (chapter 3) with an introduction to the baseline,
its analytical process, the evaluation team, and the operational planning including the evaluation
questions and uniform (but also preliminary) outcome indicators. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 deal with the
three thematic clusters (Sustainable livelihoods and economic justice; Sexual and reproductive health
and rights; Protection, human security, and conflict prevention). Each chapter is sub-divided per
alliance, entailing a context description per thematic cluster and a detailed description of both T0
and T1 at alliance level plus the analytical reflections.
Each thematic cluster chapter presents in conclusion a synthesis.
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Part I: The evaluation approach
2

Evaluation approach

2.1

Evaluation aim and focus

The specific evaluation aims that are formulated by NWO lead to three foci of the evaluation:
a. Results oriented focus based upon the aim:
- To assess the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of ILA program funded by MFS II
In assessing results, the evaluation team will explicitly take into account the outcomes to which
lobbying and advocacy projects contributed. These outcomes are seen as the result of the
interactions (co-creations) of different actors including northern and southern partners,
organizations in the regions/countries, and national and international governments. All these actors
work in their own systems and have their own interpretation and interests regarding the context and
its opportunities and threats and how to implement their projects.
Outcomes are understood as changes - intended or unintended- in the three priority areas of
agendas, policies, and practices, as well as in networks and relationships, in governance structures
and processes, or commitment and involvement of a particular actor. These changes must be
observable and traceable to the advocacy and lobby activities under review and may also include
negative changes that happened.
b. Learning oriented focus, (content and methodological-wise) based upon the aims:
- To develop and apply innovative methodologies for the evaluation of ILA programs;
- To provide justified recommendations that enable Dutch CFAs and/or their Southern partners to
draw lessons for future development interventions and possibly for the back-donors to enrich their
understanding of how ILA is most effective.
Rather than perceiving the evaluation as the job of a “distant outsider,” we assume the alliances are
eager to learn more about their own programs and interactions (co-creations) and the complex
environment in order to improve program effectiveness. Hence, the importance to collaborate
closely and strive for a learning-oriented process and action perspective.
Under MFS II a monitoring protocol is developed for data gathering, progress analysis, and reporting.
Organizations may have similar and more extensive data systems than the MFS monitoring protocols.
Part of the learning process is to look into these systems. The evaluation team will seek to use these
systems as a source of information.
c. Analysis oriented focus
- What factors explain the changes drawn from the questions above?
This evaluation seeks to learn about pathways and mechanisms leading to changes that are
observed. How do changes come about in the interplay between actors and their environment?
What was the role of the Theory of Change of the alliance: were ToCs established, were they valid in
guiding action, and were they adjusted to developments? How do issues of capacities, power and
conflicting views within alliances and between organizations affect change? What are the
mechanisms of effectiveness in alliances that partly operate in a chained relationship, or partly in
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incidental and/or strategic relations? What major trends in actors and factors of the environment
have impacted observed changes?
2.1.1

Priority result areas

The Call for Proposals for this evaluation (issued by NWO-WOTRO), distinguishes three priority result
areas for the ILA evaluation: 1) Agenda setting; 2) Policy influencing; 3) Changing practice. These
priority result areas illustrate the various phases that can be distinguished in advocacy interventions,
yet they rarely take place in a linear fashion. Although they are often not consecutive, the priority
result areas are seen as core to advocacy. Agenda setting is linked to strategic awareness-raising in
public, private sector, and political arenas. Policy influence focuses on creating public constituency
and changing public and political debate, leading to demonstrable change in policy by the lobby
targets. The ultimate aim is to change practice, where the change in policy is realized in reaching
development objectives.
The evaluation acknowledges that:
•
•
•

Not all alliances at all times aim to achieve results in all three areas.
The priority result areas are useful analytical distinctions, but not always clearly bounded in
practice. Depending on the identified target groups, for example, policy influencing can in
some cases be equaled to changing practice.
Results may also be geared and achieved within alliances. In case of broad alliances, the
emergence of a common agenda may, for example, in itself be considered an important
result for agenda setting.

The applicability and relevance of the distinction of three core result areas will be tested in the
evaluation process.

2.2

Frame for the ILA Evaluation

2.2.1

The originality of the methodology: reconciling two frames

This evaluation offers a unique opportunity to merge two positions in evaluation that are sometimes
entrenched in opposite and incommensurable terms. The evaluation aims to reconcile the linear
evaluation tradition that compares outcomes at a certain moment in time against a set of objectives,
with evaluation traditions that acknowledge complexity and recognize the adaptive capacities of
programs.
Linear evaluations assume that a series of cause/effect relationships can be predicted and
effectuated by implementing activities in a logical chain of inputs:
inputsactivitiesoutputsoutcomes (results)impact
‘Complexity evaluations’ put more emphasis on the complexity of the field: the dynamics of multilayered relations and the surrounding environment. These evaluations can incorporate non-linear
interactions, feedback loops and emergent systems, where strategic changes and adaptations lead to
intended or unintended results.
One of the keys to reconcile linear with ‘complexity evaluations’ is to build the evaluation on theories
of change. A theory of change is a tool for planning, implementation, and evaluation that defines all
building blocks required to bring about a given long-term goal. It describes the types of interventions
that bring about the outcomes depicted in the pathway of a change map. Each outcome in the
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pathway of change is tied to an intervention, revealing the often complex web of activity that is
required to bring about change. 23 Working with complexity and complex systems also implies the
need for advocates to identify the expected outcomes most likely to change due to their efforts,
looking for emerging practices, accelerating mechanisms, and leverages in order to influence changes
in other outcomes in the systems.
In this evaluation we acknowledge that:
• Theories of change evolve over time to adjust to changes in the environment and in response
to insights gained in monitoring or other learning processes.
• There may be multiple theories of change in an alliance, or multiple interpretations of a
particular theory of change. In this multiplicity we may find explanations for outcomes that
do or do not come about. It also points to power processes and the question of how and
which theory of change gains legitimacy may be an interesting angle to reveal these
processes.
• There may be contradictions between the theory of change as defined by an alliance and the
theory of change reconstructed by the evaluator. The latter may incorporate implicit
assumptions revealed in interviews or observed in everyday practice. The evaluation aims to
discuss these contradictions, if any, in feedback workshops with the alliance in order to codefine the theory of change that will underpin the outcome evaluation of the next phase.
Our take on the theory of change stems from an actor-orientation in the evaluation. This means that
we view the theory of change more as a negotiated social construction than as a technical tool.
2.2.2

An actor orientation

The focus of the evaluation is on the agency of actors and the adaptive capacity of their institutions.
Agency in this context is understood as the ability of actors to reflect on their experiences and
environment and use their knowledge and capabilities to affect the advocacy process. 24
In order to explain changes that are found in the evaluation, additional questions are posed about
the relation between input, output, and outcome:
• what interactions and changes between actors happen in the domain between output and
outcome? (feedback loops)
• who are the actors in charge, what interests do they pursue, and what is their sphere of control
and/or influence?
• what external factors/actors and systems are of influence?
An evaluation that takes complexity into account recognizes that strategies, target groups, and
activities can change as actors will always adapt in response to changing conditions.
2.2.3

Model of Analysis

The evaluation will measure outcomes against theories of change at different moments. As the
programs have started some time ago, the first round of data gathering needed to capture two
moments: T0 and T1, where T0 consists of the baseline as described in planning documents and
proposals and T1 stands for the moment of data gathering (late 2012). T2 is not a definitive moment
but consists of monitoring exercises of particular alliances on particularly poignant processes and
indicators. T3 comprises the moment of data gathering at the end of the evaluation.

23

24

www.theoryofchange.org
Norman Long (2001) Development sociology.
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Model 2 visualizes our analytical model for this evaluation. The changes that we assess at the
different moments are seen as the result of the interaction between:
(i)
internal processes: the theory of change of alliances and their partners and the influences of
other actors and factors in their direct environment (or system) and;
(ii)
external processes: the opportunities and threats posed by actors and factors not in their
direct environment and by surrounding complexity.
Data gathering will focus on the theory of change (ToC), organizational dynamics, adaptations in
strategies, interactions between actors, and externalities that influenced the ILA activities.
After each of the evaluation phases, feedback processes will be organized with the alliances. The
alliances can take into account lessons and insights generated from the evaluation, while the
evaluation will use the feedback to improve the reports analyzing the previous period and to
enhance the planning of the next round of data-gathering.

Changes observed in the arena
addressed by the CFA between 4
moments in time T0, T1, T2, T3
Evaluation

External and complex Environment

Internal:

Alliances and partners

Intended and
unintended
outcomes
from
advocacy

Transformational agenda
Actors/Factors of
Influence

Data required to map and
understand change together
with insights on the
capabilities to establish
effectiveness (contribution)
efficiency, relevance and
provide an understanding of
the effects of advocacy and
changes in the public and
political arenas.

Opportunities
Threats

Other
Actors/Factors

Model 2: Model of Analysis

2.2.4

Learning

Multi-layered realities of advocacy

Model 3 illustrates the interconnectedness of actors bound in a chain of cooperation (e.g. by a flow
of funds) under an advocacy and lobby project. It is important to acknowledge that the output of
Actor A can be seen as the input for Actor B in the chain of cooperation, while the output of Actor B
is the first level of outcome for Actor A. This outcome is beyond the scope of control of the Actor A;
however the actor involved can influence the outcome on the second level. 25
25

Vorstman (1991); Wierdsma (1999)
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The multi-layered nature of advocacy poses an additional challenge to the evaluation, in particular
regarding the effectiveness of and contribution to change
Model 3: Output-outcome relation
Actor A

inputsactivitiesoutputs

Actor B

Outcome
Level 1

inputsactivitiesoutputs

Actor C

2.3

Guidelines, concepts, and methodology

2.3.1

Guidelines

Outcome
Level 2

inputsactivitiesoutputs

The Call for Proposals (issued by NWO-WOTRO) underlines and defines the objective, transparent,
independent, and representative nature of the evaluation.
Objectivity is defined in the Call for Proposals (NWO-WOTRO) as being “without the
subjective impressions of an observer.” This form of objectivity is strived for by the evaluation team,
taking into account the reality of the evaluation as being a combination between quantitative and
qualitative evaluation methods. The data generated will be analyzed by evaluators, pursuing
objectivity by using triangulation (combining multiple data sources, methods, analyses or theories),
internal and external substantiation, and by keeping an open perspective.
Transparency is defined in the Call for Proposals (NWO-WOTRO) as “the collection, processing
and analysis of result data (and the documentation of the methods used) must be conducted in such a
way that the process and its conclusions are comprehensible to outsiders.” The evaluation team is
responsible for the entire process of the evaluation and thus obliged to account for the reasoning
behind the decisions made as well as the conclusions. The processes underlying the evaluation will
be as transparent as possible, within the boundaries set by the confidentiality policy of NWOWOTRO.
Independence is defined in the Call for Proposals (NWO-WOTRO) as follows: “although
stakeholders certainly have a part to play in evaluations, the conclusions of an evaluation designed to
provide accountability (…) should come from parties who do not themselves have a direct financial or
institutional interest in the outcome (…).” The evaluation team consists of members external to the
evaluation target groups and without specific financial or institutional interest in the outcomes.
Representation is defined in the Call for Proposals (NWO-WOTRO) as a “sampling that
reflects the population it represents so accurately that the evaluative statements based on the study
are valid for the entire research population.” NWO has selected the first sample of alliances and their
ILA projects. The basis for further sampling, if so required, will be developed by the evaluation team
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and verified with the alliances. It is to be noted that a sample “reflecting the population it represents”
is not directly applicable to the domain of lobbying and advocacy.
2.3.2

Main concepts

In the evaluation we use a number of concepts that we explain below to establish clarity about their
meaning. We distinguish between outcomes, effectiveness of each outcome, and the contribution of
the MFS II Alliances to this.
a. Outcome
According to the OECD/DAC definition, outcomes are “the likely or achieved short-term and mediumterm effects of an intervention’s output.” We adhere to the OECD/DAC definition of outcomes, but
focus the definition, understanding outcomes as observable changes in the policies, practices,
behavior, relationships, actions, activities, or mindset of an individual, group, community,
organization, or institution. As the evaluation question is about “changes achieved in the priority
areas,” we define outcomes as those changes amongst social actors who are the target groups of the
ILA projects under evaluation. “While there is usually one main advocacy goal, other outcomes
related to the broader advocacy strategy -such as the emergence of new advocates- can be as
important as the achievement of the goals themselves.” 26
b. Effectiveness
Effectiveness as defined by the NWO-WOTRO relates to the outcomes (changes) of policy objectives
(intended outcome) to the output of alliances and other partners. 27 Hence, effectiveness concerns
the relation (or chain) between input, output, and outcome. Because change rarely stems from a
single and linear process, effectiveness will need to be translated in identifying a plausible relation
between input -> activities -> outputs and outcomes.
c. Contribution
Part of assessing the effectiveness is the establishment of contribution as opposed to attribution.
The evaluation team assesses the realized (un)intended outcomes and the value added by the MFS II
Alliances, giving due recognition to the complex dynamics in the field. As a consequence, attribution
between MFS II input and the outcome can often not be established. Contribution is the
determination of whether a credible (plausible) case can be made that the advocacy intervention
contributed to the established outcome. 28
d. Efficiency (inputs, activities, and outputs)
The NWO Call for Proposals defines efficiency as: “a measure of how economically resources (inputs)
of MFS II Alliance or their (Southern) partners are converted to direct results (outputs).” This
definition reveals that efficiency is mostly seen in economic terms of outputs in relation to inputs.
For lobbying and advocacy projects, efficiency should measure qualitative and quantitative outputs.
This generally requires exploring with the resource persons (and possibly also external
substantiations) in the MFS II Alliances if alternative approaches would have been more efficient.
e. Relevance
The definition for relevance is understood as the assessments whether the ILA projects and
outcomes are consistent with the political and public needs and priorities as existing at the various
levels: global, interregional, national, and local. This is a minor deviation from the NWO-WOTRO
definition that speaks of “beneficiaries’ requirements.”
These outcomes can be defined as interim or intermediate outcomes. Julia Coffman (2011)
This is broader than the OECD/DAC definition, which focuses on objectives leading to (intended) results which suggest a
causal relation. OECD/DAC focus is on achieving policy objectives, whereas NWO-WOTRO focus is on achieving results, even
beyond the policy objectives.
28 The “contribution story,” John Mayne (2008),
26
27
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2.3.3

Evaluation approach: methodology and triangulation

The evaluation team allows for flexibility and recognition of contextual differences within clusters
and within alliances to assess the outcomes in appropriate ways, to aggregate outcomes at project
level to program level, alliance, and MFS II cluster level, and to achieve the maximum possible
learning. This demands constant revisiting of the methodological frames and tools selected for data
gathering and analysis and regular peer review on the evaluation process as such.
To ensure comparability across alliances and clusters, we have developed a joint evaluation approach
including the analytic models, and we share a core evaluation design. In order to establish the
contribution of advocacy activities we use process tracing. Process tracing is a methodology for
testing causal explanations in the social sciences. We define process tracing as “the analysis of
evidence on processes, sequences and conjunctures of events within a case for the purposes of
either developing or testing hypothesis about causal mechanisms that might causally explain the
case.” 29
Across clusters, quota sampling will be used to select informants, both internal and external to the
Alliance. For each project under evaluation, we will determine the relevant categories/types of
informants. Taking into account feasibility issues, we will then determine the number of informants
per category to be selected.
Resource persons for this evaluation include:
a. Alliance representatives, both in the CFAs in the Netherlands, as well as in partner
organizations. Representatives include in any case staff tasked with the implementation of
lobbying and advocacy programs, but possibly also supervising staff in charge of overall
programs within the organization and/or financial/controlling staff working on program
and/or alliance level.
b. “Bellwethers” 30 and other knowledgeable external informants/substantiators.
Documented data sources will include:
a. MFS II proposals including budgets and organizational analyses.
b. Alliance-level project documents including partner-level project documents.
c. Contracts concluded between alliance partners.
d. Publicly available documents published by other stakeholders.
e. Media reports (news articles, transcripts of news broadcasts, etc.)
f. Legislative documents.
For the evaluation, a mixed-methods approach will be used to the extent possible. Triangulation
through multiple methods, sources, and evaluators considerably contributes to:
- Reliability and usefulness of conclusions, with stronger validity or credibility and less known
bias through the triangulation of information obtained from different key-informants and
with different methods, as well as by working in teams of evaluators.
- A more comprehensive understanding of the context and the lobbying and advocacy
program under evaluation.
- An increased awareness of the diversity of values, perspectives and positions from which key
informants look at a certain issue or context. 31

Following Bennett and Checkel (forthcoming: 7)
influential people in the public and private sectors whose positions require that they are politically informed and that
they track a broad range of policy issues
31
from Cook (1986); Green et al., (1989) in Greene (2007)
29
30
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Mixed methods of data collection and analysis to be used in the overall ILA evaluation may comprise
the following: document and desk study; in depth semi-structured interviews; outcome harvesting;
reconstructing the theory of change; Q methodology; most significant change; thematic content
analysis; contribution analysis; social network analysis; framing analysis.
The baseline report will consist of a description of the context and situation within the Alliance at T0
(2010/2011) and an analysis of changes realized or in progress at T1 (2012). As such the methods
used focus on: document and desk study; in depth semi-structured interviews; outcome harvesting;
and reconstructing the theory of change.
Additional details regarding individuals interviewed and documents consulted, per cluster, are found
in Appendices 1 and 2.

2.4

The evaluation planning

The evaluation team will collect and analyze data about four different time periods: T0 (2010/2011);
T1 (2012); T2 (2013); T3 (2014). T0 is the starting point of the MFS II initial proposal, and T1 is the
intervention process after one year.
Beginning with the initial document analysis, the evaluation team will gather data on the project
planning and strategies used. The team conducts in-depth semi-structured interviews with alliance
representatives to gain insight in the organizational structure and capabilities and to elaborate and
also problematize the initial outline of the planning of the ILA programs by reconstructing a theory of
change at alliance-level for each ILA project in the evaluation (both retrospectively for T0 and for the
present situation at T1). This will be substantiated by using a mix of methods as outlined above. The
selection of resource persons, informants, and specific choices of further data collection methods will
vary to some extent, based on the concrete circumstances of each project.
Our work plan is to organize reflection and exchange moments after each moment of data gathering
at the end of T0/T1 and T2/T3. The changes between these steps (T0-T1; T1-T2, etc.) are a useful
source for reflection both by the evaluation team and the alliances (and, time and financial resources
permitting, including their southern partners). The workshops will have the dual goal of facilitating
learning and enhancing data collection. Towards the end of the T0/T1, we will organize feedback
workshops with each alliance after the final deadline of the baseline report in January 2013 in order
to facilitate learning to all those involved and to identify perspectives for further collaboration.
Note that this report does not comprise a detailed planning of the evaluation beyond the baseline.
This will be done immediately after the completion of the baseline, when the evaluation process will
be evaluated, lessons will be learnt, and remarkable and relevant issues can be singled out for further
exploration.

2.5

Limitations to the approach

A number of limitations affected the evaluation process.
There have been several issues related to the planning of the evaluation:
• The schedule set out by NWO in the call for proposals (April 2012) and the revised timeframe
submitted (July 2012) did not leave much space for the organizational set up of the
evaluation team, nor for drafting and deepening the methodological approach and the
confidentiality agreement. These issues demanded considerable time investments of
individuals (e.g. confidentiality statement) but also of the collective team (shared vision on
methodology and streamlining). Hence, this led to a tightly scheduled work plan.
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•

•
•

Considering the above, planning depended on flexibility in agendas for both the evaluators as
well as the evaluated organizations as interviews and meetings had to be set up within a
short timeframe in order to meet the deadline of November 30, 2012 for this baseline
reporting. This deadline overlooked however the (bi)annual reporting cycles of the evaluated
organizations and thus the alliance progress reports of 2012 including reflections on
outcomes and outputs were not yet available.
Due to this tight scheduling and dependence on agenda flexibility, it was not feasible to have
a clear-cut demarcation between data-gathering and reporting. Some data-gathering
processes will continue in the period following the baseline report.
A last remark on the planning regards the role of the Southern consultants in the team and in
this phase of baseline assessments. Given their ongoing responsibilities and obligations in
their countries of residence, it was hardly feasible to ensure their optimal involvement.
Agendas were not as flexible and time was very limited. We will seek to ensure their role in
the future progress of this evaluation assisting in collecting information from especially a
southern perspective.

We also experienced some limitation arising from lobbying and advocacy issues considered
confidential by interviewees, which we have to respect. This sensitivity of information in some cases
hampers the possibilities to report openly, about ILA successes in terms of contribution/ attribution,
as this might influence the lobby in a negative way and block access to certain target groups. We
contributed to developing the confidentiality policy of the MFS-II to guide us in this issue.
Ongoing reorganizations and budget cuts/ reshuffles at the level of alliance partners and their
programs adversely affect the evaluation in a number of ways, creating confusion and insecurity
often leading to limited accessibility to and loss of knowledge from departing staff or even failure to
report or share information.
Tracing the MFS II funding through program and budget lines is difficult because the programs are
often not clearly demarcated from previous (MFS I) funding but are mostly interlinked, overlapping,
and/or carried forward. Moreover, alliance organizations are often represented in more than one
alliance and receive (MFS II) funding from various directions. Besides this, translating program
planning into program reporting and monitoring formats and frameworks makes it unclear to trace
the specific processes back to certain specific funding lines.
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Part II: The baseline assessment per cluster
3

Introduction

In this section (Part II), we seek to describe the analytical baseline process, including the operational
planning, and elaborate the five research questions and uniform outcome indicators.

3.1

The baseline analytical process

3.1.1

Organization of the Evaluation Team

The evaluation team is made up of thirteen members, six academic staff of Wageningen University
and Research centre (Wageningen UR), three research staff of the Centre for Development
Innovation (CDI), and four senior development experts from the global South and North. Evaluators
are sub-divided into teams per thematic cluster. Within these cluster teams there is a subdivision per
alliance. The two Southern consultants from Benin and Sri Lanka work across the three clusters.
In order to ensure internal substantiation, there are always two persons responsible for each
alliance. Within the cluster, task division is organized as is seen fit by the team. For each cluster there
is a coordinator, who is responsible for process alignment between the clusters. The Management
Team, which includes representatives from each thematic cluster, jointly takes responsibility for
management-related decisions within the evaluation.
The evaluation team will collaborate in a transparent process of joint learning.
Project leader:
Jennifer Barrett

Management
Team:
Jennifer Barrett
Thea Hilhorst
Karen Buchanan
Bodille Arensman

Cluster I:
Coordinator: Arend
Jan van Bodegom

Cluster II:
Coordinator: Jennifer
Barrett

Team:
Wolfgang Richert
(external consultant)
Karen Buchanan (CDI)
Arend Jan van Bodegom
(CDI)
Dieuwke Klaver (CDI)

Cluster III:
Coordinator: Thea
Hilhorst/Bodille
Arensman

Team:
Jennifer Barrett (WUR)

Team:

Annemarie Wagemakers
(WUR)

Margit van Wessel (WUR)
Elisabet Rasch (WUR)
Thea Hilhorst (WUR)

Cross Cluster:

Bodille Arensman (WUR)

Roch Mongbo

Cornélie van Waegeningh
(Equip Worldwide)

Udan Fernando

Model 4: Organization chart
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3.1.2

Operational planning for the baseline report

Planning for phase T0-T1
This first data collection period consisted of four phases, outlined by rough scheduling below.
Phase I: Context and background information (August-September 2012)
Within all clusters, the first steps towards the baseline report began with the drafting of the
methodological guidelines for the evaluation and the confidentiality agreement and with the
collection of data to gain familiarity with program documents provided by the alliances and partners.
In addition to this, interviews (with alliance representatives, and, where appropriate, with
representatives of other partner organizations) were conducted to gather background information,
to clarify the document study and identify missing documentation. Also in this phase, an initial crossalliance meeting was held with representatives from alliances across the evaluation in order to share
information and collect feedback on the planned methodological approach. Another goal of Phase I
of the evaluation was conducting an initial overall contextualization of the focus field per project, the
actors involved, and the organizational and external dynamics as understood in the complexity of the
interventions. This was based on information from alliances/partners as well as outside information
gathered through independent sources.
Phase II: Understanding initial conceptions of how change happens (at T0), adjustments to views
and actions, and realized outcomes (at T1): (October/November 2012)
The second phase of the data collection for the baseline report consisted of in-depth interviews with
alliance representatives and, where appropriate, with representatives of other partner organizations.
For some projects under evaluation, this included data gathering on cases. These interviews,
together with the earlier data gathering in Phase I, helped to understand the organizational structure
and capabilities and the existing relations, and also facilitated the in depth knowledge on the ILA
projects under evaluation. In this phase, we aimed to re-construct the situation at T0, looking at the
overall organizational set-up of the alliances, the program outline, strategy and planning, including
the reconstruction of ToC, activities envisaged, and overall budgets allocated. This served as a point
of reference to trace changes at T1, and to seek clarifications for these changes. We collected
information about achieved and not achieved output, not limiting ourselves to outcomes specified in
the planned Theory of Change (T0). We also reflected upon changes in strategies.
We reviewed the results in the three priority areas and the explanatory factors contributing to the
results (or not). Moreover, some clusters reflected more in depth on these factors and the relevance
of the priority areas, whether these were adequately covering what we wanted to share or whether
other areas were emerging.
During this phase, some clusters already conducted substantiating interviews with external
informants, so as to validate the contribution of the alliance projects under evaluation to the
outcomes realized at T1.
Phase III: Analysis and write-up (November 2012)
Analysis took place throughout the evaluation period, but was concluded in Phase III, and reported
per alliance and per cluster. At this stage we were not able yet in response to Question 5, to draw
inferences that apply across the three clusters.
Phase IV: Learning: Processing comments of the Alliances and NWO and feedback workshop
(December/February 2012)
This phase constitutes a learning process, and is still ongoing. The comments received from both the
alliances and NWO were processed into a final baseline report submitted on February 5, 2013. After
this, the evaluation team will complete the organization of feedback and learning workshops per
alliance in order to discuss the baseline report and the preliminary findings (including outcomes and
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potentially different conceptions of theories of change collected from different levels of the alliance),
to identify lessons learned from this first phase of data gathering, and to identify future collaboration
possibilities. The purpose is to validate the findings, and to give alliance representatives the
opportunity to learn from and discuss differing perspectives.
3.1.3

Unit of analysis

As is set out in the Call for Proposals by NWO, there has been a pre-selection for this evaluation. This
selection consists of ILA programs falling under an alliance, divided into thematic clusters. The
selected ILA projects under evaluation are our unit of analysis. This means that the evaluation will
take into account both alliance level and hereby specifically focus on ILA project and program level,
and where possible even further afield (where outcomes become noticeable) besides of course the
cluster level analysis and synthesis. The scope of the selected projects varies substantially across
alliances. In some cases, as is elaborated further in the cluster chapters, evaluation teams per
alliance have had to further limit the boundaries of the selected projects for reasons of feasibility.
3.1.4

Case selection

Where necessary, cases were selected purposively in order to make a profound qualitative analysis
and to maximize the contribution to the evaluation goals and gain in depth insight in the processes of
the ILA programs. A case is a component of a project, a specific L&A activity or campaign,
implemented under MFS II and traceable in its outcome. In terms of case selection, where
appropriate for a specific project under investigation, non-European cases will be selected. The
criteria for the selection of these cases will be: 1) usefulness in terms of assessing the effectiveness,
efficiency, and relevance of ILA programs funded by MFS II; 2) usefulness in terms of learning for the
alliance; and 3) feasibility of data collection. The case selection will be further elaborated per alliance
in the following chapters.
3.1.5

Evaluation questions

The MFS II evaluation of ILA is organized around the five evaluation questions as set out by NWO.
Underneath we outline the five general evaluation questions under which we formulate subquestions. Sub-questions may be adjusted to the specific characteristics of alliances. They will also be
subject to adjustment after evaluating the baseline phase. It is to be noted that these sub-questions
may only generate relevant answers once the evaluation is in its final data collection, analytic, and
assessment phase.
What are the changes achieved in the three priority result areas through international lobbying
and advocacy on the thematic clusters “sustainable livelihoods and economic justice,” “sexual and
reproductive health and rights” and “protection, human security and conflict prevention” during the
2012 – 2014 period?

1.

Evaluation sub-questions:
1.
What are the most significant changes in the three focus areas?
2.
How do these changes relate to the initial planning (T0)? (intended and unintended)
(Model 1)
3.
Did these changes influence the project planning and implementation over the three
time periods? If so, how?
4.
To what extent does the change at a certain time period (T1,T2,T3) relate to the
earlier time period (T0, T1, T2)?
Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of MFS II alliances and their partners
contribute to the identified changes (i.e. measuring effectiveness)?

2.
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Evaluation sub-questions:
1.
What are the possible causal explanations (pathways of change) for the changes in
the three priority result areas and what evidence is there for competing pathways?
2.
To what extent is there a plausible link between alliance strategies, outputs, and
activities and the identified pathways of change?
3.
How did the output and strategies under the alliance’s control contribute to the
outcome?
4.
What inter-organizational interactions took place and contributed to the outcome?
What is the relevance of these changes?
Evaluation sub-questions:
1.
What were the most important needs or issues (e.g. political, public, private sector)
at stake to be addressed through lobbying and advocacy efforts, according to civil
society organizations at global, regional, national, and local level?
2.
Did the changes the project under evaluation contributed to address these needs
and/or issues? And at which levels?
3.
To what extent did the changes the project contributed to address/comply with the
alliance’s overall aim?
4.
To what extent does the relevance at a certain time period (T1,T2,T3) relate to the
earlier time period (T0, T1, T2)?

3.

Were the efforts of the MFS II consortia efficient?
Evaluation sub-questions:
1.
What were the activities and the output? And what input (MFS II and other sources)
was necessary for the realization of these?
2.
How was the budget divided in the planning? Was expenditure according to the
budget or if not, why?
3.
Is there any relation observed between efficiency of an activity/outcome and its
effectiveness? If so, what is the explanation?

4.

What factors explain the findings drawn from the questions above?
Evaluation sub-questions:
Across and within individual alliances and thematic clusters, and considering internal
organizational dynamics as well as external actors and factors:
1.
What factors explain the changes achieved in the three priority result areas through
international lobbying and advocacy?
2.
What factors explain the contribution (or lack of contribution) of the international
lobbying and advocacy efforts of MFS II alliances and their partners to the identified
changes?
3.
What factors explain the relevance of the identified changes?
4.
What factors explain the efficiency levels of the international lobbying and advocacy
efforts of the MFS II alliances?

5.

3.1.6

Uniform outcome indicators

In order to measure outcomes, the evaluation will use outcome indicators. These need to be specific
and relevant to the alliances, and will partly be subject to discussion with the alliance as they must be
consistent with the theory of change of that alliance. To make up the list of outcome indicators for
alliances, the evaluation will draw on the following uniform outcome indicators.
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I. Agenda setting:
Broad Indicator: Within the program, the relevant members of an alliance determine, share and
keep up-to-date their policy positions and strategies.
Specific aspects:
Strength and size of the networks between actors in the alliance, including the partner
organizations and/or between other actors relevant for the ILA program.
Position paper adhered to by all actors in the ILA program under evaluation.
Nature and frequency of communication channels (e.g., meetings, public debates, workshops,
memos, websites, media outlets) set up to share analysis of policy positions and (changes in)
strategies amongst the ILA cause relevant actors.
Extent of coherence and integration in program objectives and proposals between partner
organizations at national and international levels, including partner organizations’ awareness of
the different agendas within the consortia and the ability to deal with this as related to the
coherence of the program objectives.
Broad Indicator: Alliance and other actors become aware of the issues at stake, organize
themselves, and adhere to the position of the ILA program.
Specific aspects:
Frequency, nature, and success rate of proposals by the alliance and their network to bring
forward their position regarding the key issue(s) at stake in the ILA program, at national and
international levels (through direct or indirect CSO participation).
Extent and nature of direct and explicit coverage of the points of views and/or activities of the
ILA program in the media.
Extent to which media or (other) Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) take up the language which
fits in the frame that is offered by the lobbying activities.
Number of petitions, public debates, actions in new and “old” media, demonstrations, or other
demonstrable cases of public support by other stakeholders (non-alliance members) that have
taken forward the ILA program’s/alliance’s framing of the issue.
Extent and nature of the alliance and partner organizations’ relations with important thematic
networks and interest groups.
Extent to which interested societal (pressure) groups (non-alliance members) – in relation to the
issues at stake – are exposed and aware of how those issues at local, national, and international
level affect their livelihoods.
Extent and nature of other (non-alliance member) societal (pressure) group organizing (to claim
space) at local, national, and international level.
Broad Indicator: Extent to which lobby/advocacy targets react upon the positions taken by the ILA
program.
Specific aspects:
Lobby targets respond to interventions of alliances (or partners) or position taken in by alliances
(statements in documents, media outlets, agendas, speeches, papers; parliamentary questions or
votes).
Broad Indicator: Relevant NGOs and/or other stakeholders involved in the program are invited to
participate in meetings (or organize meetings) relevant for the issue(s) by lobby/advocacy targets
on public/private sector policies or those of international institutions.
Specific aspects:
Extent of alliance and partner organizations’ access to and relations with decision makers/target
groups (type and frequency of individual informal and formal contact).

-
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Frequency and nature of alliance and partner organizations’ participation in relevant meetings
for the ILA program at national and international level (round tables, participation in official
delegations, consultation meetings organized by the relevant authorities, etc.).
Sustainability and nature of effective participation (institutionalized vs. more transient; solicited
or volunteered) of the consortium and partner organizations at the tables of public and private
sector organizations or institutions.
Number of successful proposals by the alliance members to allow previously-excluded
marginalized groups to participate in decision making meetings at national and international
levels. 32

Broad Indicator: The terms of public debate are influenced: New civil society perspectives and
alternative approaches are introduced into the policy debate.
Specific aspects:
Coherence in language between ILA program output and lobby/advocacy targets.
Lobby targets change their agenda in line with the position of the alliance.
II. Policy influencing:
Broad Indicator: Demonstrable changes (or prevention of policy changes, including adoption of
new policies) take place by lobby/advocacy targets.
Specific aspects:
Number and kind of policy changes in public and private sector institutions at national and
international levels.
Extent to which frames introduced by the ILA program are taken up in policy documents and
speeches of officials at national and international levels.
Extent to which budget allocation has been obtained for policy on key issues at national and
international levels.
Extent to which the ILA program has resulted in demonstrable institutional reforms law
enforcement and its effective implementation. (Also changing practice)
Board indicator: demonstrable shift in accountability structure for government
Number and nature of shifts in accountability structures for governments/authorities after the
policy changes (openness of results of implementation of policies). (Also changing practice).
III. Changing practice
Broad Indicator: Concrete changes in practices of lobby targets as to policy formulation.
Specific aspects:
- Demonstrable changes in formal rules, structures, authorities, and/or institutions addressing
the concerns and interests of the consortium by the targeted government, institution, and/or
company.
- Long term changes implemented by the targeted government, institution, and/or company
policy to make decision making processes on relevant issues more transparent.
- Demonstrable changes in actor involvement and actor inclusion by the targeted authorities
and/or institutions, with regard to decision making and policy discussions on the issues
involved.
- Formal or informal policy shifts that increase inclusiveness of previously closed decision
making spaces (i.e., CSOs, their networks, and their constituents are increasingly able to
participate in decision making).

Advocacy is not just about getting to the table with a new set of interests. It is about changing the size and configuration
of the table to accommodate a whole new set of actors. These actions and outcomes help create an atmosphere in which
political participation by disenfranchised groups can be effective and carried out, at a minimum, without fear of violence or
repression. Possible impacts include increased governmental respect for people’s right to participate in decision making as
well as increased transparency and accountability.

32
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Broad Indicator: Concrete changes in practices of governments, institutes, and/or targeted
companies as to implementation of policies (= practices) in the “field”
Specific aspects:
- Demonstrable cases of shifts in communication of policies to the general public and/or
institutions operating at local level.
- New strategies or work plans developed by the governments, institutes, and/or targeted
companies to ensure implementation of policy.
- Extent of demonstrable actions on the part of the governments, institutes, and/or targeted
companies to increase or maintain sustainability of key policy.
- Official mechanisms in place to enforce policies and rules/regulations
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4

Thematic Cluster: Sustainable Livelihoods and Economic Justice

4.1

Overall contextual factors

In the past decade, many actors in development, scholars and scientists have started to criticize the
existing economic models that create social and economic disparities. 33 It is considered that
profound changes are needed in the global political and economic system. 34 At the same time, the
global food system will require major adaptations if in 2050 over nine billion people need to be fed.
Competition for land, natural and mineral resources, water and energy will be intensified, as well as
increasing conflicts between populations whose livelihoods depend upon those resources and
international companies from industrial countries. 35
The need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is already an imperative. However, the steps taken by
industrial countries – the most important contributors to the past and current greenhouse gas
emissions – are lagging behind in drafting and implementing appropriate measures to cope with
climate change (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change – IPCC). In 2005 the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment produced clear evidence that ecosystems such as coral reefs, mangroves,
wetlands and mountain forests, in addition to supporting people’s day-to-day livelihoods, are also
important in mitigating the impact of natural hazards. 36 After the 2008 spikes in global food and fuel
prices, international companies and financers from high and middle income countries increasingly
invested in large scale land acquisitions in low income countries and in particular in Africa. This in
order to secure the constant supply of primary resources needed for their final products, be they
mining products, agricultural produce or agro-fuels.
Apart from those global challenges, in a number of developing countries with relatively weak
governance and undemocratic structures, central governments undermine local rights as well. The
lack of transparency and accountability around land deals and tenure titles between national and
international companies and developing countries has been documented by the World Bank. 37
Recent studies show that environmental or forestry legislation is regularly undermined, that control
mechanisms are weak and that information about valuation of land is imprecise and often absent.
Generally speaking, local populations experience fewer employment opportunities, a decreased
natural resource base and loss of household revenues. 38
In order to redress these trends worldwide initiatives are being undertaken, often spearheaded by
civil society, to influence public and private sector policies at local, national and global level. They use
a wide range of lobbying and advocacy strategies, position themselves as a watchdog organization,
engage in multi-stakeholder dialogues, conduct their own research on critical issues or mediate
between different actors. Many of these initiatives aim for more legally binding frameworks, such as
trade policies and legally binding corporate social responsibility (CSR) policies, others aim for more
voluntary, or market-based arrangements, such as voluntary CSR policies, applying OECD guidelines
for multinational enterprises; and participating in Round Tables such as on Sustainable Palm Oil
(RSPO). Within both strategies different concepts and approaches are used to change the current
unfair global economy and policies.
The non-governmental sector employs a variety of strategies here. The objective in all cases is the
protection of the rights of the local people and the protection of ecosystems. Governments create
legal frameworks and other conditions that shape, create or change the economic reality and the
NGOs and CSOs try to contribute to more positive impacts. In the 1990s around the ministerial
conference on sustainable development in Rio ‘92, the mainstream strategy was to aim for change
through global agreements, hopefully strong and binding. However a forest convention never came
about, the United Nations Convention on Biodiversity (UNCBD) and the Convention to Combat
Kapstein. 2006. ”Economic Justice in an Unfair World.”
Palgrave Macmillan. 2012. Collection on Economic Justice.
35 Foresight. 2011. “The Future of Food and Farming: Challenges and choices for global sustainability. Executive Summary.”
36 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. 2005.
37 World Bank. 2010. “Rising interest in global farmland; Can it yield sustainable and equitable benefits?”
38 ibid
33
34
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Desertification (UNCCD) became toothless and the Climate Convention (UNFCCC) was never what
NGOs hoped for and is becoming weaker and weaker. The WTO on the other hand, was seen as a
driver of negative impact and was opposed strongly by hundreds or thousands of NGOs worldwide,
with the WTO Ministerial Conference in Seattle, USA in 1999 at the peak of opposition. That protest
was relatively successful and governments, with the USA in the leading position, have since then
moved their attention from the global WTO-process towards making bi-lateral trade agreements
instead.
Many NGOs and other stakeholders, such as pioneers in the private sector, have also moved away
from global agreements and gave more emphasis on individual or sector-wide changes. In fact it was
a revival of chain-wide thinking together with a debate on accountability of companies. The idea was
that transparency and accountability are important pre-conditions for positive corporate social
responsibility because all actors throughout the whole chain are then able to make the right choices.
As a result, certification became a boom, multi-stakeholder processes were created and publicprivate partnerships got more and more attention.
While the debate on voluntary and market-based arrangements versus legally binding regulation is
continuing, the issues of land and the right to food are emerging strongly. When in 2007 the World
Bank presented its World Development Report it was the first time in more than two decades that
the World Bank engaged in the issue of agriculture and land. Many interlinked developments added
to the urgency, such as the expansion of plantations, climate change, the food crisis, bio-energy, and
the role of China and other upcoming economies. The Voluntary Guidelines on land tenure of the
UNCFS are a recent policy change in this thematic area.
4.2

Methodological issues

4.2.1

Concepts used

Within the themes of sustainable livelihoods and economic justice we found no generally applied
definition of the concept of international lobbying and advocacy being used by the alliances under
evaluation. Lobbying and advocacy is understood as influencing public, political or private sector
policies or practices with the objective to protect the rights of the local people and/or the existence
and the wealth of ecosystems in the South. This may consist of public campaigning, direct
engagement with lobby targets, membership of multi-stakeholder settings and consultations, alliance
building, and supportive activities such as awareness raising activities of a wider audience or of
affected communities, strengthening the capacities of southern partners and engaging them in
networks for stronger lobby and advocacy.
In our cluster we have used a specific description of the term ‘outcomes’. In line with Wilson-Grau
and Britt, outcomes are formulated as changes in behavior, relationships, policies or practices of a
particular social actor 39. This description has been enlarged by also taking into account changes in
mindsets of social actors. Rather than talking about social actors, this evaluation will use the word
lobby targets.
In some of our alliances, not only changes is being sought at the level of lobby targets, but system
wide changes are being envisioned, involved multiple actors operating in different spaces and
changing their mindsets, behavior, relationships, actions, policies and practices occasionally at the
same time, but often at different times.
4.2.2

Unit of analysis

All four alliances and the 9 projects under evaluation in cluster 1 operate within the broad thematic
context described above. All aim for positive changes in order to protect the rights of local people
and/or the existence and the wealth of ecosystems in the South and/or to prevent climate change.
However the differences in the thematic focus of the four alliances and their lobby targets are large.
39

Wilson-Grau, R. and H. Britt, H. (May 2012) Outcome Harvesting, Ford Foundation
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Alliance
Topic per project
Fair, Green and Global Trade and Investments Agreements
Biofuels
Alliance
Landgrab
IMPACT Alliance
Food Company Campaign
Ecosystem Alliance
Livelihoods and Ecosystems
Greening the Economy (4 commodity chains: palm oil, soy,
biofuels, mining)
Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation
Hivos Alliance, People Access to Sustainable Energy
Unlimited 4.1
CO2 reduction in IT sector in NL
Ecosystem Alliance (IUCN NL, Wetlands International and Both ENDS) is working on three
interconnected themes, being Livelihoods and Ecosystems; Greening the Economy and; Climate
Change Mitigation/Adaptation. Within these it addresses both policy failings regarding the protection
of ecosystems and the currently broken link between sustainable livelihoods and ecosystems at
‘local’ level 40. These missing links are further deteriorated when international companies and
investors obtain concession rights that are environmentally and socially unsustainable and
accelerating greenhouse gas emissions due to deforestation and the transformation of peat lands.
Therefore the Ecosystem Alliance works on four international commodity sectors, soy, palm oil,
biofuels/biomass and the mining sector. These sectors link the international dimension of the
alliance to local livelihoods and ecosystems. For each commodity multi-stakeholder initiatives exist at
international level. Whereas soy, palm oil and mining are mainly driven by international markets
without much regulatory involvement of the public sector, the biofuel/biomass market’s most
important incentives in the past decade came from government regulations promoting the use of
biofuel/biomass, hence seriously damaging fragile ecosystems, decreasing rural livelihoods
opportunities and intensifying greenhouse gas emissions due to the exploitation of peat lands and
forests. It is therefore that the Ecosystem Alliance also envisions changing international policies
formulated in such fora as Rio+20, UNFCCC, CBD, Word Water Forum, Green Climate Fund. The
Ecosystem Alliance addresses these issues by working at local / trans boundary level to reestablish
the relations between ecosystems and rural livelihoods, by targeting the ongoing multi-stakeholder
processes for each of the commodities and by attempting to influence international frameworks and
conventions together with its southern partners.
For the Impact Alliance, the GROW Campaign of the Oxfam Federation will be evaluated. The focus of
the evaluation will be on two specific campaigns which are the land grab campaign and the food
company campaign which is aimed at improving the sourcing policies of international of food and
beverage companies regarding land and water use, greenhouse gas emissions, improved rural
livelihoods with a particular focus on women, and increased transparency of these companies.
With regards to the land grab campaign, important objectives to be achieved at local level consist of
improved land governance policies, rules and regulations and practices; strong land policy
frameworks and guidelines at regional or continental levels (in particular in Africa, where most of the
land grabbing takes place), and at international level such as the United Nations Committee on Food
Security. Whereas these ambitions target in particular decision makers in public sector organizations,
the polity and international institutions, the land grab campaign also targets private sector
organizations. It addresses both multinationals that obtain concession rights in developing countries
and the investors (banks, international finance institutions) that make those interventions possible.
Apart from targeting individual private sector organizations, Oxfam seeks to improve the policies and
practices of multi-stakeholder initiatives of particular commodities, and shares the Round Table for
Local level in this evaluation is most often encompassing the rural areas in developing countries where the alliances work
together with their partners.

40
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Sustainable Palm oil and possibly the Round Table on Responsible Soy as a lobby target with the
Ecosystem Alliance. At the investors’ side, important lobby targets are International Development
Banks and private banks.
The Food Company Campaign will be launched in 2013 and it consists of an index that will score the
ten biggest food companies across a set of indicators that are closely related to the GROW themes.
The publication of this index is expected to positively influence the behavior of food companies.
The Fair, Green and Global Alliance (Milieudefensie, ActionAid Netherlands, Transnational Institute,
SOMO and Both ENDS) starts with the premise that systemic and sustained development can only be
reached by bottom-up and community-led initiatives. It recognizes however that poverty alleviation
and environmental sustainability also require change at global level. Its core approach is the ‘expose,
propose, and practice’. This global-local approach requires the creation of strong, trans-nationally
networked coalitions of civil society organizations. Within the unit of analysis of this ILA evaluation,
the Alliance attempts to influence free or bilateral trade and investment agreements between the EU
or the Netherlands and non-EU countries in Africa, Asia or Latin America and; economic partnership
agreements between the EU and its former colonies. The issues at stake consist of food security and
land access security in favor of 'food sovereignty', rural livelihoods and environmental sustainability
in partner countries with which the EU and the Netherlands conclude these agreements; more equal
relations between parties in favor of partner countries when it comes to the protection of Foreign
Direct Investments from the EU or the Netherlands, and; ensuring that the detrimental effects of
liberalization and deregulation of markets, including the ‘commodification’ of natural resources are
being addressed.
In addition Alliance members Milieudefensie and ActionAid Netherlands share their focus on biofuels
with the Impact Alliance and the Ecosystem Alliance. They approach this each from a different angle.
Whereas Milieudefensie’s objective is ‘no contribution of Dutch companies and Dutch Government
and EU policies to environmental pollution, nature devastation and destruction of natural livelihoods
resources in the South’, ActionAid’s ultimate objective is the elimination of harmful industrial
biofuels in Europe or exclusion of the use of first generation biofuels. For this it aims to remove the
EU RED target and a comparable policy change in the Netherlands.
Hivos’ ILA program consists of two campaign strands, the first being access to sustainable energy for
poor rural households in southern countries, the other working towards green IT in the Netherlands,
leading to reduced CO2 emissions from that sector. For this to happen in southern countries, Hivos
supports its partner organizations to lobby for access to energy at national and global level.
Governments and international donors are lobbied to put access to renewable energy on the
international agenda and to allocate more funds for this. At the same time Hivos works in the
Netherlands to reduce the CO2 of Dutch data centers. The Hivos approach is characterized by a
collaborative approach with both private and public sector organizations. The key target group are
the data centers themselves. Their change, however will be supported if the Dutch government puts
in place the right incentives for the growth of sustainable energy in the Netherlands and for the IT
sector to choose for renewable energy.
Based upon this brief introduction we observe that the objectives and the theories of change of each
of the alliances differ to a great extent, but also share some major concerns when it comes to
Sustainable Livelihoods and Economic Justice.
In the first place all alliances are concerned with the loss of rural livelihoods and sustainable
ecosystems due to not only local processes that break the linkages between the two, but also due to
global processes. These processes are on the one hand market driven because multinational
companies and investors increasingly find investment opportunities in countries where land and
natural resources governance is still weak. On the other hand, governments such as the EU and the
Netherlands and international institutions have policies and regulations in place in favor of the use of
biofuels/biomass from southern countries.
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In the second place, all alliances aim at establishing local – global linkages aimed at addressing the
issues at stake both at national level in southern countries, in the countries where multinationals are
officially registered and at the global level, where both UN institutions provide the opportunity to
influence global policy frameworks and commodity based multi-stakeholder initiatives try to make
the commodity sectors more sustainable from within.
In order to be able to assess both the local-global linkages as well as taking into account both private
sector initiatives by multinationals and by the financial sector as well as public sector policies and
frameworks, for each alliance a selection of ‘case’ studies was made, implying visits to partner
organizations or field offices of the alliances that work with the alliance towards achieving the
objectives of the economic justice program. The case selection, in line with the project-wide
approach, was led by criteria ensuring the relevance of the choice for the evaluation as well as for
the learning of the alliance. We applied a common approach across the cluster using the following
criteria: the representativeness given the evaluation as well as working program of the partner,
traceability in terms of significant change as outcome, change related to MFS II subsidized activities,
feasibility in terms of time and resources, and having a start and an end date in MFS II period.
Furthermore, we applied the criterion that the activities of the alliance’s partner in a Southern
country (national level) should have a relationship with the lobbying of the alliance at the
international level. We assume that cases selected according to these two sets of criteria enable us
to assess the process of advocacy and lobbying in more depth in order to better understand
contributions arising from MFS II.
4.2.3

Data sources

For this first baseline assessment we looked into official MFS II planning documents provided by the
alliances and the responsible partner organizations within the alliances. To add to this we looked into
monitoring and evaluation reports, yearly and half-yearly reports and strategic planning documents,
publications and websites as well as external documents such as media reports, publications by
external organizations, policy documents, and academic articles. We also interviewed both alliance
staff and external experts on the subject matter. (See Appendices 1 and 2 for a full listing of interview
respondents and documents consulted.)
Interviewing internal and external persons proved to be a challenge in those cases where the
alliances’ unit of analysis includes a large number of sub-projects, issues or objectives which is
especially the case for the FGG Alliance, the Impact Alliance and the Ecosystem Alliance. The sections
on the units of analysis in the alliance reports below show a large number and diversity of issues on
which the ILA program focuses. Full contextualization and substantiation of outcomes through
interviews was difficult and will be continued in the next phase. At all times full compliance with
confidentiality requirements has been ensured.
4.3

Ecosystem Alliance

This chapter describes the International Lobbying and Advocacy efforts of the Ecosystem Alliance
(hereafter called the EA).
The Ecosystem Alliance’s International Component (IC) is organized in such a way that all activities
that transcend the single country level can be administered in one collective group and also so that
all the drivers which are international in nature can be addressed at this level. All three EA members
are involved in the International Component which is led by IUCN NL and all themes have a dedicated
team comprised of at least one staff member from each EA partner organization.
The Alliance focuses on three central themes:
• Theme 1 - Livelihoods and ecosystems, which “involves a range of actions that illustrate how to
better balance natural resource use with ecosystem conservation in development processes”;
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Theme 2 - Greening the economy, which focuses on four commodity sectors by “addressing
(these) economic sectors and their associated policy environment, that link Northern and
Southern economies and that affect both rural livelihoods and ecosystem health in the South”;
and
Theme 3 - Ecosystems, people and climate change, which “deals with the mitigation of and
adaptation to climate change and the associated international policy context, from the
perspective of rural poor and ecosystems in the South.” Theme 3 is further divided into two subthemes: (3a) ecosystem-base climate change mitigation, with particular regard to the REDD+
mechanism and (3b) ecosystem-based climate change adaptation.

The themes and the subthemes have programs in 16 countries and an International Component (IC),
which encompasses the EA’s work at the global, Dutch or EU levels.
As set out in the Call for Proposals, the unit of analysis for the evaluation of the overall Ecosystem
Alliance ILA program is their international lobbying and advocacy activities that are organized in the
International Component from which, on the advice of the EA partners, we have made a selection of
two cases for further exploration:
•

•

Palm oil, Indonesia, RSPO: Palm oil is 1 of the 4 commodity sectors on which theme 2, Greening
the Economy, focuses. Indonesia is an important country for the EA’s central objective and long
lasting relationship with Southern partners exist. The RSPO is an important process in the
national as well as the international context. That setting makes this case relevant: it can help to
illustrate how the work at the country level in a Southern context and the international lobbying
strategy interact with each other; and
Senegal basin: This is an international case as this is a 3-country river basin (Senegal, Mali and
Mauritania). Wetlands International (WI) has 5 country cases and Both Ends has 5 river basin
cases in Africa which partly overlap. These cases are used for international lobbying and
advocacy activities aimed at the integration of the ecosystem approach and the participation of
local communities in water and river basin management. One of the lobby targets is the African
Network of Basin Organisations (ANBO). In previous projects in this field of work WI has worked
through partners and is now trying to establish their own office and programs there. WI is
enthusiastic about this activity and the expectation is that this international river basin case will
deliver good material that contributes added value to their lobbying on the international level,
i.e. at the World Water Forum. How and if that exactly will come about remains to be seen,
which makes this an interesting case for the purposes of the baseline phase of this evaluation.

There are two points to raise at this juncture. The first is that not all elements of EA’s IC are clearly
linked to international lobbying and advocacy activities such as the case with some expected
outcomes regarding building civil society. Consequently it is harder to generate a single generic
statement on the entire program from the lobbying and advocacy angle although this is possible
regarding individual approaches and activities. The second point is that the unit of analysis is large.
As evaluators we did not realize the implications of this at the beginning, as for example the risk of
not managing to get a sufficient grip on either contribution or on factors of success. After finalizing
the baseline, we plan therefore to jointly reconsider the unit of analysis that we use for evaluating
this Alliance whereby the International Component refers to international lobbying and advocacy and
sometimes capacity building activities as well.
The baseline report is built on in-depth interviews and analysis of documents. In total, six in-depth
interviews were conducted with respondents internal to the EA which included four individual
respondents. Three other individuals were directly involved in telephone or email communication.
Four in-depth interviews were conducted with external respondents, and more are planned. Within
the EA interviews were conducted with all four informal leaders of the (sub-)themes (1, 2, 3a and 3b),
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except for theme 3a which was represented by the overall EA coordinator. Interviewees for each
theme represented all three EA partner organizations.
Documents treated as data sources for this baseline assessment included the original and revised
MFSII applications, planning and strategy documents and summaries of the interviews, information
published on the websites of organizations participating in the alliance, publicly available documents
of the Dutch Parliament and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (e.g., parliamentary questions and answers,
parliamentary letters, policy statements, amendments filed), letters and manifests, reports and
internal monitoring documents. Please see the Annexes for a complete list.
4.3.1

Reconstruction of T0

Ecosystem Alliance as a whole

The members of the Ecosystem Alliance are: IUCN NL (lead partner), Both ENDS (BE) and Wetlands
International (WI). The three EA partners have complementary experience, expertise and focus
points. BE and IUCN have more experience working at the local level and have a more extensive
partner network than WI which complements the Alliance by providing strong technical input and
with better entry points in a number of the relevant international fora. IUCN NL’s network consists of
- besides 38 IUCN member organizations in the Netherlands - local NGO partners in developing
countries with a track record in community livelihood programs and that are supported by EA grants,
most of which are managed by IUCN NL. This network is complemented by Both ENDS and its
partners who have a strong track record in advocating for sustainable global commodity and trade
chains and rights-based approaches. The Wetlands International network of connected local partner
offices and its wider networks of partner community based organizations in each region has
extensive experience of facilitating community based restoration and sustainable use of wetland
ecosystems. Wetlands International has an extensive knowledge-base on community-based
approaches and the science underpinning the relationship between wetlands and poverty reduction
as well as climate change adaptation. In addition to their own immediate partner organizations, the
EA also works with other partners in the South. This involves giving support to the organizations in
return for their cooperation especially in combining lobbying and advocacy efforts.
The alliance, especially IUCN NL, also has a strong network with Dutch business companies operating
around the globe. This facilitates cooperation with companies in key sectors and on key themes such
as REDD+.
In line with the core objectives of the MFSII program, the EA aims to strengthen and support local
civil society in their specific area of interest. The overall goal of the Ecosystem Alliance program is to
improve the livelihoods of the poor and create a sustainable economy, through participatory,
responsible and transparent management and governance of local ecosystems. Key to this approach
“is the relationship between poverty and ecosystems and how development coupled with
environmental restoration and maintenance can best support sustainable livelihoods” 41.
The ultimate target group of the Ecosystem Alliance program is the rural poor who live in, depend
on, have an impact on or otherwise interact with (semi) natural ecosystems, such as farmers,
fishermen and forest dwellers.
The basic intervention strategies of the whole program are:
• Direct poverty alleviation;
• Capacity building within civil society; and
• Influencing government and private sector policy and practice.

41

MFSII proposal Phase I, Annex VI
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The first intervention strategy concerns field-based capacity building, awareness raising and
demonstration for local problem solution purposes in the domain of poverty alleviation. The other
two intervention strategies are directed towards creating the right enabling conditions for the EA’s
overall goal.
Contextual factors

Many of the threats to ecosystems and the causes of poverty are seen to have international and
economic origins and should thus be addressed at the level of national governments and
international fora, as well as through changes within national and multinational companies.
Economic, trade and environmental policies are increasingly internationally driven. The general
picture of a resource trade cycle that is shown (at the start of this chapter) to describe important
contextual factors of this thematic cluster, sustainable livelihoods and economic justice, at the
beginning of this chapter, shows how resources are part of a value chain including a financial chain. It
shows how the resources, coming from an ecosystem, are linked to international markets and
consumers. The picture also shows, in a simplistic and general way, that governments and NGOs
have influence on these systems, or at least try to have. Governments can either be part of the
problem or of the solution. They are often both.
This picture can be used to analyze larger systems, such as the palm oil market, or company specific
commodity chains, such as Unilever being one company making use of resources, impacting
ecosystems and livelihoods and bringing products on the consumer market. A large part of EA’s IC
can be described by making use of this model. EA’s mission is to safeguard the natural resource base
and ensure increased income and other forms of livelihood improvement for the poor. A large part of
its strategy is to link actors influencing the resource base to their international context.
This applies especially for Theme 2 - Greening the Economy, which focuses on 4 different commodity
chains, all causing strong negative impacts at the resource base and being linked to Netherlands
and/or European markets. Important actors are different in each of these commodity chains and too
many to describe them here in a meaningful way. Palm oil is certainly a market with a high level of
concentration, regarding the financing as well as regarding the production. With concentration we
mean that few actors operate at that stage of the commodity chain. In this case, because the
development of an oil palm plantation requires large investments, there are few banks and investors
active with relatively large amount of power. The end side of the palm oil market is not concentrated
at all: oil palm can be found in thousands of products in supermarkets all over the world, meaning
that no powerful players can strongly control or steer at this end of the chain. Soy is less
concentrated with regard to production but highly concentrated at the level of the international
traders. Financers play a less important role. In both cases Netherlands is an important market.
Regarding biofuels Netherlands is an important political player. Market players as well as
governmental actors support the development of this new market for more than a decade. The
Rotterdam harbor plays an important role for a large part of the European market. In addition,
biofuels and biomass are highly policy-driven markets, meaning that they wouldn’t exist the way they
do if politics hadn’t created them. That makes political players the most important context factors in
these commodity chains, with the EU being a core actor. Mining is also highly concentrated on the
production side because of the need of high investments. That is where important Dutch players
come into focus. In all four cases, international, multi-stakeholder initiatives play an important role in
the necessary changes of policies and practices, mainly the RSPO and the RTRS and similar initiatives
in the biofuels and extraction sector. International regulatory frameworks, such as the UN
Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) still are a cause for hope but are in fact less relevant in the sense
that large numbers of NGOs and NGO networks invested resources to develop and change the CBD
after Rio92 and that this decreased strongly and NGOs choose different targets and strategies. All the
above takes place within the debate of voluntary, market-based solution versus binding regulations.
This debate takes place in countless fora all over the world.
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There is a longstanding awareness of the issue of natural ecosystem degradation which is reflected in
the policy debate found at national and international gatherings. Over 20 years ago efforts began to
arrest this damage through the integrated approach of sustainable development however the effects
have been limited, especially in view of the scale of the challenges. A more recent approach from the
ecological economics field known as Payment for Ecosystems Services (PES) has also not yet
succeeded in being widely adopted in either policy or practice and has largely failed to include local
communities in the decision making process and in the sharing of financial and other benefits. It
remains to be seen whether this approach will succeed in the longer term, not just for the EA’s
activities based on this approach but also in general.
The UNFCCC has become a large and complex international process in the attempts to stop global
climate changes. Within this framework REDD+ is a mechanism to provide incentives to reduce
deforestation and forest degradation in order to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and to
deliver co-benefits for biodiversity and sustainable development. REDD+ has the potential to raise
unprecedented flows of finance for the benefit of local peoples and their natural environment
through payments for the conservation, sustainable use and restoration of forest ecosystems,
including peat forests and mangrove forests. However, if implemented weakly, REDD+ threatens to
cause negative effects for local communities, indigenous peoples, ecosystems and biodiversity.
Additionally, the REDD+ mechanism includes rather technical elements which add to the challenges
for local communities and CSOs to get involved in the global advocacy process in a constructive
matter.
International recognition for the need for adaptation to climate change has grown considerably,
however current mainstream adaptation strategies are still incomplete. These often fail to integrate
the role of ecosystems in attenuating the effects of climate change and variability, and they also tend
to focus on large-scale schemes and to be developed in a top-down manner, thereby neglecting the
key role of civil society. The EA emphasizes that reducing deforestation and forest degradation (and
in fact the sound management of other ecosystems as well) is also an important climate change
adaptation strategy. 42 In addition many interventions currently being implemented and planned
could cause “maladaptation” which will increase the vulnerability of people and nature to the
impacts of climate change.
Due to the complexity arising from having many actors and multiple sectors in different countries
involved it has become increasingly difficult to pinpoint the exact cause of negative impacts on
ecosystems and communities in the South. This is why many of the Ecosystem Alliance’s activities
within eco-regions require a transboundary approach in order to have any significant impact on
reducing the ecological footprint, despite the difficulties of the country emphasis of the program’s
approach.
Objectives and strategies: theory of change

Within the EA the members share important assumptions:
• If the poor in rural communities secure land and access rights to natural resources this can help
them to meet their most pressing daily requirements i.e. income and basic needs (water, food,
natural and wood fibers, medicines, fuel, shelter);
• CSOs support the poor in rural communities to achieve necessary changes in legislation and
policies in order to make the legal-political framework more fair to them;
• That improving livelihoods may reduce current pressure on ecosystems; and
• That participatory, responsible and transparent ecosystem management will help improve the
livelihoods of the poor.

42

Written response to draft baseline report.
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An important additional remark regarding these assumptions is that there are many linkages
between livelihoods and ecosystems however this is not always the case. This is because in practice
sometimes an NGO, CSO or a local community assumes that reducing poverty will automatically
relieve the pressure on the environment and so they do not actively pay attention either to ensuring
that this actually occurs or to studying whether and how this is happening. Therefore the EA makes
sure that the projects it supports that aim to improve livelihoods also explicitly work towards
reduction of pressures on ecosystems, or vice versa, and at least monitor and verify how their
projects support the reduction of such pressures. For example, a project that supports local
communities to exploit sustainable non-timber forest products (NTFPs) to generate income as an
alternative to forest clearance should also monitor if forest clearance actually decreases at the same
time as the concurrent NTFP project initiative.
The IC of the EA aims to support local CSOs in their efforts to negotiate with both private sector
stakeholders and with the governments present at the relevant international fora to advocate
significant changes in policy and practice. However many Southern CSOs lack the proper knowledge,
capacities and access necessary to successfully raise their voices to be heard in their countries, in
global fora, in conventions, during round table discussions or against multinational companies based
in the North but operating in the South. This is a crucial hindrance to the process of lobbying for the
improvement of government and corporate policies that will lead to favorable and field-embedded
CSR policy.
The EA recognizes that in the same way that changes in the Dutch, EU and international policy will
also help inside the 16 countries, shifts in the 16 countries and within the business sector will
reinforce the EA’s international lobby work. Therefore a solely national approach to poverty
alleviation through ecosystem management is never enough.
The International Component is structured as follows:
Theme 1. Livelihoods and Ecosystems.
The Ecosystem Alliance’s approach addresses the policy failings regarding the protection of natural
ecosystems of the past decades and sets out to make the livelihood-ecosystem linkage the central
entry point for social and policy changes. Some of the underlying causes of the cycle of poverty and
ecosystem degradation are addressed by the other two themes namely Greening the Economy, in
other words making unsustainable commodity chains more environmentally and socially sustainable
and Climate Change, which is on the one hand, a cause for increased poverty and ecosystem
degradation and that depends on solutions through international agreements and on the other hand
is also caused by deforestation.
Theme 2. Greening the Economy.
Under this theme the EA addresses four international commodity sectors: soy, palm oil,
biofuels/biomass and mining products. All these sectors link Southern and Northern economies
through commodity chains and producer-consumer links which have direct impacts on both rural
livelihoods and ecosystems in the South. For all four commodities multi-stakeholder processes
(MSPs) already exist. Each MSP is unique to the sector and so provides different opportunities for
lobbying and advocacy, and therefore EA’s involvement is different in each of these commodities and
commodity-specific MSPs, but generally their involvement is on the country level, in relevant
international fora, in the Netherlands and in the EU, if applicable, and also in NGO-wide coalitions or
platforms. The exception to this rule is in regard to the mining sector where most of the work is
supported by the Dutch NGO Milieudefensie. This organization is not part of the EA however is one of
the alliance’s so-called ‘implementing partners’. Milieudefensie receives a large grant which in this
case is for case-based policy influencing activities with a focus on the use of minerals in the
electronics industry. The EA and many of its partners carry out most of the advocacy activities related
to the mining domain.
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In the case of soy, palm oil and mining products Northern governments insufficiently take
responsibility for the ecological and water footprints caused by the economic actors and are not
willing to make key policy changes. CSR policies remain voluntary, binding regulation, for example to
increase accountability, transparency, import bans for illegal or unsustainable products, the stop of
financing and supporting unsustainable expansion, etc., are still insufficiently being introduced.
Biofuels and biomass are in that sense very different because these are new markets to a large
extent created by governmental policy measures. The public aim of these new policy-driven markets
were (and still are) to present a solution to climate change. In recent years though a large number of
research made clear that the expansion of the feedstock for biofuels and biomass leads to new
threats for ecosystems and livelihoods. Without a large number of supportive international policy
measures over the past 15+ years these markets would not have developed in the way they have and
the commodity expansion would not be such a threat to livelihoods and ecosystems. Changing
existing biomass and biofuel policies or stopping the introduction of new supportive policies presents
a different challenge. Here this involves convincing policy makers to pro-actively intervene in this
domain for the first time.
Theme 3a. Climate change mitigation/REDD+
The EA approach is to lobby for ecosystem-based mitigation in the international fora, as well as to
use examples from the field in various of the 16 countries to support international lobbying work.
This preferably happens with and by the Southern partners which requires attention for capacity
building.
Theme 3b. Climate change adaption
The EA specifically promotes an Ecosystem-based approach to adaptation (EbA) which means the
sustainable management, conservation and restoration of ecosystems to provide services that help
people adapt to both current climate variability, and climate change. This requires lobbying and the
global, regional and national level in order to get EbA promoted above less positive adaptation
approaches.
These themes are designed to be interconnected and in some cases projects address more than one
of these themes. Themes 2 and 3 focus on the drivers of negative impacts on livelihoods and
ecosystems and therefore if positive program results are achieved in these areas then these will
contribute to changes at the level of Theme 1.
Program outline and Theory of Change
The main goal of the EA’s International Component is to enable international and bi-lateral preconditions (policy, governance and institutional capacity) that support the EA's overall objective
regarding livelihood improvements based on sustainable ecosystem management. This goal is both
long and short term.
The EA has the following sub-goals relating to its division according to the previously mentioned
themes:
1. A strengthened role and position of local communities in ecosystem-focused land and river basin
planning and other forms of natural resource management;
2. A green, inclusive economy that contributes directly to poverty reduction, by benefiting and
empowering the poor in economic terms and indirectly by securing the health of ecosystem services
on which all human livelihoods depend;
3a. A REDD+ within the UNFCCC that provides incentives to reduce deforestation and forest
degradation, as one of the strategies to reduce GHG emissions, while at the same time delivering
benefits for biodiversity and local communities; and
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3b. Recognition in relevant international fora and on national level of the role of Ecosystem-based
Adaption as an approach that together with the key contribution of local actors can be taken up in
climate change policies and investment.
Theme 1. Livelihoods and Ecosystems.
Three strategies are defined within this theme. Firstly to strengthen the internal knowledge base of
the three Alliance members by means of exchange and mutual learning. This strategy is supportive of
second and third strategies as knowledge products help to substantiate lobbying work and the
effectiveness of partners. Second strategy is the lobbying and advocacy strategy which sets out to
convince policy makers. All Alliance members are involved, working together with their respective
partners per project or target group. Thirdly is the linking and learning strategy component for the EA
members and their partners CSOs and CBOs.
The International Component of this theme is concerned with international level lobbying and
advocacy and also with capacity building above the country level and between countries. The
expected outcomes for this theme are:
• International learning and sharing events that result in building civil society e.g. a delegation
from the Philippines to Ecuador planned in 2013 and a workshop in 2012 on the participatory
monitoring of the management of non-timber forest products, bringing together NGOs from 4
Asian countries.
• Policy Influencing: At the Dutch and the global level, policies and legislation have been adjusted
to promote livelihood-ecosystem linkages.
Theme 1 has a more demand-driven nature in the selection of subthemes or topics than the other
themes, leading to a greater diversity. What the topics and activities have in common is that they
demonstrate the interdependencies of local livelihoods and ecosystem management. In terms of ILA:
(a) mainstreaming this dependence in Dutch and international policies is the unifying element, and
(b) capacity building is realized by allowing CSOs from different countries working at the same
specific topic to learn from each other and often to establish networks for future exchange and lobby
at national and international levels.
Within the EA program the planned activities and outputs can contribute to either one of the two
different types of expected outcomes without a link between them. In other cases there can be a
pathway of change from the first to the second outcome whereby a strengthened civil society
contributes to changes in policy and legislation.
Theme 2. Greening the Economy.
Within the International Component of this theme, the EA will work on the following linked
strategies and interventions: Firstly in lobbying and advocacy at international fora (Rio+20, UNFCC,
CBD), commodity Round Tables on sustainable palm oil (RSPO), responsible soy (RTRS), and
sustainable biomass (RSB), and EU / Dutch government levels. Secondly engagement with the private
sector, focusing on Dutch and EU private sector with supply chains linked to the program countries
and lastly providing support to and engaging with Southern partners.
The strategies regarding the four commodity chains differ from each other. In order to contribute to
change in the palm oil sector the EA’s activities focus strongly on the RSPO. The EA has less
confidence in the RTRS and the focus is more on collaboration with the Dutch NGO soy-coalition.
Regarding the biofuels sector the primary focus is on Dutch and EU policy fora. The work on the
mining sector is until now supported by Milieudefensie. Further research is needed to complete this
element of the Phase I baseline assessment.
The expected outcomes for this theme are:
• Direct Poverty Alleviation: Four global trade chains namely soy, palm oil, mining and biomass
that are important to communities have become more sustainable. (Precondition for this
outcome: Decisions need to be taken in global fora such as RSPO, RTRS, RSB, GBEP, ASC, EITI,
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FLEGT and international debates such as in WTO, EU EPAs etc. and in the Netherlands by the
Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH));
Building Civil Society: Partner CSOs (in Southern countries) and their networks are more effective
in making economic and trade policies greener and more inclusive;
Policy influencing: Economic policies and practices of government and private sector in nine
countries and at the global level have become more sustainable 43 which will be achieved mainly
through the Southern partners; and
Policy influencing: Trade policies and practices have been adjusted to reduce the ecological
footprint of the Dutch and EU economies on the South.

The EA envisages many potential pathways of change in the sense that certain outcomes of one
category can contribute to change in another category of outcomes, for example, changed
international trade policies can contribute to policy change in Southern countries and vice versa. Also
the implementation of the policy changes leading to desired changes in practice is a step that is
important to the EA and that requires a continuation of lobbying and monitoring. Good policies are a
necessary but not a sufficient condition for good practices.
Theme 3a. Climate change mitigation/REDD+.
Three strategies are defined within this sub-theme. Firstly lobbying and advocacy targeted at
national, regional and global level fora for instance the. UNFCC, REDD+ partnership. This is mainly for
the ecological and social sustainability of the REDD+ mechanism, for appropriate incentives at the
UNFCCC for reducing emissions from peat lands and for aligning UNFCCC processes to human rights
law. Secondly to contribute to private sector readiness for REDD+ and thirdly to invest in building the
capacity of local NGOs and forest-dependent communities to increase their understanding of REDD+
and their roles and opportunities.
Theme 3b. Climate change adaption.
The strategies defined in this theme are threefold. Firstly to facilitate sharing and learning between
partners on sustainable and gender-sensitive ecosystem-based adaptation. Secondly to strengthen
the knowledge base of partners and the EA on ecosystems-livelihood-adaptation links and on
relevant national and international adaptation policies and programs to support informed lobbying
and advocacy. These two strategies are the building blocks for the third strategy within this theme
which is to support partners in lobbying and advocacy towards policy makers to recognize the key
role of ecosystem-based adaptation and the need to involve civil society actors in decision making
and implementation on adaptation at the level of international fora as well as at national level.
The expected outcomes for the two sub-themes 3a and 3b are the same:
• Building civil society: CSOs have effectively advocated safeguards for ecosystem – livelihood links
in climate change initiatives in 14 countries. These outcomes depend on the willingness of
national government to open climate change related discussions to the participation by CSOs;
• Policy influencing: Global and national climate change policies and mechanisms (of governments
and of the private sector) support local livelihoods, community rights and ecosystem health. (For
theme 3a: Outcomes depend on the willingness of country delegations in AfDB, ADB, IADB, WB
and companies to change. In this they are supported by country donors and the market.
In terms of targets groups within the EA there are also:
• Ultimate target groups: the poor and Community Based Organizations CBOs;
• Intermediate target groups: partner CSOs (including local IUCN members); and
• Stakeholders: Private Sector/Companies (VNO-NCW, Groene Zaak, Round Tables and the 20
company members of Leaders for Nature) and the Governmental sector (The Dutch government
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and others, international institutions and conventions such as the UNFCCC, World Bank and
CBD).
Planned activities

In the section above the theory of change of each of the themes is described, including a description
of the chosen strategy. Please refer to the above as listing or describing the activities envisaged
would be a duplication.
Budget and financial management

The proposal budget 44 shows the Ecosystem Alliance budget is a total allocation of €39 736 957 over
the 5 years 2011-2015 inclusive. Of this total amount, around 23% is allocated for the International
Component. This figure is comprised of 100% of the funds granted to Southern partners for global
activities and approximately one third of the program costs in the Netherlands. Of the same total
amount the budget is divided across the alliance partners overall as follows: 75% IUCN NL; 16%
Wetlands International; and 9% Both ENDS. In practice where the budget indicates that 100% of
funds are under one organization this means that this particular partner has the financial
administrative responsibility for this budget line but in reality all 3 partner organizations assess any
incoming project proposals for compliance and approval or rejection. IUCN NL as the alliance
coordinator has 3% of the total budget for overall coordination and management of both the
International Component and the rest of the funds, 52% of which are granted to the CSO partners of
both IUCN NL and Wetlands International in the South. The IUCN NL allocation of €16 553 581 grants
includes € 2 127 000 which will be jointly managed by IUCN NL and Both ENDS.
4.3.2

T0 Reflections

Observations by evaluation team
• Within theme 1 not one explicit strategy, but several strategies are defined for Building Civil
Society. EA expects to achieve outcomes in this arena through a learning agenda 45 required by
the MFSII program which is for CSOs to learn from each other and thereby to increase their
technical and lobbying and advocacy skills. This is comprised of: a. exchange and learning based
on the needs and opportunities arising in projects working at the same topic in different
countries; and b. exchange and learning within the land use planning and integrated water
resource management lobbying trajectories.
• The fact that sub-themes 3a and 3b have defined the same category of outcomes lead to the
conclusion that these categories are rather large and abstract.
• This is a large and diverse program. Theme 3 consists of two sub-themes. Theme 2 aims to
achieve changes in at least four commodity sectors each of which can be seen as a campaign in
its own right. Finally Theme 1 is more demand driven than the other themes and has a large
variety of projects and activities and they are plausibly linked to the objectives under its umbrella
it is difficult to see to what it all will add up. While this is not a problem as such (it can be equally
or even more valuable to have different projects that do not add up but that contribute to
certain desired change), overall, the narrative of the Theory of Change of this EA program is less
specific than is possible for the other Alliances in this evaluation.
Almost all the expected outcomes in the EA’s IC Theory of Change are formulated in terms of policy
and practice change. A more detailed analysis or reflection with regard to the priority result areas at
T0 is not considered useful. The expected outcomes are in fact not one very specific outcome but a

44
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Annex III/5 total budget and multi-year estimate for the Ecosystem Alliance
See the new portal for the EA Learning Agenda www.ecosystem-alliance.org
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group of possible or desired outcomes. In other terms, they are indicators for change. Therefore we
will use them to formulate specific outcome indicators at the end of this EA baseline assessment.
An additional finding is related to the issue of implementation of policy changes. Several expected
outcomes aim to change policies and their respective theory of change shows that the EA’s goal is
that these new or changed policies are also implemented and so lead to positive impacts on the
ground. However the theory of change is not clear on how the EA operates in order to safeguard
practice changes. At the national level local CSOs are carrying out independent monitoring of the
implementation of policy changes. If through this frequent monitoring the EA finds that national
governments are breaking commitments then the EA brings matter to the Dutch government to bring
any contraventions out onto at the international level.
4.3.2.1 External challenges and opportunities

•

•
•
•

Mainstream development policy theory remains predominantly neoliberal although there are
signs of change. There is reluctance at both country and international levels to go beyond nonbinding agreements to develop and enforce regulatory legislation. Citizens are less interested in
social and green issues.
The global economic crisis strengthens the challenges mentioned above.
The economic rise of the BRIC countries mean that Northern markets become less important and
consequently Northern actors, their market and politics, also less influential.
We see that an opportunity is presented from this previous point whereby Southern NGOs and
CSOs are becoming increasingly self-confident in relation to their counterparts in the North.

4.3.2.2 Internal challenges and opportunities

•

•

Evaluators have not assessed the Southern partners active in the Ecosystem Alliance
International Component but it is likely that the three EA members have different types of
Southern partners. Intercultural differences can present difficulties and the success factors will
differ per theme, per issue, project, strategy, country and partners which makes the
identification of these factors a challenge in addition to their internal comparability.
The dynamics within commodity sectors are different per sector which makes it more difficult to
choose effective strategies. However we have learned that the Greening the Economy theme
reflects long term experience with carrying out country context analysis e.g. on palm oil, soy,
biomass and latterly mining. The approach differs between the four selected commodity chains
and there is a difference between the intervention strategies as these are tailor-made for each of
the different commodities.

4.3.3

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics

The cooperation between the Alliance members appears to be professional e.g. the case of the RSPO
work shows collaboration between IUCN NL and BE. During the interviews with all 3 partners the
evaluators did not receive information that they need to be aware of any important aspects to be
mentioned here.
Contextual factors (i.e. changes in the context the alliance works within)

•
•
•

The global economic and financial crisis has gained strength.
As a result the position of BRIC countries has become more important for example with regard to
demands for resources, products and land but also in the light of political influence.
Another result is that the EU and NL business sector was hit which makes that the financial status
is the highest priority and other issues are less important.
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In the Dutch context, support for development cooperation is decreasing.
Budget lines are changing from subsidies for Dutch NGOs to Dutch private sector. This is an
opportunity because the EA cooperates with a number of large businesses.
Whether the attention of citizens and consumers for topics such as sustainable livelihoods and
ecosystems is equally decreasing is difficult to answer.

Activities and Output

In the alliance’s international component, Theme 1 started later than the other themes, it had less
urgency from a planning point of view. In 2011, the theme strategy was developed. In 2012, BE and
IUCN were active on the Rio +20 summit, 11 partners were funded to attend and IUCN’s Leaders-forNature was presented as a side event, as well as on the CBD Conference of Parties. Both ENDS and
Wetlands International participated actively at the 6th Word Water Forum. In NL, the EA lobbied to
contribute to the so-called “Motie Ferrier.”
Theme 2 is realizing activities in line with work-planning. Almost all activities are a continuation of
work that started before 2011 and in some cases exists for more than a decade, such as on palm oil
and soy. Main foci remain: lobby international fora, work on the 4 commodity sectors, and work with
the private sector: Green Deal, Leaders for Nature, TEEB and bi-lateral advice. Relatively new is the
work on the conceptualization of the Integrated Landscape Approach.
Theme 3a started in 2011 with capacity building workshops with and for Southern partners and the
lobby at various climate fora, notably the CoP17 of UNFCCC (Durban), focusing on REDD+ and the
LULUCF (land use and land use change). Main foci in 2012 were the preparation for the CoP18 of
UNFCCC in Qatar (December 2012) and the REDD+ dialogue with five Dutch companies.
Theme 3b effectively only started in 2012 with the needs assessment of all partners in all countries
with regard to Ecosystem based Adaptation (EbA) continues and the first policy analysis in one
region, the La Plata Basin, was supported. Lobby towards the Dutch representatives of the Green
Climate Fund (GCF) as well as support of partners to seek contact with their regional GCF board
members. Regional workshops, in 2012 and 2013, to facilitate knowledge and experience sharing
amongst partners and target groups on ecosystem based adaptation.
Changes in strategy (including activities that have not been implemented)

The general picture of the Theory of Change, including overall goals, strategies and expected
outcomes is unchanged between T0 and T1. Some changes are:
Since Theme 1 is rather broad, it was decided to focus within the IC on the following subtheme: the
role of local communities in ecosystem-based land and river basin planning and management.
The projects within theme 2 all existed before 2011, except mining. No relevant change in strategy
and planning between T0 and T1.
Finally within Theme 3b the framework of the Theory of Change is unchanged between T0 and T1 but
is now more detailed than at T0. Choices could be made after analyses of actors, power and policies.
In addition the EA staff underestimated at T0 of the lack of capacity of their local partners. Once the
regional and national strategies become clearer then the interaction between country and regional
programs and international lobby becomes clearer.
Outcomes

These are the most relevant outcomes to which the EA IC program contributed between T0 and T1.
1. A formal dispute settlement under the RSPO was established in 2011.
2. In the REDD+ decision at CoP17 in Durban the UNFCCC included all carbon pools in the emission
baselines.
3. In May 2011, the Dutch parliament adopted a resolution from Ms. Ferrier which results in the
inclusion of ecosystem and biodiversity concerns in Dutch development cooperation.
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4. In December 2011, the Dutch Government welcomed an advice of the Task Force “Biodiversity and
Natural Resources” has been by, and will incorporate it into policies.
5. In 2011, 43 signatories from the private sector and NGOs endorsed a joint manifest on bio-based
economy (BBE) by IPBBE, a Dutch multi-stakeholder platform on BBE.
6. In December 2011 a Green Deal “Biodiversity, Ecosystems and Economy (BEE),” a collaboration
agreement between the private sector (VNO-NCW, MKB, LTO), NGOs (IUCN NL), and the Dutch
Government (Ministry of EL&I) was formalized.
7. In December 2011, 12 companies seek to work jointly with IUCN NL in a long-term program on
ecosystems and biodiversity.
8. The World Water Forum strengthened the ministerial declaration by enhancing the recognition of
ecosystems and natural infrastructure.
9. The River Basin Authorities of the Niger, Senegal and Mahanadi (India) Basins made specific
pledges to work with Wetlands International to actively explore ecosystem-based approaches to
IWRM.
Budget and financial management

In the budget version 27th July 2012 46 there is more detailed information in terms of the breakdown
per theme and sub-theme. Each of the three themes is allocated an equal amount in total i.e. €663
667, with theme 3 being further sub-divided into equal amounts of €331 833 each for Adaptation and
Mitigation respectively. The predicted spending allocation over the 4 years 2012 to 2015 is as
follows: 20% in 2012, 35% in 2013, 35% in 2014, and then the remaining 10% in 2015.
In this budget breakdown it is possible to see the allocation of funds across each of the themes
according to which of the alliance partners is responsible for deliverables and in which combination:
• For theme 1 IUCN has an allocation of €433 611, Both ENDS €75 167 and Wetlands International
€154 889. This budget is to be elaborated throughout the program and already detailed in terms
of activities and the number of days allocated per partner for this theme and the others for 2013;
• In theme 2 there is a far greater degree of precision with each commodity or area having its own
allocation. IUCN has €150 000 each for the Soy and Mining areas, €75 000 for TEEB, and €100 000
for biofuels. Neither of the other 2 partners have funds for any if these 4 areas. Both ENDS has
€100 000 for the palm oil area and neither of the other 2 partners has funds for this area. Finally
there is a flexible sum of €88 667 which is still to be decided on its allocation, but until now this is
divided between IUCN NL with €29 556 and Wetlands International with €59 111.
• In theme 3 Wetlands International has no allocation. The Adaptation budget of €331 883 goes
exclusively to Both ENDS, and the Mitigation budget also of €331 883 goes exclusively to IUCN
NL.
4.3.4

T1 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities

The Alliance’s vision of linking livelihoods and ecosystems has strong support from the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, as does the complementary nature of the alliance’s constituent members, each of
which make their own recognizable contribution. However an identifiable risk is that there is an overreliance on a more traditional local livelihoods approach instead of finding linkages within the wider
economic context where current trends are for inclusive private sector development. 47 While the EA
recognizes this challenge the organization points to the long-standing experience it has in each of the
two domains. It therefore does not over-rely on the traditional approach. 48 An additional point
concerns the two trajectories of the value-chain and the biodiversity approaches within the Alliance.
Potential budget Division IC 2012-2015
Senior official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
48 Comment EA on draft baseline report.
46
47
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These remain to be harmonized in practice. A challenge for the Alliance is the move to integrate
biodiversity in the value-chain approach in practice 49.
Internal challenges and opportunities

A number of factors make the program complex and challenging. The most important to mention
here are the size of the program, the large number of issues, approaches and activities, and the large
number of partners and also target groups. From an outsider’s position the evaluators observe that
the management of this program is a challenge. A factor which adds to the complexity is the fact that
this program is made up of three organizations that work collaboratively and complement each
other. If and how working in the alliance has an added value in practice and how that balances with
the additional challenges needs to be further reviewed. While to the EA partners the distinction
between country level and international component is quite easy i.e. the activities that transcend the
level of a single country, by either being of a global or Dutch/EU nature or by involving partners from
more than one country from more than one region is considered to be the International Component,
the evaluators however note that the distinction between country level and International
Component that is not always immediately clear to us.
4.3.5

Analysis of priority result areas

Agenda setting

Internal agenda setting, such as shared policy positions and strategies and becoming aware of the
issue at stake within the Alliance, has received a lot of attention within the first year of the Alliance’s
work and continues to be important. Outcomes are achieved on this but not reported as such
because the Alliance partners as well as the evaluators see them as being part of the Theory of
Change and the daily challenges but want outcomes reporting more to focus on external changes.
For example, the outcome below about the RSPO developing a dispute settlement is categorized as
policy influencing because that policy change is EA’s objective. But obviously, agendas of many social
actors had to be changed before such a large and complex organization takes these kinds of
decisions. A detailed assessment of how that change came to be, could look into that pathway of
change. In one way or the other, that goes for almost all changes categorized as policy influencing or
practice change.
The Ecosystem Alliance has a cooperative approach towards its target groups. It is therefore to be
expected, and a first sign of success, that lobby targets react to the position taken by the EA and that
EA staff members are invited to participate in meetings, formal committees and institutions.
The theme greening the economy is becoming more mainstream in more political parties as
awareness increases of the scarcity of resources. This improves the chances for a bio-based economy
approach. The bio-based approach is also being criticized by other NGOs and NGO networks. Their
agenda is set to oppose the bio-based economy. 50 There is now a greater awareness and interest in
the private sector in biodiversity than sustainable development however it is too early to say
whether the terms of public debate are influenced 51.
One clear example of agenda setting concerns the River Basin Authorities of the Niger, Senegal and
Mahanadi (India) Basins which made specific pledges to work with Wetlands International to actively
explore ecosystem-based approaches to IWRM.

Senior official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
See for example Milieudefensie in the FGG assessment in this report.
51 Public affairs advisor for Dutch environmental NGOs.
49
50
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Specific outcome indicators for agenda setting that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
• Number of international learning and sharing events that result in building civil society (UI 1.1)
• Number of CSOs and their networks that are more effective in making economic and trade
policies greener and more inclusive in a relevant way (UI 1.2)
• CSOs that have effectively advocated relevant safeguards for ecosystem – livelihood links in
climate change initiatives in 14 countries (UI 1.2)
Policy influencing

The Alliance contributed to 6-9 demonstrable policy changes between T0 and T1. It has been
mentioned that most of these changes are within topics that have the attention of the EA partners
for a much longer period than the MFS II. It is within the line of expectation that those themes or
topics that started in 2011 do not yet have the same level of contribution to policy changes as those
projects with a longer period of involvement.
Outcome 1. A formal dispute settlement under the RSPO was established in 2011. The relevance of
this dispute settlement facility 52 is due to (1) it has the potential to solve conflicts and (2) it is a kind
of monitoring mechanism because it shows to which extent companies implement the RSPO rules.
Contribution EA: The EA played a supportive role in the establishment of this formal dispute
settlement.
Outcome 2. In the REDD+ decision at CoP17 in Durban the UNFCCC included all carbon pools in the
emission baselines.
Relevance: It is of importance that the mechanisms not only see forests as carbon pools but also
peat. Then this supports the prevention of the degradation of these carbon pools because now they
have a value. This is a policy not yet a change of practice.
Contribution EA: The EA actively lobbied at various climate fora, notably the CoP17, focusing on
REDD+ and the LULUCF (land use and land use change).
Outcome 3. In May 2011, the Dutch parliament adopted a resolution from Ms. Ferrier which results
in the inclusion of ecosystem and biodiversity concerns in Dutch development cooperation.
Relevance: This is reflected in policies on water in particular and on food security, two of the
thematic focal themes of Dutch development cooperation.
Contribution EA: This is really an “Ecosystem Alliance motion”; the EA carried out lobbying; the
“Werkgroep Den Haag” sessions – four per year - are instrumental in policy influencing, in addition to
bilateral meetings of the EA with Members of Parliament and civil servants. This resolution has been
an important development and is being re-affirmed now with the new Minister for Development
Cooperation. IUCN has high visibility in the political arena. 53
Outcome 4. In December 2011, the Dutch Government welcomed an advice of the Task Force
“Biodiversity and Natural Resources” has been by, and will incorporate it into policies.
Contribution EA: The EA has actively participated in the Task Force “Biodiversity and Natural
Resources” which presented its final advice to the Government in December 2011. The EA provided
various technical and textual inputs particularly in relation to international aspects i.e. trade and
commodity chains, ecological footprint, as well as green and inclusive growth. Both ENDS has
provided useful advice to this platform through introducing the social dimensions to this approach,
as well as the Development approach to help balance out the ecosystems/biodiversity emphasis. 54

52RSPO.

2011. “Dispute Settlement Facility.” Available at: http://www.rspo.org/en/dispute_settlement_facility
Public affairs advisor for Dutch environmental NGOs
54 Senior official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
53
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Outcome 5. In 2011, 43 signatories from the private sector and NGOs endorsed a joint manifest on
bio-based economy (BBE) by IPBBE, a Dutch multi-stakeholder platform on BBE.
Relevance: This commodity platform can make this commodity chains more sustainable. More
safeguards for biodiversity and social criteria
Contribution EA: The EA is active in the IPBBE. The EA provides technical inputs in the development of
standards and criteria, and joins lobby activities aimed at government and the private sector.
Outcome 6. In December 2011 a Green Deal “Biodiversity, Ecosystems and Economy (BEE),” a
collaboration agreement between the private sector (VNO-NCW, MKB, LTO), NGOs (IUCN NL), and
the Dutch Government (Ministry of EL&I) was formalized.
Relevance: This is a specification to green the economy through Dutch policy, especially regarding
biodiversity and ecosystems. Concrete: (1) A subsidy system has been started for companies, (2)
Contribution EA: IUCN is playing an important role by bridging the divide between NGOs and private
companies and in inspiring their CEOs 55.There is doubt whether there is a real working relationship
between IUCN NL and the employers association as the Secretariat may be too bureaucratic and so
needs to be more reflective of how the private sector actors operate in practice. Another risk is that
the Platform’s work does not properly integrate mainstream value-chain thinking is their approach
due to the dominance of biodiversity and ecosystems thinking. It is very timely that the EA and the
private sector start to work together on ecosystems issues through public private partnerships (PPPs)
as the private sector is eager to work together and learn. The alliance can play a useful role in scaling
up on sustainable value chains through supporting collaboration for the creation of larger programs
based on the PPP model. 56 This will be completed with further research.
Outcome 7. In December 2011, 12 companies signed statements of intent to jointly work with IUCN
NL in a long-term program on ecosystems and biodiversity.
Relevance: Leaders for Nature (LFN) 57 has developed into a key vehicle for IUCN NL for outreach and
networking with the private sector, and thus for influencing company policies and practices. 58 The
objective is to make business operations of the participating companies greener, or contribute to a
green economy, by managing and reducing their impacts. Twenty companies are participating in LFN,
including DSM, Nutreco, Philips, ABN AMRO, Rabobank, AkzoNobel, KLM and DHV. According to IUCN
NL, the history and nature of LFN have led to strong long-term commitments, supported by the
highest management-levels. Experiences from LFN help EA staff to focus and strengthen its private
sector strategies.
Contribution EA: EA staff has been involved in giving master classes to managers from LFNcompanies, indeed some IUCN NL staff members are funded partly by MFS, partly by other sources.
Experience from EA and earlier MFS-funded field projects has provided inputs, whereby the Alliance
has helped business to understand the ecosystems approach better and stimulated the interest of
organizations such as ANWB partly because of the ‘Leaders for Nature’ program with CEOs. 59
Outcome 8. The World Water Forum strengthened the ministerial declaration by enhancing the
recognition of ecosystems and natural infrastructure.
Contribution EA: WI led the thematic Priority for Action 3.1: “Improve the quality of water resources
and ecosystems: Better interaction of water resources and ecosystems management.” Wetlands
International led and coordinated 7 linked sessions in cooperation with UNESCO IHP, IUCN
International, WWF International, WWF Netherlands and ONEMA.
Specific outcome indicators for influencing policy that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
Public affairs advisor for Dutch environmental NGOs.
Senior official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
57 See web site < http://www.leadersfornature.nl>.
Leaders for Nature. 2011. “Statement of Intent of IUCN NL Leaders for Nature Inspirational Programme on Ecosystems.”
59 Public affairs advisor for Dutch environmental NGOs.
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•
•
•
•

Number and relevance of adjusted policies and legislation at the global levels to promote
livelihood-ecosystem linkages (UI 2.1)
Number and relevance of economic policies and practices of government and private sector in
nine countries and at the global level that have become more sustainable which will be achieved
mainly through the Southern partners (UI 2.1)
Number and relevance of trade policies and practices that have been adjusted to reduce the
ecological footprint of the Dutch and EU economies on the South (UI 2.1)
Number and relevance of global and national climate change policies and mechanisms (of
governments and of the private sector) supporting local livelihoods, community rights and
ecosystem health (UI 2.1)

Changing practice

As part of the reflections on T0 we mentioned that the EA’s theory of change is not clear about how
the Alliance expects the gap between policy changes and practice changes i.e. implementation and
control to be bridged. As a primary finding we see that significant policy changes are reported
however what is not reported is how the pathway of change will/should continue.
Specific outcome indicators for changing practices that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
• Number and relevance of changes in four global trade chains namely soy, palm oil, mining and
biomass that are important to communities making these trade chains more sustainable (UI 3.1,
UI 3.2)
Concluding methodological remarks

The evaluators did not start with assessing explanatory factors why the Alliance succeeded or failed
to contribute to the changes described. We are of the opinion that this exercise is premature at this
stage of the evaluation process considering the limited number of outcomes and the limited time the
Alliance had to contribute to changes.
For some outcomes it is not immediately clear to the evaluators by which priority result area they
can be categorized:
• Outcome 3 is in fact both agenda setting, the parliament influenced the agenda of the
minister, as well as policy influencing, the Minister announced a policy change.
• Outcome 4 described a change in position by the government which is not yet implemented
in formal policy documents. This does not seem to fit in either of the result areas. We
categorized it as policy change.
• Outcome 5 is about a number of companies signing a manifest. This statement is voluntary
and not a policy paper in any kind. Therefore, is this agenda setting or a policy change?
• Outcome 7 is similar. It is about companies agreeing to a formally non-binding measure.
While this statement involves a strong commitment, according to EA, including action plans
and time-tables for each company, it has as such not a formal status. How to deal with such
situations in the PRA model? Is this agenda setting or a policy change? Or should this rather
be categorized as changing practice?
Policy documents have a different position in the private sector compared to governmental actors. It
seems that the model of priority result areas presented by NWO-WOTRO had governmental policy
making as reference: first an agenda is set, then a policy is influenced and finally it is implemented,
meaning that a practice is changed. This model seems to be less applicable to actors in the private
sector.
The three priority result areas, agenda setting, changes in policies, and changes in practices, are not
necessarily sequential, indeed some outcomes contribute to more than one category.
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IMPACT Alliance

This chapter describes the international lobby and advocacy efforts of the Impact Alliance. The
impact alliances members are the Stichting Onderzoek Multinationale Ondernemingen (SOMO),
‘1%Club’, ‘Butterfly Works’ and the Himilo relief and development association (HIRDA).
This evaluation will focus on the GROW campaign which aims at achieving ‘Food Justice in a Resource
Constrained World’, which is a campaign of the Oxfam Confederation. The focus of the evaluation
will be on 2 specific campaigns of the GROW campaign which are the land grab campaign and the
food company campaign (FCC) because Oxfam Novib has taken leading roles in designing both
campaigns on behalf of the confederation.
The boundaries of the unit of analysis were set in such a way that they take into account the
different dimensions of the land grab campaign (public policy influencing, private sector influencing),
FCC and the relations between the entities of the unit of analysis 60. Another practical consideration
relates to the resources available for this evaluation. The following entities and their relations are
being assessed:
• Oxfam International activities at confederation level;
• Oxfam Novib’s work in the Netherlands;
• The Oxfam Novib field office in Pakistan and Mozambique that are willing to participate;
• Oxfam’s office in Brazil is also interested in joining this assessment and represents Oxfam
Novib’s efforts in supporting BRICSAM countries.
Though achievements by the Oxfam Pan African program and the RSPO are essential in the ToC for
the land grab campaign, these two entities will not be evaluated but will be approached as external
informants to monitor changes at the level of the African Union and the RSPO, as part of the external
context 61.

Given the number of actors that are implementing the land grab and Food Company campaigns and taking into account
the MFS II evaluation focus on contribution by Dutch Organizations, determining a unit of analysis was a challenging
process. The following strategies were explored to appropriately define a unit of analysis that is in line with the ToR of the
MFS II evaluation and the resources made available to the evaluation team:
•
Do a network analysis that assesses the relations (financial and technical) between all Oxfam entities and that of
Oxfam Novib, in particular in relation to the land and the Food Company Campaign. Within ON alone many
different bureaus as well as field offices are involved in the implementation of GROW, making this a time
consuming exercise;
•
Based upon the Oxfam International quarterly reports identify those results to which Oxfam Novib and its focus
campaign countries contributed. A further analysis led to the conclusion that these reports do not present all
results obtained, implying the risk of missing important results;
•
Use the ON rolling operational plan 2011-2012 for the GROW campaign that clearly describes its priorities for
linking with different offices. This focus had already changed at the starting date of the evaluation and would still
be too broad for the evaluation;
•
Due to the on-going decentralization process within Oxfam, and to the introduction of the Single Management
Structure within the Oxfam Confederation, each field office (as well the partners they work with) approached for
this evaluation has to give its agreement. Mozambique, Pakistan and Brazil confirmed their interest in the
evaluation exercise; and
•
Identify the unit of analysis based upon the discussions on the ToC with Oxfam staff and the interest of other
Oxfam entities.
61 Oxfam Pan African Programme. Strong regional land policy frameworks and guidelines are important in the ToC on land
grab and are expected to inform national land governance policies. Taking into account the available resources for the MFS
II evaluation, progress being made at the African continent will be documented, but Oxfam’s contribution will not be
assessed. This implies that the Oxfam teams involved in land issues will be asked as external informants to provide updates
on policy changes. The Round table on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) is one of the private sector initiatives to deal with land
grabs. Oxfam Novib is a prominent member of the RSPO representing Oxfam International. Although progress being made
in the RSPO with regards to land grabs is prominent in the ToC of the land grab campaign, RSPO work does not receive
funding from the GROW campaign.
60
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The findings of this section are based upon in-depth interviews and analysis of documents. Eight
different persons within the Oxfam Confederation have provided information to the evaluation team,
some of whom have been contacted several times. Whereas the focus of the first interviews was on
the understanding of the GROW campaign, later interviews concentrated on the outcomes achieved
between September 2011 and June-July 2012. A last interview focused on a detailed analysis of the
planned activities, outputs and strategies and their realization. The selection of external resource
persons was based upon the issues at stake and a first inventory of the outcomes achieved. Based
upon intermediate findings obtained from respondents, other interviews were held for further
triangulation of information. In total 14 interviews were conducted with external resource persons,
of which one person only wanted to talk in full anonymity, and whose information was confirmed by
documents and other resource persons.
In January 2013, the evaluation team visited the Oxfam offices in Pakistan and Mozambique
respectively. Other contacts take place through Skype meetings, if possible through visits. The
findings of these visits have not been incorporated in this document because of the submission
deadlines set by NWO-WOTRO.
Documents used as data sources included the planning and monitoring documents made available by
the Oxfam confederation, and external resources that enabled the evaluation team to collect
information on the context, and to obtain evidence of reactions by lobby targets related to the
activities implemented by Oxfam.
Whereas the complementary confidentiality guidelines stipulate that data are to be classified as open
access by default, all internal documents provided by Oxfam had to be classified ‘particularly
sensitive’ by default 62. As a consequence, this baseline report does not disclose details of ToCs of
specific campaign strands that have not ended by January 2013. Apart from this the contribution of
Oxfam towards achieving one outcome in the 2011 – 2012 period, could not be substantiated by
external respondents. This will be referred to in this report as the Uganda case. The case was
reported in the ‘Land and Power’ report by Oxfam and is currently under mediation between parties,
meaning that no information can be made public.
4.4.1 Reconstruction of T0
This paragraph describes the situation of the GROW campaign in 2011. In 2011, the land grab
campaign was officially launched. The FCC campaign, for which the preparations started already in
2011, will be officially launched in 2013, implying that 2013 will be taken as the baseline.
Organizational setup of the Alliance

The Impact Alliance program counts 5 sub programs (namely the Right to a sustainable livelihood;
Right to basic social services; Right to life and security; Right to social and political participation; and
Right to an identity) to each of which an International Lobby and Advocacy program is attached. For
this ILA evaluation the focus is on the right to a sustainable livelihood under which the GROW
campaign is situated. Only one Impact Alliance member, SOMO, is involved in the implementation of
this ILA program to a limited extent.
In fact, the GROW campaign is being implemented by the Oxfam International Confederation rather
than by the Impact Alliance. The Oxfam International Confederation counts 17 affiliates in 17
countries and has field offices in 92 countries. Within Oxfam the decision has been made to move to
a Single Management Structure (SMS) with each country having one “managing affiliate” and up to
three “implementing affiliates.” The managing affiliate has overall responsibility for delivering all of
Oxfam’s work in the country and is accountable to the regional Program Governance Group. The
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country leadership team (led by the country director) consists of representatives from managing and
implementing affiliates 63.
The GROW campaign was officially launched in June 2011 and has 5 mutually reinforcing objectives;
help to grow movements; stop land and water grabs; win a global deal on climate change that stops
excessive greenhouse-gas emissions from devastating access to and production of food by people
living in poverty; increase the productivity, resilience, and sustainability of small-scale food
producers, particularly women; and provide fast and fair responses to global food price crises. It is a
worldwide campaign organized by the Oxfam International Confederation. The campaign is currently
running in over 40 countries worldwide.
Oxfam Novib has taken leading roles in the design and implementation of both the land grab
campaign and the Food Company Campaign (FCC) which will be used to further support the land grab
campaign and the other objectives of GROW. Apart from working on both campaigns in the
Netherlands and at the international level, it is also supporting a number of field offices, some
regional campaigns in Africa and Asia, and some BRICSAM countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
Mexico, Indonesia and South Africa) as well as working on the three GROW campaign objectives
outside the scope of this evaluation.
GROW is being managed by the Oxfam International Economic Justice Campaign Management Team
(OI EJCMT). At this level most of strategic decisions are being made, except when implementation
risks are considerable and the Oxfam International Campaign Group is required to decide. Five
groups deliver outputs and report to the OI EJCMT. These are the advocacy group, the public
campaign team, the media working group, the regional and national campaigns group, and the
private sector working group. For 4 of the 5 objectives of the Grow Campaign, a thematic group has
been established. For example the Economic Justice Land Group is a multidisciplinary group that
combines the different functions of the campaign (i.e. private sector expertise, public campaign,
media, lobby and relevant country input. The FCC has a similar set up with a multidisciplinary group.
Oxfam Novib is a member of the OI EJCMT, and it directed the Land Group until February 2012, and
then led the land advocacy and alliance work and is co leading the FCC group as well as the
development of several parts of the FCC work.
A general agreement within the Confederation is that Oxfam affiliates contribute towards each of the
five campaign objectives, whereas field offices can make a rational choice whether or not to
contribute to some campaign objectives. General planning, monitoring and evaluation and learning
systems in place are based upon the subsidiarity principle, meaning that these activities in the
program management cycle take place at the lowest level possible. Some initiatives are implemented
at the Confederation level and these require a strategy document and a ‘sign off’ at the level of the
OI EJCMT or at the level of the Oxfam Campaign group when risks are considerable at global level.
Sign off procedures are necessary when a campaign strand requires the collaborative efforts at
confederation level and include several strategy groups, such as advocacy, public campaigning,
media, regional and national campaigns, and/or private sector actions. It is up to each individual
Oxfam affiliate to what extent it will describe its own campaign activities for national actions within
the jointly agreed frameworks and priorities for GROW. The same applies for field offices that choose
to participate in particular topics of the GROW campaign.
A Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning system (MEL) is in place in which all affiliates and field offices
can upload their quarterly reports and from which a quarterly compilation is made. These compiled
reports however do not always give a complete overview of all achievements made at the
confederation level and all the field offices, but at times only present the achievements of separate
entities to the extent this entity has identified core issues to be monitored or evaluated. An example
is that with regards to the general launch of the GROW campaign, each affiliate and possibly field
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Impact Alliance, Monitoring report, Oxfam Novib, 2011, page 80, footnote 8

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

59 van 237

offices report their own findings, but no effort is being made to aggregate results to compare targets
(for example 1 billion people exposed to the GROW narrative and issues, or which affiliates
participated in the launch of sub campaigns such the launch of the land grab campaign) with the
monitoring findings 64.
Apart from the formal MEL system, joint strategy development, joint planning, joint decision making
and mutual feedback as well as learning for the land advocacy group and the FCC group takes place
through periodic calls and an e-mail list which helps to mutually support each other with country
level lobby and advocacy efforts.
The mostly decentralized mode of collaboration is also obvious in the financing of the GROW
campaign 65. Each Oxfam affiliate is in principle responsible for its own funding and staffing. However,
when needed, bilateral transfers between Oxfam affiliates help to include all Oxfam affiliates in
GROW activities. For campaigns at Confederation level funds are being pooled. The biggest
contributors are Oxfam Great Britain, Oxfam America and Oxfam Novib 66.
GROW work in Pakistan is being carried out by Oxfam Great Britain (OGB) and Oxfam Novib (ON).
OGB acts as lead of the overall GROW campaign. One Oxfam Novib staff member is currently
spending 20 % of her time on the GROW campaign. OGB’s concrete engagement in this work was at
the stage of developing the EJ Operational Plan in 2011. Thereafter OGB had no particular role with
GROW partners of ON other than receiving quarterly reports for overall reporting to OI and
incorporating the information on overall campaign work. ON has monthly meetings with OGB on
GROW to assess alignment with overall OI plans and also to identify potential linkages between ON
and OGB regarding GROW work 67.
Oxfam International Brazil was newly established in 2011 with only 4 staff members at the opening
of its advocacy and campaign office in Brasilia. The OXFAM GB program in Recife was then closed. It
receives funding from Oxfam Great Britain, Oxfam Novib and Oxfam Intermón (to a lesser extent).
Information related to the organizational set up of Oxfam Mozambique will follow in the end line
report, based upon information collected in January 2013.
Contextual factors
The issue

Agriculture, natural resources, land governance and tenure systems returned to the international
policy agenda when the FAO council adopted the Right to Food guidelines in 2004; and when the WB
published its first WDR report on agriculture in 25 years (2008) 6869. Important issues emphasized in
these reports are non-discriminatory and sound economic land policies, land markets to be
developed (disputed by CSOs), land reforms that secure property rights for small holders and women
and weak land governance and tenure systems that protect local communities and smallholders
against large scale land acquisitions by national and international corporations.

Information provided during interviews with Oxfam staff.
The FCC which will be launched in 2013 is a highly centralized project – efforts to get the project funded by external
parties post launch is also addressed centrally (there is ONE budget and affiliates are fundraising together for the whole
budget
66 No figures available.
67 Udan, Fernando, (January 2013), Grow, share and live better, a case study on Doaba Foundation and Oxfam Novib on
GROW campaign
68 World Bank, Agriculture for Development, World Development Report, 2007.
69 World Bank, Rising interest in global farmland; Can it yield sustainable and equitable benefits? Available online at
[http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTARD/Resources/ESW_Sept7_final_final.pdf], 2010
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The 2008 hikes in food and fuel prices, the ongoing financial crisis and food price volatility have been
identified by many as the drivers of Large Scale Land Acquisitions (LSLA) in countries where land
governance and tenure systems are weak. Land is needed for the production of agro-fuels and for
increased food demands. According to the WB (2010), large scale land deals “amounted to 45 million
hectares in 2009 alone. That’s compared with an average expansion rate of 4 million hectares a year
in the decade leading up to 2008.” Research by the Land Matrix Partnership indicates that “as many
as 227 million hectares have been sold, leased or licensed, or are under negotiation in large scale
land deals since 2001, mostly since 2008” 70. Large Scale Land Acquisitions (LSLA) not only risk
depriving local communities of their most important livelihood assets, they also often take place in
environmentally fragile ecosystems such as peat lands and swamps, leading to increased greenhouse
gas emissions.
GRAIN was the first civil society organization that drew attention to the phenomena of nontransparent land transactions by using the word ‘land grab’ in its October 2008 brief, Seized!. 71 At
that moment in time the term land grab referred to the purchase or lease of vast tracts of land by
wealthier food-insecure nations and private investors from mostly poor, developing countries in
order to produce crops for export. In line with the International Land Coalition Oxfam defines large
scale land acquisitions as land grabs when they do one or more of the following:
• They violate human rights, particularly the equal rights of women;
• They are not based on free, prior and informed consent of the affected land users;
• They are not based on a thorough assessment of, or disregard, social, economic and
environmental impacts, including the way in which these impacts are generated;
• They are not based on transparent contracts that specify clear and binding commitments on
employment and benefit-sharing;
• They are not based on effective democratic planning, independent oversight and meaningful
participation72.
Land issues therefore are related to: inclusive land tenure and property rights for women and small
food producers; to transparency in land governance policies and practices; to foreign direct
investments, or large scale land acquisitions, or land grabs when not conforming to the
aforementioned definition.
It is already in 2009 that the African Union initiated its Land Policy Initiative, together with the
African Development Bank and the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa. This culminated
in the Declaration on land issues in Africa in 2009 7374.
The actors
Governments that host international and local corporates and have weak land governance and
tenure policies, including weak rule of law and unfair national justice systems are one category of
public sector actors. Other actors are those governments where international corporates are legally
registered. Added to that land issues are on the agenda of bilateral and multilateral development
agencies (the UN family, the WBG) and regional governance structure such as the European Union
(EU), the African Union (AU) and its regional commissions, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN), the OECD, G20 etc. Of particular importance is the United Nations Committee on Food
Security UN CFS, which is the first United Nations Committee in which not only governments have a
GROW campaign, Land and Power, The growing scandal surrounding the new wave of investments in land, September
2011
71 http://www.grain.org/article/entries/93-seized-the-2008-landgrab-for-food-and-financial-security
72 International Land Coalition (ILC), ‘Tirana Declaration; Securing land access for the poor in times of intensified natural
resource competition’, in Grow Campaign, September 2011.
73 Land Policy Initiative, Framework and Guidelines on Land Policy in Africa, Land Policy in Africa: A Framework to
Strengthen Land Rights, Enhance Productivity and Secure Livelihoods, AUC-ECA-AfDB Consortium, September 2010.
74 Pan-African Parliament, Declaration on Land Issues and Challenges in Africa, Assembly/AU/Decl.1(XIII) Rev.1 (2009)
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say, but also Civil Society Organizations organized in a formalized Civil Society Mechanism and private
sector organizations.
Private sector actors consist of investors, like corporates (agribusiness firms, food and beverage
companies) and financers. Financers do not only include private banks and other funds (pension
funds), but also Development Finance Institutions (DFI) that are guided by both the need to generate
profit for their stakeholders and to meet public policy objectives 75. The International Finance
Corporation, the European Investment Bank, the African Development Bank and the Dutch FMO are
examples of Development Finance Institutions. They play an increasingly important role in financing
private sector ‘for development’ initiatives. Banks and other funds also have become important
players in Foreign Direct Investments in the past decade. A number of these private banks have
adhered to the ‘Equator Principles’ developed in 2002-2003 as a way to assess and manage
environmental and social risks with investments. In fact these principles take as a reference the
environmental and social policy framework and performance standards of the International Finance
Cooperation, which are also taken directly as a standard by some Development Finance Institutions,
such as the Dutch FMO.
The past decade has also seen the emergence of Multi Stakeholder Initiatives by multinational
corporates, jointly with NGOs or not, that purchase agricultural and forest produce in developing
countries. The Roundtable on Sustainable Palm oil (RSPO), on Soya (RTRS) and on Biofuels (RSB) are
initiatives by these corporates and NGOs to set standards for certification of entire value chains.
These have been preceded by the Forest Stewardship Council that set up its FSC certification system.
The International Land Coalition (ILC) is another multi-stakeholder initiative that promotes secure
and equitable access to and control over land. It has become a major player on land access issues. It
is an emanation of the 1995 Popular Coalition to Eradicate Hunger and Poverty and was renamed ILC
in 2003. It is a coalition of 116 civil society organizations, governments and multilateral institutions,
representing 50 countries 76.
The past decade has also been characterized by increased coordination of efforts within civil society
to influence land policy frameworks, international guidelines and regulations of both public and
private sector initiatives. Apart from GRAIN many other NGOs, including Oxfam, got involved in land
issues at national, regional and international levels, be it through their influence on public policies
and regulations or private sector standards. The same applies for social movements that managed to
create their own space for dialogue at all these levels, as well as being increasingly invited at policy
formulation initiatives.
A last category of actors consists of consumers in High and Middle Income Countries. Consumer
behavior is a critical factor taken into account by food and beverage companies and supermarkets all
over the world.
Information related to contextual factors related to work by Oxfam Brazil, Mozambique and Pakistan
will follow in the end line report, based upon information collected in January 2013.
Objectives and strategies: Theory of Change: Land grab and Food Company Campaign

Oxfam’s ultimate GROW campaign objective is to achieve food justice in a resource constrained
world and is based upon Oxfam’s conclusion that the food system is broken and on its vision of what
needs to change in order to move towards a system that both sustainably feeds a growing population
(estimated to reach nine billion by 2050) and that empowers poor people to earn a living, feed their
families, and thrive 77.
Risky Business, Intermediary Lending and Development Finance, Oxfam Issue Briefing, CIEL and Oxfam, April 2012
http://www.landcoalition.org/about-us/ accessed in January 2013
77 Baily R. et all, Growing a Better Future, Food justice in a resource-constrained world, Oxfam International, (June 2011)
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The land grab campaign’s overall expected objective is that “Land and water grabs by powerful
corporations and countries, which seize the land and water women and men living in poverty depend
on for their food are being stopped’ 78. Two important conditions for this to happen are:
The land grab campaign 79
1. Policy changes and their implementation in developing countries strengthen the land and natural
resource rights of women and other small scale food producers. This will happen if:
a. Implemented and enforced changes in regulation and legislation in 7 developing
countries take place that both strengthen land policies for women and men and do not
undermine food security. Strategies to achieve this are context specific will include:
advocacy; building alliances with social movements that claim their rights; collaboration
with research institutes; international public campaigning to showcase national
struggles; and promotion of joint land registration and inheritance and divorce legislation
in favor of women’s rights to land. These strategies were implemented as of September
2012.
b. Strong regional land policy frameworks and guidelines inform the design and
implementation of national processes. This is again achieved by lobbying governments;
and creating/using events to highlight with allies the importance of land rights to women
at regional and global levels. Implementation will start in 2011.
c. The United Nations World Committee on Food Security (UN CFS) adopts strong Voluntary
Guidelines on Land and Natural Resources Tenure (VG) that inform the design of national
processes. Strategies consist of: lobbying international institutions and key governments
in the run up to the negotiation rounds; producing a briefing paper on land grabbing;
popular mobilization with allies in run up to the CFS in October 2011; and public
campaigning to keep land grabbing in the spotlight. This outcome is to be achieved
before September 2012; and
2. Investors (corporates) and financers 80 stop their engagements in irresponsible large scale land
acquisitions. This will happen if:
a. Those whose value chains or direct investments are involved in land grabs are
investigated and named where appropriate; if public campaigning and media work will
be done in affected countries and northern countries; supportive networks are built
amongst the Oxfam audience and affected communities; briefing papers are written to
highlight cases; existing accountability and complaint mechanisms are used and tested;
the land matrix database is launched with ILC; CSOs and watchdog NGOs are supported;
power relations in international value chains are researched; legal instruments are
applied at the national level to ensure that companies apply local legislation; good
practices are illustrated; and criteria on land grabs are included as part of the Food
Company Campaign Index.
b. Institutions and norms that influence investors’ and financers’ behavior are held to high
standards in relation to land and natural resources. Strategies consist of; support to
partners / communities to prepare legal cases; lobby key bodies; public campaigning and
pressure on companies, amongst others based upon the FCC Index; use the IFC CAO to
test a case on irresponsible investment; briefing papers; advocacy in the RSPO; ensure
that the Ruggie principles address land issues adequately 81; and
OI ECONOMIC JUSTICE CAMPAIGN 2011-15, Operational Plan 2011-2013, Final version – May/2011
OI ECONOMIC JUSTICE CAMPAIGN 2011-15, Operational Plan 2011-2013, Final version – May/2011
80 Oxfam here makes a distinction between companies/investors/Corporates that invest in parts of value chains and in
financers that comprise banks and other types of funds such as pension funds, hedge funds etc.
81 Human Rights and Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises
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c. A number of commodity chains adopt responsible investment policies and practices in
relation to land. Its achievement is based upon FCC Index; influencing policies of MSI
such as the RSPO and the RTRS; influencing shareholder resolutions and their
engagement; poverty footprint studies with key food and beverage companies and
testing the Ruggie framework.
Assumptions in this part of the ToC are the following:
a. In countries where land rights are secured for smallholders and food producers in
general (male and female), fewer land grabs take place. ON is therefore supporting a
number of focus countries to both work on improved land governance systems and on
addressing land grabs;
b. Strong voluntary guidelines with the UN CFS will influence policy and regulatory
processes in the developing countries and the regions they belong to. They enable civil
society and social movements in these countries to lobby for stronger policies and
regulations. These guidelines should also positively influence investors, financers and
governments in their home countries as well as other international standards;
c. Gender will play an important factor in building strong movements. Women are most
involved in agricultural production and in feeding the world and at the same time most
affected by discriminatory land governance and tenure systems, policies and practices.
Collaboration with movements is an essential strategy for the Oxfam Confederation,
because on its own Oxfam will not be able to introduce change.
The Food Company Campaign
In the baseline documents Oxfam planned to work on a Food Justice Index, which was to reinforce
the outcomes of all Grow Campaign Objectives. Over the past years the preparations culminated in
the design of a Food Company Campaign that is intended to support the other Grow objectives, but
that will be presented here as a separate campaign.
Oxfam Novib has worked on the development of a Food Company Campaign Index in the past 2 years
that will score the ten biggest food companies across a set of indicators that are closely related to
the GROW themes (land and water use, greenhouse gas emissions, improved livelihoods for
smallholders, rural communities and workers, especially women – see also the objectives of the
GROW campaign as well as transparency of companies). The publication of this index is expected to
positively influence the behavior of food companies. This campaign will be launched in February
2013. SOMO, one of the Impact alliance partners has collected information on the companies. Based
on this research Oxfam will score and rank the companies. The campaign has two objectives:
“Empower publics to pressure food and beverage companies to operate in a more ‘GROW’ way, by
building their knowledge and networks, and by giving them tools to engage with companies”; and
“Engage directly with food and beverage companies, and encourage investors, retailers and
progressive business groups to do the same, to add to the pressure for positive change coming from
the public” 82.
One of the 5 GROW objectives is that of helping grow movements to build a better future where
everyone always has enough to eat. This is a cross-cutting objective with the other 4 GROW
objectives. Of particular interest for the land grab and the food company campaign is the creation of
a strong movement of consumers in High and Middle Income countries that uses its consumer power
in favor of smallholders and women in developing countries. In developing countries strong
movements of smallholders and women are important to hold governments accountable for
appropriate land policies, rules and regulations.
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The overall assumptions that underpin GROW are that collaborative action including more Oxfam
affiliates, field offices, as well as working with others (partners, social movements etc.) will improve
ILA outcomes. Another assumption is that linking between local, regional and global levels also will
improve these outcomes.
Planned activities within the unit of analysis

Broadly speaking, Oxfam will influence the aforementioned conditions by alliance building with other
organizations and public campaigns that also engage citizens to participate, direct lobby, research
and publications. In total 78 activities have been planned for the entire land grab project and FCC
project. Rather than considering all these planned activities per expected outcome, Oxfam organizes
part of its work into different strands of campaigning (consisting of a set of thematically and
strategically interlinked activities) each contributing to one or more outcomes.
Oxfam International activities at confederation level
Up until the end of 2012, the land grab team launched three strands under the land objective: the
launch of the land grab campaign in September 2011 83; advocacy work on the Voluntary
Guidelines 84; and the launch of the land freeze campaign in October 2012 85. The FCC will be launched
in February 2013.
The primary objective of the land grab launch was to profile land grab as a major global issue in
which a complex web of interrelated actors are (unwittingly) complicit. Its aim was to achieve redress
for the communities affected by land grabs and to work towards global systemic change by
researching and publishing 4 to 5 cases that highlight how interrelated actors (public, private,
international), policies, rules and regulations facilitate land grab.
Oxfam´s wider strategy targeting the Committee on World Food Security (UN CFS) aims at building a
global movement for a new agricultural and ecological future and an accountable global governance
mechanism in which the CFS takes the lead. Strategies are (1) advocacy and lobby, not only on the
Voluntary Guidelines (VG) for land tenure but on a wider range of topics relevant for the GROW
agenda and (2) to strengthen the CSM and ensure that this mechanism and the UN CFS organize
outreach at regional and national level 86.
A new campaign strand that targets the World Bank Group (WBG) calling for a freeze of its
involvement in large scale land acquisitions was launched in October 2012 at the international level
with the ‘Our land, Our lives’ report 87. At the same time Oxfam’s Pan African level GROW
campaigners called on the African Union members to put in place a moratorium on Investments on
land in the African Union. This campaign will continue in the coming period.
The fourth Confederation level campaign strand is that of the FCC which will be launched in February
2013, as mentioned above.
Oxfam Novib’s work in the Netherlands
Oxfam Novib’s work on land in the 2011 – 2012 period can be best characterized by working at the
national level on the three campaign strands on land grabbing. For this Oxfam Novib uses a series of
strategic interventions which include public campaigning, lobbying the government (both polity and
relevant Ministries) and the private sector, media and social media, contributing to academic fora
and multi-sector initiatives on land governance such as the land academy set up by the Ministry of

Oxfam International, Land grabs, A Growing Scandal, draft v.3, June 1st 2011.
Oxfam International, Committee on World Fodo Security – Strategy, Final Draft February 2012
85 Oxfam International, GROW Land Freeze Campaign: strategy, signed off, August 2012
86 Committee on World Food Security – Strategy, Final Draft
87 Oxfam Briefing Note , (October 2012) ‘OUR LAND, OUR LIVES’ Time out on the global land rush
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Foreign Affairs. Another campaign targets the Dutch government on safeguards in place with respect
to Dutch ODA being used for a number of private sector development initiatives.
In spring 2012 Oxfam Novib ran a specific public campaign targeting the commercial Banks. This was
part of on-going lobby work on the financial sector policies to prevent land grab. This public
campaign built on a land grab report of the Fair Bank Guide (“Eerlijke Bank Wijzer”) which is a civil
society alliance working on range of issues. Oxfam Novib leads on the land report published in
February 2012, in which Dutch commercial banks in cooperating with the Fair Bank Guide were rated
on the strength of their investment policies in relation to large scale land acquisitions.
Information related to the ToCs of Oxfam Brazil, Mozambique and Pakistan will follow in the end line
report, based upon information collected in January 2013.
Overall budget

There are no overall figures available regarding the budget of the entire GROW campaign globally.
Each Oxfam affiliate is contributing financially to the GROW campaign, and financial management
remains the responsibility of each affiliate. Meanwhile each Oxfam affiliate is mobilizing additional
resources for this campaign.
WOTRO’s Call for Proposals mentions that the budget for international lobby and advocacy on
Economic Justice (program 1) is 23,400,000 Euro. This budget is for all ILA activities across the

globe in program 1 and includes contributions to counterparts that contribute partially to
the Grow campaign, meaning that part of this amount will be allocated in support of the
Grow campaign. Based on the management steer of the Oxfam Novib board of directors and

agreed priorities budget allocations are made by bureaus for the different activities and strategies
through the different departments involved in the campaign, including funds to support partners and
national alliances in countries who work on GROW issues. No specific GROW budget is available that
gives insight into planned allocations to each of the 5 GROW campaign objectives. This is in line with
the nature of the GROW campaign which is based upon the principle of subsidiarity.

In its corporate plan88, Oxfam presents the total budget for the MFS II period. The GROW campaign is
only part of Program 1, Right to a sustainable livelihood. Its entire budget for the 2011 – 2015 period
amounts to 218.332.000 Euro of which 34% represents MFS II funding. The total amount is budgeted
for expenditures related to direct poverty alleviation, building civil society, lobby and advocacy and
knowledge and information management. These allocations are in accordance with the MFS II
funding criteria. However these criteria do not allow a separation of lobby and advocacy activities
that are not related to GROW with those that are (which was not an MFS II requirement).
Information related to the budget of Oxfam Brazil, Mozambique and Pakistan will follow in the end
line report, based upon information collected in January 2013.
4.4.2

T0 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities

Progress being made on land issues in the RSPO and in the African Union provides both external
challenges and opportunities. Changes in their policies regarding land grabbing for the better or the
worse, will affect the final results of both campaigns under evaluation. The functioning of the RSPO
itself and the overall policies and structures of the RSPO (certification principles and criteria of the
RSPO, the functioning of its grievance panel and the newly established dispute settlement facility)
will as well have an effect the extent to which land grabs in the palm oil sector can be addressed.
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Oxfam is actively lobbying the RSPO as part of other programs beyond the scope of this evaluation,
but changes in policies and practices of the RSPO will be monitored.
The same applies for the African Union that adopted its land policy framework and guidelines in 2009
and where debates in the Pan African Parliament call for a moratorium on large scale land
acquisitions. Oxfam contributed to these debates during the preparatory work in advance of the land
grab campaign.
Other actors that are important to follow are organizations as the G20, where large scale land
acquisition has been marginally on the agenda through its consideration of the Principle on
Responsible Agricultural Investment (no further information available at this moment) but where no
progress is being made on the issue 89.
Oxfam’s strategy and in particular its power analysis seems to constantly monitor opportunities and
challenges within international fora where policies regarding large scale land acquisitions can be
changed or where the issue can be put on the agenda. With this analysis it also seems to undertake
deliberate action to strengthen fora that seem to be most promising to stop land grabbing. One
example of this is its efforts to turn the UN CFS into the leading governance mechanism where land
grab can be discussed. Other examples are the RSPO and the World Bank - by working to influence
these institutions, Oxfam is effectively conferring a certain level of legitimacy on them.
Internal challenges and opportunities

Oxfam’s ILA strategies depend upon the campaign objectives and a thorough analysis of the issues at
stake. With regard to the land grab campaign it made, for example, an extensive power analysis for
advocacy purposes. Advocacy targets are for example selected in relation to their capacity to set
norms for other similar organizations (IFC sets the standards for the Equator principles to which 70
banks adhere; RSPO is the most advanced in setting standards for a particular commodity, that is
highly linked to land grab), or their decision making power (G20 vs UN CFS). Building relations with
other CSOs for joint advocacy is also done as a matter of course (e.g. Civil Society Mechanism). For
the Food Company Campaign an in-depth value chain analysis was made, before deciding about the
lobby targets and the categories of public audience to be made aware of unfair practices and
policies.
Contribution analysis – fuzzy boundaries for the unit of analysis
A first challenge encountered relates to the establishment of the unit of analysis for each campaign
in order to be able to make evaluative statements regarding the contribution of the Impact Alliance
towards future changes. In the first place the size of both the land grab and the FCC campaign that
involve the entire Oxfam Confederation and an unknown number of field offices is beyond the scope
of this evaluation in terms of resources available. In the second place the Theory of Change of the
land grab campaign emphasizes the importance of policies changes and practices of MSI’s like the
RSPO. Oxfam plays a central role in the RSPO, has a seat in its board and provided during the
evaluation period amongst others the chair of the Grievance Panel, but this work is not being
financed under the land grab campaign 90. Similar questions were raised in relation to case based
work in Uganda and Indonesia, which are part of the confederation wide launch on land grabs,
whereas both countries strictly speaking are not part of the unit of analysis. This makes it difficult to
answer the contribution question under the MFS II program.
Pathways for change
A first analysis of the pathways for change shows some commonalities in campaign strands with the
additional subset of assumptions. One example is the rationale behind the Dutch Bank report as part
of the public campaign focusing on the Banks and the Food Company Campaign. Both work with an
Information by Oxfam
though in practice the RSPO and the GROW work has been intertwined and colleagues working on RSPO contributed
to the RSPO work and vice versa.

89

90 Even
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index against which a number of private sector organizations are scored. Discussions with those
private sector organizations before the publication of the results and attempts to create consumer
pressure by public campaigning are common strategies used to introduce change in both campaign
strands. In addition, Oxfam works using lobbying to stimulate a race to the top between the actors in
the indices.
Another example is the way the global land grab campaign launch and the land freeze campaign
strand are organized, starting with a report that is being published and around which public
campaigning (use of social media and, media) is concentrated, with direct advocacy and lobbying by
Oxfam of a number of targets. This is a common feature in all Oxfam campaigns and not limited to
these two campaigns. Oxfam’s way of working is always based upon direct engagement with
lobbying targets; as well as evidence based campaigning and power analysis conducted to decide
about the best strategies to introduce change.
Coping with different contexts
The fact that the GROW campaign envisages simultaneous actions in at least the 17 countries where
Oxfam affiliates are located, and also in an unknown number of field offices, requires not only a
thorough coordination of interventions, but also carefully balancing risks for activists in countries
where space for civil society is less open. An important principle that Oxfam is abiding to is that of
‘do-no-harm’. The real challenge is ensuring that interventions necessary to achieve change in one
space do not compromise the tactics of colleagues in another. An example for this is the case study
work done in Uganda and in Indonesia: seeking redress for the local communities by mediation and
using the same cases for public campaigns for systemic change can be at odds, as was being
mentioned by Oxfam staff. Another challenge is that of carefully balancing the interests and the
relevance of global interventions for each member of the Oxfam Confederation. To what extent are
changes needed at global level relevant for each of the Oxfam members?
4.4.3

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics within the Alliance and specifically for the ILA Program

In principle the organizational set up as described at T0 remained unchanged. However in 2013, the
FCC which will be launched and this is a highly centralized project – with efforts to get the project
funded by external parties post launch also addressed centrally (there is ONE budget and affiliates
are fundraising together for the whole budget). This is a slightly different approach than the
approach described above.
Currently, improvements are made to the MEL system in order to enable improved use of the
monitoring data. Further, OI is currently commissioning a mid-term review of the Grow campaign (to
be finalized in 2013).
Context at T1: Changes in the context that the alliance works in.

The following changes may have or will affect the land grab and FCC campaign:
International level: On 1st of July 2012, Jim Yong Kim, M.D., Ph.D., became the 12th President of the
World Bank Group, widely regarded as a progressive who is keen to ensure that the World Bank
Group learns from its mistakes. Whether this will lead to policy changes still remains to be seen. A
major milestone in the past year was the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines by the United Nations
World Committee on Food Security (UNCFS). The official participation of civil society organizations
and social movements in the negotiations is reflected in the final text of these Guidelines. At the
same time another non-inclusive process, that of the negotiations on Principles of Responsible
Investments in Agriculture, was temporarily called to a halt and is now on the agenda of the UNCFS.
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Global food security is still facing huge challenges because food prices surged in February 2011 and
are even higher in October 2012 than the first food price peaks in 2007/2008. 91 This time all non-rice
grains – wheat, corn and soybeans - also increased in price.
African Continent: In January 2012, the Pan African Parliament formulated recommendations to its
member states on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), including a call for a “moratorium on LSLA
pending implementation of land policies and guidelines on good land governance.” This is an
important step after the 2009 AU Land Policy Initiative and Declaration and more initiatives are being
developed on the African Continent to improve land governance and regulations and it refers to
other initiatives, including that of the Voluntary Guidelines (referring to UN CFS and the FAO) and the
Rights of Women in Africa (ACHPR) and gender equality.
European level and the Netherlands: Not only at the European level but also worldwide the financial
crisis has deepened in the past year, and may have affected public and political support for
development aid. In the Netherlands development aid has seen severe budget cuts in the past few
years, hampering the Netherlands to fully commit to the 0.7 % of GNP norm set for Official
Development Assistance. The past 5 years also have seen a policy shift of the Netherlands towards a
growing reliance upon public private partnerships (PPPs) for development aid with private sector
parties and with the Dutch Development Bank (FMO) receiving public funding for development
purposes and investments abroad.
Apart from these other significant changes mentioned by external resource persons are:
• Some African Countries considering moratoriums or lifting them (Tanzania, Mozambique.
Ethiopia);
• European working group on land issues meets on a regular base; and
• Financiers become more alert towards irresponsible land deals. IFC published new
performance standards on in January 2012, including those related to land acquisition and
involuntary resettlement.92 A group of Pension Funds published the Farm Land Principles (not
yet operational).
In April 2012, Global Witness launched it campaign on land deals with the publication of a report
“Dealing with Disclosure” 93 in collaboration with ILC and the Oakland Institute. This report suggests
that greater access to information and transparency on land deals would improve people’s ability to
defend their rights and to hold governments and business enterprises to account.
Activities and Outputs

Earlier in this report we concluded that Oxfam implements 78 activities over a 5 year program in
which 17 Oxfam Affiliates and an important number of field offices participate and that these are
organized into different strands of campaigning leading to one or more outcomes. Major activities
and outputs in the period September 2011 and October 2012 have been implemented according to
plan and will not be listed here as a duplication of what has been written down above.
Changes in strategies, activities, outputs and timing

Changes in timing
The GROW management team decided to postpone the launch of the land freeze campaign by three
months (from July to September 2012). One reason advanced for this postponement was that the
campaign required more time to finalize its strategy in terms of consultations with the Oxfam offices
involved. Postponement also created the opportunity to do public campaigning In July 2012 on the
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/09/us-food-fao-idUSBRE87809H20120809
IFC (2012)
93 (April 2012) “Dealing with Disclosure”: Improving Transparency In Decision-Making Over Large-Scale Land Acquisitions,
Allocations And Investments, Global Witness, ILC and the Oakland Institute
91
92
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Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) in July 2012, a topic on which the Oxfam Confederation has been
campaigning for the past 10 years and liberate public campaign resources for food crisis work 94.
The launch of the Food Company campaign (at that moment called the Food justice Index) was
initially foreseen for October 2011 but this proved not to be realistic. The main reason for this delay
was that the FCC campaign is complex with a combination of intertwined strategies that need time to
be developed. Moreover, the index is unique and required a robust and new development of the
methodology framework for the actual index as well as internal learning. More time than anticipated
was also needed to deepen the understanding of different value chains and to identify what power
and opportunities actors in these value chains possess in order to effectively engender substantial
changes in the food sector. Apart from the analysis the development and coordination of joined
strategic interventions, such as research, direct engagement with the companies and others key
actors in the sector and the potential role of the public, had to be carefully prepared within the
Oxfam Confederation.
Changes in the implementation of activities and outputs in comparison to the plan
The most important changes at the confederation level relate to the launch of the land grab
campaign, which was launched simultaneously in multiple countries on all continents in September
2011 95. Prior to this launch most efforts concentrated on researching land grab cases of which 5 have
been mentioned in the “Land and Power” report 96. Implementation of the following activities did not
take place 97.
• Initially the publication of 4 separate case studies of land grabbing highlighting the role of
international private sector organizations was foreseen. Of 5 case studies on land grab
completed, only the Uganda case was published as a separate case and used for public
campaigning and media work 98.
• The launch initially included that of the ILC Land Matrix database which maps some 1300
land grab deals at global level. While headline statistics from the Matrix were included in the
land grab campaign launch, the launch of the Land Matrix itself was postponed to March
2012 99. Oxfam changed its status from partner of the Project, to a `supporter`, owing to the
challenge it experienced in resourcing the continued research work, and because of possible
consequences for Oxfam staff and partners at country level in places where the content
released with the publication of the Matrix could be highly sensitive.
• The consolidated quarterly progress report does not allow for verification whether all 17
Oxfam affiliates participated in the launch of the land grab campaign but only specifies
Oxfam affiliates in the US, Netherlands, Italy, France, UK and Australia 100101. Other countries
that participated in the launch are Belgium, Canada, Ireland, and New Zealand. Others
followed after the launch in September 2011. Oxfam Brazil was not actively involved in the
campaign because it just opened its new Oxfam International Office 102, and neither were
Mozambique and Pakistan 103.
With regard to the land freeze campaign that started in October 2012, no major changes in planned
activities and outputs were identified. However, Oxfam Brazil did not participate in this
Confederation level activity, stating that its National Development Bank (BNDES) is much bigger than
Message from Katia Maia, Head of EJ Campaign. 15th May 2012.
Further checking of the web is needed to count the number of Oxfams that participated in the launch.
96 This report was authored by Oxfam Novib staff on behalf of Oxfam International
97 Interview Oxfam Staff.
98 Land grabs, A Growing Scandal, draft v.3
99 Year One Global Priorities Adjustment, GROW Campaign Operational Plan, 2011-2013, October 2011, Final Version –
Signed-off
100 Grow Campaign Quarterly Report July-Sept 2011
101 Also confirmed by an Oxfam staff member during interview.
102 Interview with Oxfam Brazil
103 Grow Campaign Quarterly Report July-Sept 2011
94
95
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the World Bank or the IFC. In consequence this Bank and similar banks in China or a future BRICSAM
Development Bank will not be inclined to follow policy changes regarding safeguards related to large
scale land acquisitions 104. No information is currently available on the contribution of the other
Oxfam affiliates to the land freeze campaign.
Changes in the activities of Oxfam Novib are related to those mentioned at the confederation level.
At Oxfam Pakistan level, further analysis needs to be done based upon the report submitted by the
evaluation team. The same applies for Oxfam Brazil which concentrated in the past year on ensuring
increased collaboration with the rural movements in Brazil. No information is yet available on Oxfam
Mozambique.
Changes in strategy
The most important change from the planned strategy is that related to the land grab launch 105.
Whereas initially public campaigning and media work has been successful in engaging the general
public on the Uganda case (10,000 Oxfam Supporters emailed the company involved and the
financers 106), these public activities meant to change standards had to cease when the company and
the communities agreed to enter into a voluntary mediation under the auspices of the IFCCompliance Advisor Ombudsman aiming at seeking redress for the communities.
When realizing the risks and the consequences of this case study approach in which corporates or
investors are named where appropriate, “the countries of other land case studies requested a profile
scale down” 107 and Oxfam decided to shelve this strategy for the time being and to update its
strategy.
Outcomes to which Oxfam has contributed

At Confederation level
In relation to the launch of the land grab campaign in September 2011, the following outcomes have
been identified:
• Since January 2012 the Uganda case is in voluntary mediation with the community under the
auspices of the International Finance Corporation - Compliance Advisor Ombudsman 108.
Other actors such as investors and certification bodies are also looking into the case. A
similar case is under discussion at the RSPO but this outcome is not within the unit of analysis
for this evaluation, although it contributes towards achieving the objectives of the land grab
campaign 109.
• A wider audience has been mobilized at the global level to stop land grabbing (numbers yet
unknown) and the Land and Power report is being circulated and referred to in at least the
High Level Panel of Experts of the UN CFS 110, the World Bank 111 and in the RSPO 112, quoted
and covered by renowned news agencies such as BBC World Services, BBC World TV, Voice of
America, CNN Spanish, Canada Broadcasting Corporation, Al Jazeera, the Wall Street Journal,
Interview with Oxfam Brazil
Interviews with Oxfam staff
106 ‘Grow’ Campaign Quarterly Report, October – December 2011
104
105
107

GROW Campaign Operational Plan, 2011-2013, Year One Global Priorities Adjustment October 2011 Final Version – Signed-off

Oxfam International (2012)
109 A similar case is under discussion at the RSPO. The allegations against Sime Darby another company which case was
reported in “Land and Power” are currently the subject of a complaint to the RSPO. Sime Darby has acknowledged there is a
conflict and dialogue with the communities is about to start. The case has also contributed to the RSPO agreeing in
September 2012 to take measures to improve the practices of certification bodies related to social issues and in particularly
land. They are working on training sessions and manuals for Community Based trainers, including social issues and seek
cooperation with other Round Tables to achieve this.
110 Grow’ Campaign Quarterly Report, July – September 2011
111 ‘Grow’ Campaign Quarterly Report, October – December 2011
112 Interview finding
108
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Brazil's O Valor, France's Le Monde and The Australian. Oxfam’s land ‘teaser video’ Glen Gary
& Ross picked up 10,000+ views on OI and OGB channels 113.
In relation to the campaign targeting the Committee on World Food Security (UN CFS)
• The Civil Society Mechanism (CSM) - as the officially recognized Civil Society structure to the
UN CFS and in particular its working group on land tenure - was very effective in the
negotiation process and managed to improve the standards adopted in the VG. It became an
official mechanism of the UN CFS in October 2010 and is currently the largest international
mechanism of civil society organizations in the world. Since its official recognition
governments’ attitudes has tremendously changed 114 in that they started to respect the
technical expertise of civil society. During the process the CSM became very professional and
proposed major changes in the final texts of the VG that improved its content during three
negotiation rounds in July 2011, September 2011 and May 2012 115.
• The UN World Committee on Food Security is now being recognized as a global governance
mechanism on land and natural resources and starts working on responsible agricultural
investments, monitoring and resilience in the coming 2 years. It has become a more
important platform to discuss agricultural investments and land tenure issues than an earlier
non inclusive process on Principles of Responsible Agriculture Investment (PRAI) initiated by
the WB, IFAD, UNCTAD and FAO.
• The Voluntary Guidelines have been adopted and include the recognition of a wide variety of
different type of land tenure and reaffirm the importance of human rights in relation to the
governance of land tenure. They also include the principle of Free Prior Informed Consent
(for indigenous communities) and use quite progressive language on consultation for nonindigenous peoples, equal access of women and men to land, fisheries and forests.
The land freeze campaign will continue in the coming months. It has already led to one public
reaction by the WBG regarding the land freeze demand 116.
In the Netherlands
In relation to the launch of the land grab campaign and the campaign targeting the Committee on
World Food Security (UN CFS), the Dutch Government publicly committed itself to work towards the
adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines and to comply with these when Dutch based multinationals
breach these guidelines and in particular those that receive public support for private sector work
(FMO, IDH, etc.) 117118. It mentioned the Transparency Benchmark, the Principles of Free and Prior
Informed Consent (FPIC), the OECD guidelines for multinational enterprises.
With regard to the Fair Bank campaign targeting Dutch banks, four out of ten large Dutch financial
institutions substantially improved their policy or provided written commitment to do so within a
year. These were Delta Lloyd and ABM AMRO, SNS Assets Management and Triodos had promised to
improve its policies regarding land issues in 2013.
Overall budget estimate (and the MFS II budget) and financial management

Program 1, “Right to a sustainable livelihood” has 15 outcome indicators of which 4 indicators can be
related to the land and FCC campaign 119. Another indicator (N04: Number of partner organizations
Grow Campaign Quarterly Report, July-Sept 2011
Informant CSM
115 Public sector resource person and Multi Stakeholder Initiative
116 http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/2012/10/04/world-bank-group-statement-oxfam-report-our-land-our-lives
117 Knapen (2011)
118 Knapen (2012)
119 No of policy changes regarding legislation, regulation and /or practices on access to property or inheritance rights and/or
compensation mechanisms for loss, in the field of land and water and preservation of biodiversity in particular to the
benefit of women; No of policy changes regarding pro-poor markets and financial systems; No of policy changes in
internationally operating companies and international institutions on natural resources and biodiversity; No of policy
113
114
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better able to communicate at the national and international levels the voice of people in rural areas
living in poverty - a building civil society indicator) is also used for registering transfers related to the
Grow Campaign.
Between 1st January 2011 and 31st October 2012, 1,454,675 Euro (25 % of total transfers related to
GROW) has been transferred related to the land grab campaign, and 372,143 Euro (6.5 %) for the
Food Company Campaign. Total transfers for the GROW campaign amount to an estimated 5,769,155
Euro which includes human resource costs as well as transfers of funds to partners.
Observations
• 2011 is the first year for ON that budgets are linked to the outcome indicators that will be
used for the period 2011-2015.
• These outcome indicators cannot be directly linked to outcomes in the ToC for the Grow
Campaign.
• Some parts of the Budget include financing of FTEs, whereas other parts are not.
The expenditures between 1st January 2011 and 31st of October include 6.7 FTEs within Oxfam Novib
working on the GROW campaign. A preliminary conclusion is that while these figures may provide an
estimate of costs made per land grab and FCC according to location, it will be impossible to link these
to the GROW campaign strategies, outputs and activities.
4.4.4

T1 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities

Improving land governance at the national level seems to have gained momentum on the African
Continent. Not only the African Union and the Pan African Parliament are progressing with the
implementation of the Land Policy Initiative guidelines, and discussing moratoria in the Pan African
Parliament, but also at national level more ODA is now being oriented towards improving land
governance in practice. The Dutch Government is already involved in an important number of
countries as a bilateral donor; the Land Governance Assessment Frameworks by the World Bank will
also result in more funding made available for concrete changes in practice. This trend (positive for
the time being) provides opportunities for Oxfam field offices to contribute towards positive change
at national level because it provides more space for dialogue.
At the RSPO, complementary to the Grievance Panel which has been chaired by Oxfam Novib until
mid-2012, a Dispute Settlement Facility is being put in place which aims at conflict resolution through
mediation at an earlier stage. How this will influence the behavior of private sector members in
practice is worthwhile monitoring.
Internal challenges and opportunities

Progress being made towards accomplishment of the ToC
When looking back at the ToC of the entire land grab campaign in the section above we can conclude
that objective 1.c, the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines by the UN World Committee on Food
Security (UN CFS) has achieved. In the coming years these non-binding guidelines are expected to
“inform the design of national processes.”
The two cases studies - Uganda - and Indonesia – and their spin off in terms of influencing standards
and practices of investors, corporates and certifiers show progress towards stopping the engagement
of international corporations in irresponsible large scale land acquisitions, the second condition in
the ToC. The same applies for the Dutch Banks that improved their land investment policies as a
changes regarding governments, international financial and trade institutions and multinational companies (via e.g. the fair
banking guide).
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result Oxfam Novib’s GROW campaign of the campaign of Oxfam Novib. However these outcomes
are still in an early stage and more needs to be done to test the different complaints mechanisms,
the robustness of certification systems, and to induce systemic change.
The high performance of the Civil Society Mechanism in the negotiations on the Voluntary Guidelines
are important signs of a growing movement of small holders and women from developing countries
who are capable of influencing policy formulation processes and the content of the final texts.
4.4.5

Analysis of priority result areas

Agenda setting

Change 120
When observing the ToC of the land grab campaign most outcomes are formulated in terms of policy
influencing and changing practice. Only the cross-cutting objective - growing movements to build a
better future where everyone always has enough to eat - is related to the priority result area ‘agenda
setting’. However no information about trends for this outcome is available from the monitoring
reports.
Oxfam’s Land and Power report and its case study on Uganda have been referred to by many news
agencies and within many organizations and meetings. The reference by the High Level Panel of
experts of the UN CFS, its circulation in the RSPO, the IFC and the World Bank, the Dutch Parliament
and Government, are all concrete indications that the terms of the debate on land issues are
changing, and serve to confirm and consolidate Oxfam’s position in the debate on land deals.
Another highlight is the increased organizational performance of the Civil Society Mechanism (CSM)
and its effectiveness in the negotiations on the Voluntary Guidelines. This became an official
mechanism of the UN CFS in October 2010 and is currently the largest international mechanism of
civil society organizations in the world. Since its official recognition governments’ attitudes have
changed 121 tremendously in that they started to respect the technical expertise of civil society (terms
of debate start to change). During the process the CSM became very professional and proposed
major changes to the final texts of the VG that improved its content during the three negotiation
rounds in July 2011, September 2011 and May 2012 122.
Based upon the successful adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines, the UN World Committee on Food
Security is now being recognized as a global governance mechanism on land and natural resources
and is now starting to work on responsible agricultural investments, monitoring and resilience in the
coming 2 years.
The initially negative but public reaction by the WBG on the land freeze campaign is a signal that it
takes messages from the OXFAM confederation very seriously.
At another level, preparatory work for the Food Company Campaign required major efforts of all
Oxfam affiliates to define a campaign strategy to which all affiliates adhered to before the launch of
the FCC Index in 2013 123.
All these outcomes relate to the following standard indicators:
In this section we will only mention changes that took place within the framework of the GROW campaign and we will
not make an inventory of all changes that we came across but that cannot be attributed to the GROW campaign. This is for
this moment a limited interpretation of the first evaluation question related to changes.
121 Informants CSM
122 Public sector resource person and Multi Stakeholder Initiative
123 One or two interviews with Oxfam staff
120
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Within the program, the relevant members of an alliance determine, share and keep-up-todate their policy positions and strategies;
Extent to which lobby/advocacy targets react upon the positions taken by the ILA program;
Relevant NGOs and/or other stakeholders involved in the program are invited to participate
in meetings (or organize meetings) relevant for the issue(s) by lobby/advocacy targets on
public/private sector policies or those of international institutions; and
The terms of public debate are influenced: New civil society perspectives and alternative
approaches are introduced into the policy debate.

Contribution

Oxfam’s contribution in relation to setting land grabs on the global agenda of a wide range of actors
is evident. The publication of the Land and Power report and the case study on Uganda are products
of the Oxfam Confederation with their partners working at field level with the affected communities.
The same applies for the public reactions on its report for the land freeze campaign.
With regards to the organizational performance of the CSM, and in particular the working group on
land tenure, informants consulted confirm that the Oxfam representatives (Belgium, Novib, Rome
office) plaid a constructive role in the working group. Within the CSM two major stakeholder groups
are represented: NGOs such as Oxfam and Action Aid; and social movements that were meant to
lead the process. The NGOs did commendable work in providing technical expertise to the working
group. Before integrating into the CSM, the working group on land was already established as a
facilitation team of the International Planning Committee for Food Sovereignty Food Sovereignty - a
network organization. Oxfam joined at an early stage when the idea of having a formal CSM
mechanism was adopted by the UN CFS. Oxfam Novib, apart from technical support, contributed
110.000 Euro to the CSM for operational costs and southern participation. Oxfam Novib was one of
the many organizations that contributed to this success and therefore is it difficult to assess the
relative importance of its contribution.
The UN World Committee on Food Security is now being recognized as a global governance
mechanism and for its success in taking over the negotiation process on Principles of Responsible
Agriculture Investment (PRAI). However further analysis is necessary to understand to what extent
CSOs deliberately influenced the non-inclusive PRAI process in favor of the more inclusive VG process
by the UN-CFS. More time for the investigation of this matter is needed.
Relevance

Relevance of all these changes is high, in particular the establishment of the CSM which is unique in
terms of its representation of civil society organizations and movements of all continents and all
sectors.
The relevance of the land freeze campaign will be discussed after the campaign has ended.
Explanatory factors

Particularly in relation to the CSM, Oxfam has been complimented for its constructive role to the
CSM in terms of technical expertise provided and this helped the social movements to lead the
process.
Policy influencing
Changes 124

In this section we will only mention changes that took place within the framework of the GROW campaign and we will
not make an inventory of all changes that we came across that are related to land grab or FCC, but that cannot be
attributed to the GROW campaign. This is for this moment a limited interpretation of the first evaluation question related
to changes.
124
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At the international level, the Voluntary Guidelines adopted in May 2012 are a significant change in
international policies (however non-binding) related to large scale land acquisitions. No other
guidelines (for instance those of the African Union) set a global norm for the governance of land
tenure and certainly none enjoy the buy-in of such a wide range of stakeholders, from many
governments, including the EU and US, and all sections of civil society. According to a statement by
CSOs that were involved in the negotiations, the VGs are not perfect. More emphasis is necessary on
the positive role of small-scale food producer groups as the highway to sustainable and socially
equitable development rather that large scale land acquisitions; work towards stopping water grabs;
further strengthening the Human Rights of Indigenous People in line with UNDRIP; and creating
effective accountability mechanisms 125. Oxfam was also part of the group of organizations that made
this public statement.
Other successful policy influencing activities are the commitment by the Dutch Government to work
towards the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines and to comply with these when Dutch based
multinationals breach these guidelines, in particular those that receive public support for private
sector work (FMO, IDH, etc.) 126127. It mentioned the Transparency Benchmark, the Principles of Free
and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC), the OECD guidelines for multinational enterprises. However the
evaluation team observes that the OECD Guidelines 128, reviewed in 2011, do not include the principle
of Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) which is particularly important for large scale land
acquisitions. FMO itself applies the International Finance Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards
which contain these principles and therefore uses a stricter policy standard than the Dutch
Government.
With regard to the Fair Bank campaign targeting Dutch banks four out of ten large Dutch financial
institutions had substantially improved their policy or provided a written indication that they would
do so by November 2012. These were Delta Lloyd and ABM AMRO, SNS Assets Management. And, in
spring 2012, Triodos had promised to improve its policies regarding land issues to in 2013.
All these outcomes relate to the standard indicator ‘Demonstrable changes in policies (or prevention
of policy changes, including adoption of new policies)’. This is not only about changes by public sector
organizations, but also by the private sector and multilateral institutions 129.
Contribution
Adoption of the VG guidelines: important elements in the Oxfam strategy are based on lobbying their
respective governments to adopt the Voluntary Guidelines because their representatives have a vote
during the final session on the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines during the CFS meeting in May
2012. Apart from national lobbying and advocacy, Oxfam also petitioned the Rome Institutions (FAO,
IFAD, WFP).
At the Dutch level, Oxfam started with the launch of the land grab campaign in September 2011
during the launch of the land grab campaign. Its requests were reflected in questions by Dutch
Members of Parliament (MPs). It presented its report in a meeting with the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (MFA), that of Economy, Agriculture and Innovation (MoEL&I), the Dutch Development Bank
(FMO), and other private organizations that receive Dutch ODA. The December 2011 report (to which
ON contributed) of the International Land Coalition 130 provided another opportunity to approach
The Guidelines on the Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests are a first step, but much more is needed to ensure people’s
rights to land and natural resources; Joint statement of civil society organizations which have actively participated in the
process of developing these Guidelines
126 Knapen (2011)
127 Knapen (2012)
128 OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises 2011 EDITION
129 The standard indicators as they are at this moment do not differentiate between changes in public policies, private
policies and international policies or conventions.
130 ILC (2011)
125
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Members of Parliament, as a result of which other questions were tabled. No other Dutch
organizations were involved in this lobbying activity 131. At the same time the evaluators acknowledge
that many actors are active on land governance issues in which the “LANDac: The IS Academy on
Land Governance for Equitable and Sustainable Development” plays a central role in ensuring
exchanges of experiences between these actors. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the initiator of the
LANDac that started in 2009 and Oxfam is actively involved in this since that moment in time.
In Germany a similar process was followed and the issue was then discussed in the EU working group
on land policies, including Dutch representatives, which helped the EU to formulate its opinion.
At the same time the representative of the Netherlands in Rome was briefed about the formal
position of the government vis-à-vis the voluntary guidelines. Other countries where similar Oxfam
actions took place include Belgium, France, and USA.
Oxfam Novib’s demands from the Banks were to use both the Principles of the UN Special
Rapporteur on Right to Food and those of the Tirana Declarations as a benchmark for best practice,
including: (i)respecting and upholding the principle of FPIC for all affected communities, and where
land is acquired, ensuring compensation, rehabilitation and resettlement to affected communities, as
appropriate, especially women; and (ii), ensuring transparency, with information on land deals made
publicly available. After the publication of the Fair Bank Guide with particular attention to large scale
land deals in February 2012, Oxfam Novib launched a public campaign (155.000 contacts reached and
58.000 hits on YouTube video), accompanied by extensive meetings with 10 banks separately and
including a meeting on land grabbing organized by Oxfam Novib (in October 2011). Apart from
Profundo responsible for the research for the Fair bank guide, no other actors but Oxfam Novib were
involved in the campaign in March April 2012. The Dutch public campaign on banks was pushed
forward with the Launch of the Land Freeze Campaign targeting the World Bank in October 2012.
Earlier experiences with the Fair Bank Guide have proven to be effective in changing banks policies.
However, Delta Lloyd already published a thematic paper ‘Land grabbing’ in October 2011. It is not
certain if this is the result of Oxfam’s work or Delta Lloyd already engaging in the discussion before
the launch of the campaign 132.
Relevance
The adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines and those of the African Union are a milestone for
advanced land governance and is expected to influence standards set by international institutions
and fora. The African Union adopted its own guidelines and frameworks already in 2009 and it is
unlikely that it will start another process of reviewing these. It is also unlikely that the regional
organizations (ECOWAS, SADC, EAC etc.) will review their policies. Real changes in practice need to
take place at the national level where challenges as corruption (land administration is one of the
most corrupt sectors), and elites having vested interests need to be faced in order to achieve
increased agricultural production through FDI 133. The African Continent increasingly is gaining
momentum to improve its own land governance mechanisms at national level and most respondents
knowledgeable about Africa do not see the utility of the Voluntary Guidelines in terms of their
implementation at national level. They see them as a standard to refer to which can be useful for
lobby and advocacy at national level.
According to a number of respondents, the Voluntary Guidelines are not an issue in the RSPO, and its
relevance for Brazil needs to be further elaborated 134.
A question that remains unanswered at this moment is to what extent the Voluntary Guidelines
provide the necessary guidance to change or strengthen control and accountability mechanisms in
131 Further

analysis is needed on an analysis of the new government policy on private sector development, in co-ordination
with Both ENDS. This was shared with MPs and with Cordaid, ICCO, Partos, HIVOS, Woord en Daad and the DUTCH CSR
platform in October – December 2011. The Dutch Social and Economic Council (SER) recommended that Dutch companies
receiving aid funding (to invest in development) should comply with the OECD CSR guidelines for multinationals
132 Thema paper “Land Grabbing” Delta Lloyd, oktober 2011
133 DevNet, Uppsala Centre for Sustainable Development, October 2011
134 Oxfam Brazil Office
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countries where international companies are registered. For instance, will the Dutch Government
improve its instruments to hold international companies registered in the Netherlands accountable?
The ON campaign targeting Dutch banks succeeded in changing bank policies, but as yet has had
limited impact upon the two biggest banks according to the Top Bank in the World 2012 list 135.
Explanatory factors
Strong elements in the lobbying of the Dutch Government are based upon the lobbying of Members
of Parliament, and also maintaining good relations with the Ministries in charge, through face to face
meetings and participation in events organized by the Ministry. This has been the case for the
Voluntary Guidelines but also for the discussion on the screening of Dutch private sector
organizations that receive ODA for development work.
Oxfam Novib’s work on the Fair Bank Guide has proven to be successful in the past 3 years. This
approach is based upon active engagement with the Banks and Investors, prior to publication of the
scoring report, and then using public campaigning to mobilize the Dutch audience to take action,
whilst at the same time keeping contact with the Banks and changing scores publicly when they show
improvements.
The success of the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines is due to the collaborative efforts of
different Oxfam offices at different government levels, in addition to its support for the CSM.
Changing practice

Changes
With regards to the case of Uganda case, the following changes occurred:
• The affected community and the company are currently in a voluntary mediation process
under the auspices of the International Finance Corporation-Compliance Advisor
Ombudsman 136.
• At the same time the financers of the company are looking into the case 137.
• The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) filed its own official complaint with the certification
body, SGS Qualifor that carried out the certification of the plantations in Uganda in October
2011 138. The case was referenced to the FSCs ASI for further investigation.
Another change is that Sime Darby is subject to a complaint at the RSPO. As a result of Oxfam Novib’s
advocacy Sime Darby has acknowledged there is a conflict and now dialogue with the communities is
about to start. The case has also contributed to the RSPO agreeing in September 2012 to take
measures to improve the practices of certification bodies related to social issues and in particularly
land.
Relations with the standard Indicator: “Concrete changes in practices of lobby targets as to policy
formulation.” The cases published were meant to seek redress for the community; change
certification systems and their implementation and/or complaint mechanisms; and induce systemic
change 139.

http://www.relbanks.com/worlds-top-banks/assets
http://www.oxfam.org/en/grow/pressroom/pressrelease/2012-01-23/oxfam-welcomes-independent-process-addresscommunity-grievances-uganda
137 FSC is an unexpected outcome, according to Oxfam staff.
138 http://www.oxfam.org/en/grow/pressroom/pressrelease/2011-10-25/fsc-complaint-certifiers-ugandan-land-grab
139 The only standard indicator maintained for changing practice, seems to be rather limited in the light of these expected
outcomes. Alternative indicators could encompass elements as ‘responsiveness’ of lobby targets to seek redress (public
and/or private); changes in the implementation of certification procedures of lobby targets; changes in complaint
mechanisms by lobby targets. Another standard indicator which is now classified under policy changes seems to be more
appropriate under changing practices. This is the ‘demonstrable shift in accountability structures for public sectors’.
135
136
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Contribution
Given the sensitivity of the Uganda case, the evaluation team did not seek information on this case
from external resource persons, in particular in terms of contribution analysis. It was not possible to
interview the partners in Uganda with whom Oxfam managed to support the communities to file a
complaint.
With regards to Sime Darby, Oxfam Novib definitely contributed towards achieving the outcome
described. However, Oxfam’s work in the RSPO is outside the scope of the unit of analysis set for this
evaluation, because most of its funding is secured by other sources than that of the GROW campaign.
Relevance
If both cases are successfully settled in terms of redress for the community and changing certification
systems, then important steps can be made for other cases. However the sensitivities are
considerable and need to be carefully balanced.
Explaining factors
Good quality of the case study report, intensive public campaigning which led to public action and
direct meetings with the companies, the investors and complaint mechanisms.
4.5

Fair, Green and Global Alliance

The unit of analysis for the evaluation of the ILA program of the Fair, Green and Global Alliance (FGG
Alliance) is the Strategic Objective 3, to reorient trade and investment policies, as defined in the Call
for Proposals. Based on the long-term goals at national and international levels not the complete
program was selected to be evaluated. See the selection further below. We also selected three
international cases.
The Indonesian case-based field research on biofuels, developed together with an Indonesian
partner, used by Milieudefensie for its biofuels campaign was studied by the evaluators in detail. Key
question for this case study research was to see how and to what extent that work contributes to the
overall program of Milieudefensie and how it actually helps the local people in the case area.
The work done by ActionAid on biofuels is also a case. ActionAid work on the same issue but has a
different approach, e.g. until now they have been using field research from within the own network
instead of doing own investigations.
From the Trade and Investment work one case will be the EU - ASEAN (TNI, SOMO) Free Trade
Agreements. We will specifically look at actions and developments in one of the four target countries
where the FGG Alliance has local partners: Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand. The
focal country is The Philippines, plus the regional campaign.
Data sources

This report is built on in-depth interviews and analysis of documents. Several meetings were
organized with in total 5 representatives of the Alliance members and four interviews were
conducted with external respondents. External respondents included two scientist and two lobbyists
external to the Alliance. Documents treated as data sources for this baseline assessment included the
original and revised MFS-II applications, documents with extensive information about the Theory of
Change, the various campaigns applied, an extensive baseline study 2011 conducted by the Alliance
itself 140, information about publications in the press, publically available documents of the Dutch
Parliament and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (e.g., parliamentary questions and answers, parliamentary
letters, policy statements, amendments filed), EU (concept) directives, websites of the biofuels
industry, internal monitoring documents, and informational emails sent to international Alliance
partners and collaborators. Much information, e.g. lists of outcomes so far, assumptions,
140

E.J. Quak. 2011. “Trade & Investment Programme Baseline Study.” FGG Alliance.
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collaborators etc., was asked for and given by email by the respondents. A case study on biofuels was
implemented in Indonesia 141. Both at the national office in Jakarta (7 persons) and in the regional
office in Semarang (2 persons) staff of Milieudefensie’s local partner Walhi and external resource
persons (3 persons) have been interviewed.
4.5.1

Reconstruction of T0

The FGG Alliance as a whole

The overall objective of the Fair, Green and Global Alliance is to contribute to poverty reduction and
to socially just and environmentally sustainable development by enhancing the capacity of civil
societies in the South. The program focuses on enhancing civil society’s capacity in relation to four
strategic areas: (1) to develop, promote and upscale exemplary policies and practices for sustainable
development; (2) to ensure effective corporate accountability measures; (3) to reorient trade and
investment policies; and (4) to reorient financing policies.
The members of the Alliance are: Both ENDS (lead applicant), Milieudefensie, ActionAid Netherlands,
SOMO and Transnational Institute (TNI). Alliance members have complementary experience and
skills in each of the four intervention strategies. The Clean Clothes Campaign is also part of the FGG
Alliance but does not play a role in activities under strategic objective 3 and is therefore left out of
this evaluation.
The Fair, Green and Global Alliance brings together six Netherlands-based NGOs with solid track
records of sustained cooperation with Southern counterparts, working together on solutions to
global poverty and environmental degradation. The mission of the Alliance and its Southern partners
is to assist poor people in the South in amplifying their voices so they can more effectively influence
decision making and policy processes that affect their access to basic goods and services, decent
work, sustainable livelihoods and sustainable environments. The Alliance envisions a world where
poverty is eradicated and sustainable livelihoods are guaranteed through access to decent work,
public services, a fairer distribution of power, resources and wealth; and where the production,
distribution and consumption of resources is limited to the ecological capacity of the Earth and
guarantees the needs of future generations. In the vision of the Alliance, the increased cooperation
of CSOs nationally and transnationally plays an essential role in translating local aspirations into a
global force for change.
The role of each Alliance member in the functioning of the Alliance as a whole can be summarized as
follows 142:
• Both ENDS (Lead applicant): monitoring, analyzing and lobbying for sustainable capital flows;
supporting existing and emerging Southern networks in developing alternatives; strengthening
the capacity of Southern groups to influence decision-making processes at national and
international levels, and facilitating dialogues with relevant stakeholders.
• As to SO3 Both ENDS works on: Trade (e.g. Economic Partnership Agreements -EPAs) and
Investment (e.g. Bilateral Investment Treaties - BITs) Agreements.
• Milieudefensie: documenting cases, projects and investments with positive and negative impacts
on poverty reduction and sustainable development; stimulating governments, corporations and
banks to adopt policies that contribute to sustainable development in the South, preventing
operations that enhance poverty and mobilizing public support.
• As to SO3 Milieudefensie works on eliminating harmful industrial biofuel policies, Ending
Illegal Timber Trade (FLEGT), and Sustainable Timber Procurement Policy in the
Netherlands
• ActionAid Netherlands: supporting partners and communities in Sub-Saharan Africa in bringing
about changes in practices related to natural resources; linking partners to facilitate innovation;

One evaluation team member prepared a separate, internal report on this case: U. Fernando, 2012, The Jatropha Dream.
A case study from Fair Green and Global Alliance’s Milieudefensie and Walhi Indonesia on Biofuel. Jakarta-Semarang,
November 2012. 37 pp.
142 Source the MFSII, stage 2 proposal and information from FGG staff.
141
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conveying the concerns of communities and CSOs in Africa through European and international
advocacy and campaigning efforts
• As to SO3, ActionAid works on eliminating harmful industrial biofuels in Europe. This
work is done in cooperation with the global ActionAid federation (ActionAid
International). Collaboration is about advocacy within Europe and development and
linking to specific cases and needs in Southern countries (This links to larger objectives in
fighting land grabs and strengthening local land rights).
SOMO: conducting action research; joint research projects with partners and integrating this into
lobbying, advocacy, dialogue, negotiation and campaigning strategies; contributing knowledge
about corporate accountability, multinational corporations and providing links to a large network
of stakeholder organizations
• As to SO3, SOMO works on: Trade (e.g. FTAs including EPAs, CEPA, EU India FTA) and
Investment Agreements (e.g. BITs).
Transnational Institute (TNI): promoting, developing and up-scaling alternative development
proposals and initiatives and linking groups globally; monitoring the impacts of the current trade
and investment policies and developing alternative policy proposals.
• As to SO3, TNI works on: in cooperation with rural social movements TNI develops
research and advocacy around access, control and ownership of rural people over
resources and land including impact of trade and investment policies on land, and with
partners and networks in the South TNI carries out research and builds regional and
global advocacy around trade and investment agreements.

SO3 is the unit of analysis presented in the Call for Proposal but the summarizing list of roles above
shows that it is too complicated to include all elements in this evaluation. We chose the following
limitations:
• The work on Trade and Investment Agreements is very much related and is within the unit of
analysis. The work with the longest history by members of the Alliance in this field has been done
on Trade Agreements. However, since the Lisbon Treaty came into force, which defined that the
competence on investment policy would be transferred from individual member states to the EU,
investment chapters will be part and parcel of European Trade Agreements. Governments
consider trade and investment to be narrowly related and interdependent. The tendency is to
combine the two. Consequently, also in the FGG strategies and Theory of Change this work is
considered as one unit.
• The work on biofuels is also within the unit of analysis. According to the FGG Alliance it is still an
upcoming issue to which various parties dedicate more and more time. Both Milieudefensie and
ActionAid work on it. The programs are partly done together and partly separated. It will be
interesting to see to what extent the strategies applied by ActionAid and Milieudefensie are the
same, complementary, and if cooperation within the FGG Alliance would be beneficial for
progress on the theme.
• As the work of Milieudefensie on timber (procurement and FLEGT) is relatively isolated from the
other work and relatively separated from work of the other Alliance members, it has been
decided to take it out of the unit of analysis. Besides, these are older dossiers with results
already. They still need monitoring of implementation of what has been agreed in policies
already. The timber procurement campaign is purely focusing on the Netherlands.
Contextual factors

International Trade Agreements. The work of the FGG Alliance focuses on a range of Trade and
Investment Agreements. In around 2005 there was a move within the EU from a de facto moratorium
on new Free Trade Agreements (FTA) negotiations to stimulate activities in this realm. This has been
brought about by four factors: (a) the difficulties in multilateral negotiations within the WTO’s Doha
Development Agenda and the EU’s failure to achieve its aim of a comprehensive WTO agenda, (b)
The need for the EU to respond to the US trade policy which saw FTAs as a bilateral means to the end
of multilateral liberalization and rule making, (c) the burgeoning economic growth in Asia and the
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conclusion of a range of FTAs that has accompanied this growth, and (d) the change of the EU
Commissioner responsible and of staff within the European Union DG Trade. 143
A decade ago, there was much optimism about the potential of foreign direct investment as “an
engine of development.” But globalization, monetarism and liberalization have given companies
greater global influence and legal rights without a parallel increase in measures that ensure
accountability. National-level control systems remain “evadable, inefficient, incomplete, unenforceable, exploitable, or negotiable” and international regulation is nearly non-existent.
According to John Ruggie, the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative for Business and
Human Rights, globalization has created “governance gaps...between the scope and impact of
economic forces and actors, and the capacity of societies to manage their adverse consequences.”
Although civil society consultation processes and dialogue have become increasingly institutionalized
and CSOs have the potential to offer viable, fair and sustainable policy alternatives, civil society still
lacks both an equal voice in these processes and the bargaining power necessary to really influence
decisions. As a result, poverty remains pervasive and unsustainable development persists.
International trade and investment liberalization and decisions made by the WTO are major factors
that have contributed to what Ruggie identifies as the excessive “scope and power” of corporations.
Bilateral investment treaties (BITs) have played an especially important role in this trend, as
countries have increasingly signed BITs as a way to attract FDI (Foreign Direct Investment). While
there are severe doubts if International Investment Agreements in fact succeed in attracting FDI,
through these and other trade agreements, corporations have acquired the power to sue
governments in international arbitration panels and dispute settlement bodies, such as the World
Bank’s ICSID (International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes), if governments introduce
legislation that may negatively affect profits. For example, over 30 ICSID (International Centre for
Settlement of Investment Disputes) cases were filed by corporations contesting public interest
measures instituted by the Argentine government during its 2001 financial crisis.
The influence of civil society in the North and the South on macro-level institutions and negotiations
is much less in comparison with corporate lobby. Civil society is not structurally included in
international policy forums like the WTO, the OECD or the UNFCCC. In WTO negotiations, for
instance, the social and environmental aspects of trade have been singled out as issues not central to
the negotiations. Southern CSOs have no structural role in Northern decision-making processes, even
when issues that will have an enormous impact on poverty and development in Southern
communities are being deliberated. 144
Biofuels. Since some 10 years, bio-energy is growing. Governments have strongly supported the R&D
for bio-energy. Bio-energy is supposed to be a sustainable source of energy which helps as one of the
measures against emission of greenhouse gases and thus against climate change. Next to that it was
perceived as good for European farmers and it would make Europe less dependent on oil-rich
countries. Production of biofuels in the South would have positive socio-economic effects.
Unfortunately, much bio-energy production is not as sustainable as anticipated. According to FGG
Alliance members, already before 2008 there were concerns about biofuels production competing
with food, pressure on land and land rights, as well as concerns on the environmental side
(deforestation and negative climate impact) and the fact that no criteria were set on these issues.
One external informant states that before 2008 there was not much public or political discussion
about biofuels and bioenergy. It was supposed to be ‘green’ and it had a positive image.
Milieudefensie calls this ‘the green myth’. In 2008 food prices rose sharply, which led to unavailability
of food in certain towns in developing countries. This was also (partially) attributed to demand for
biofuels. NGO protest against the role of biofuels increased sharply during 2008. The European
Commission reacted by issuing the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) 2009, which came into force in
2010. This Directive is already less optimistic than the general mood in Europe of some years
before 145, but still this target was set despite the protests and concerns of certain NGOs (e.g.
ActionAid, Milieudefensie and Friends of the Earth).
Woolcock, S. 2007. “European Union policy towards Free Trade Agreements.”
FGG. 2011. MFSII proposal of the FGG Alliance, stage 2.
145 External resource persons.
143
144
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The 2009 Renewable Energy Directive sets binding targets for renewable energy. It sets a 10%
binding minimum target for the share of biofuels in transport petrol and diesel consumption. This is
to be achieved by all EU Member States by 2020, and builds on the 2003/30/EC Directive, which set
the goal of achieving a 5.75% biofuels share by 2010. The minimum target of the share of biofuels in
transport petrol and diesel consumption creates an artificial market for biofuels. Biofuels are used
because it is prescribed, not because they are cheaper than fossil fuels. The target led to an increase
in investments and ‘land grabs’ and it contributed to the image of biofuels as a booming business,
with high expectations for the future. 146
Apart from biofuels for transport, there are two other important uses of biofuels: biokerosene and
woody biomass production for electricity and heat. For biokerosene the current use is very limited,
but the European aviation industry has launched a plan to use 2 million tons of bio-kerosene in 2020.
As to woody biomass production each EU country has to develop a National Renewable Energy
Action PLAN in which it has to demonstrate how it will achieve the general 20% target at country
level. An overview of these plans showed that member states want to achieve 36% of the renewable
energy target through the burning of woody biomass. 147
Objectives and strategies: theory of change

According to the MFS-II Stage 2 proposal, the following results are to be reached: (a) 4 southern
governments have taken measures to improve coherence on trade and investment development
policies, (b) Netherlands and EU have taken measures to improve coherence in trade and investment
policies, and (c) The EU has an improved policy on agrofuels trade. According to the 2011 document
‘Baseline Data output and outcome level’, these goals are to be reached via the following outputs:
•
•
•
•
•

Participating CSOs in 4 Southern countries and 2 EU countries use the skills, knowledge and
contacts they have acquired through the program;
Participating CSOs in 4 Southern countries and 2 EU countries demonstrate ability to apply
skills, knowledge and contacts acquired through network facilitation;
CSOs in 6 countries in the South and the EU are communicating effective public messages
about the impact and need for better coherence between development priorities and
international trade and investment policies;
CSO networks covering 6 countries in the South and the EU advance quality proposals for
more socially and environmentally responsible trade and investment frameworks; and
CSOs have acquired new allies within 4 Southern and 2 EU governments willing to engage
with alternative proposals.

According to the FGG Alliance the core of the work of FGG members is collaborating with their
Southern partners 148. At the one hand those partners are supported, at the other hand there is
cooperation especially in executing studies in the field on the lobby issues at stake and in carrying
out joint lobbying towards the EU and other multilateral actors.
In the FGG Alliance strategic objective 3, there are at least five theories of change for the various
areas the Alliance focuses its attention on. This evaluation will deal with three of them: one for the
Trade& Investment Agreement work, one for the biofuel activities developed by ActionAid and one
on biofuel activities developed by Milieudefensie. A strategy that is leading in all activities is an
emphasis on the need for long-term public outreach and that pro-poor and pro-environment policies
are most effective if they start at the local level. 149 Bottom-up and community-led initiatives and
processes of change are key to systemic and sustained development. At the same time, many
obstacles to the alleviation of poverty and the promotion of environmental sustainability are found
at the global level and require participation from numerous CSO groups in various countries on
various continents. The Alliance has, therefore, adopted the strategy to strengthen the power of
Southern CSO partners that are grounded in poor and affected communities to engage in policy
External resource person.
Milieudefensie. 2012. Projectplan Lobby and Advocacy Milieudefensie Agrofuels policies , internal, confidential report.
148 Written comments FGG staff on draft baseline report.
149 FGG. 2011. MFSII, stage 2 proposal
146
147
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reforms and to promote alternative policies and practices from local to global levels. The emphasis
on public outreach fits the ”Expose, Propose, Practice” approach originally developed by
Milieudefensie as a necessary complement to the less critical approach of other NGOs. Based on the
experience of Milieudefensie and those of other Alliance members, “Expose, Propose, Practice” has
been selected as the underlying FGG program approach and consequently public outreach is a key
program activity.
Trade and Investment Agreements
According to FGG Alliance members, provisions of current international trade and investment
treaties are incompatible with the goals of poverty reduction and equitable and sustainable
development. The Alliance members aim for improved civil society involvement in order to enhance
accountability and ensure that decision making does not conflict with the principles of justice, equity
and sustainable development. This requires strong, trans-nationally networked coalitions of civil society organizations that are able to promote and influence policy in favor of development policy
coherence. Therefore the Alliance members aim to cooperate more strategically and
build/strengthen alliances with networks in the North and the South. However difficult, they are
convinced that only a well-organized transnational network of NGOs can influence trade talks and
that, in the context of gradually more organizations worldwide leaving trade behind as a working
area (in the Netherlands, the FGG Alliance is the only one actively working on this), the need to have
active CSOs in this field is as urgent as it has always been. In addition to strengthening CSOs, the
Alliance members conduct direct lobby and advocacy towards policy makers, especially in the
Netherlands. With regard to direct advocacy towards policy makers active in the field of
development, the relation between their work and trade and investment policies is not obvious. It is
also the other way around: policy makers on trade and investment do not see the relation of their
work with development policies. Besides, it is a very complicated issue. So knowledge and
understanding are certainly a considerable part of the game. In the Netherlands specifically, the FGG
Alliance aims to contribute directly to the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs efforts to increase
greater coherence between development policy and other government policies which have an
impact on development.
The Alliance focuses on several international trade and investment agreements and tries to exercise
influence so that in each agreement texts and policies are changed on the following issues:
• Food security and land issues: FGG aims for rules that govern the trade in agricultural
commodities and processed agrifoods that are designed to support the right to food; the
eradication of hunger and poverty; the fulfillment of basic human needs; environmental
sustainability; and global climate justice
• Investor obligations: FGG focuses on diminishing excessive investment protection laid down
in investment agreements and advocates for obligations of states to balance investor rights
with the (inter)national obligations relating to sustainable development and the safeguarding
of wider human, social, political, economic and cultural rights
• Universalized services: FGG focuses on the detrimental effects of liberalization and
deregulation measures e.g. on the accessibility, democratic control, quality and affordability
of (former) public services (such as water, electricity, financial services).
The importance of each issue varies from country to country. The assumption is that successes in
changing texts in one agreement will help to reach success in the other. So although the agenda is
extensive, it is one entity. The actual time dedicated to a specific agreement depends and will
depend on the actual developments in the negotiations. It also depends on capacities of the FGG
Alliance and partners.
FGG focuses on the following Trade and Investment Agreements:
• Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between the EU and India;
• FTA between EU and various (probably 4) ASEAN countries;
• FTA between EU and Colombia/Peru;
• Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) with former colonies of EU-member states,
particularly the east African Community;
Several Free Trade agreements are between the EU and non-European partners. EU decision makers
including members of the European Parliament are key lobby targets. However, Dutch decision
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makers have decision making competence as well. Lobbying and advocacy at the European level is
done in conjunction with partners outside the Alliance, mostly in the context of the Seattle to
Brussels (S2B) network, of which SOMO, Both ENDS and TNI are active members. The continuation of
the work by these non-FGG partners and the S2B network on trade and investment is a critical
condition for success of the FGG Alliance.
For influencing the above mentioned agreements FGG developed theories of change which are
comparable with the one for Zimbabwe/South Africa, which is explained below. There is no space
here to elaborate them all. On request a detailed flow chart is available.
Bilateral Agreements on Investments between the Netherlands and Zimbabwe and the Netherlands
and South Africa can serve as an example of the FGG theory of change as described above. The aim
in the casus is to have changes in the text or cancelled BITs of two agreements between the
Netherlands and two Southern countries. One line of action is through Dutch decision makers, who
should become critically aware of development dimensions of BITs. Therefore Dutch MPs should be
encouraged to call for an investment policy which is more coherent with development policies.
Therefore it is necessary to create public support for an improved investment policy. This has to be
realized by influencing the general public: media work on negative impacts of Dutch investment
policies. It should be accompanied by advocacy and lobbying towards the decision makers. In order
to make this possible it is important to do baseline mapping on decision making processes on Dutch
BITs. For this it is also necessary to do research on Dutch BITs and possible negative impact. It is also
important to organize international CSO conferences and debates together with partners, to show
the importance of the issues at stake and increase the number of CSOs that are critically aware of the
situation.
A second line of action is through the Zimbabwean and the South African side. The aim here is to
make Zimbabwean and South African decision makers critically aware of coherence dimensions of
BITs. This will be promoted by supporting CSOs in the respective countries and by cooperation with
them. A supporting activity is the development of a CSO-driven Alternative Investment Mandate,
with concrete (positive) proposals for Trade and Investment Agreements. These proposals will be
used in the lobby and advocacy work. The development of cooperation between the Northern and
Southern partners is critical to achieve success. On the one hand Southern partners are supported,
on the other cooperation is established. This is all necessary in order to build effective networks. The
Southern partners can influence their own government (who are at the negotiation table with the EU
or the Netherlands) on the issues considered important for change. The pressure of these Southern
partners is considered to be a key element of the strategy of intervention. In the short term it may
cost time and effort, but in the long term it secures sustainability and it also enhances the credibility
of the whole effort. Ultimately these Southern partners need to get access to decision-making
processes in their own country.
Biofuels Milieudefensie
The FGG partners Milieudefensie and ActionAid are both working on biofuels, but there significant
differences:
• Main focus of Milieudefensie at this moment is on aviation (bio-kerosene) and on
governmental policies leading to oil palm plantation expansion. The only aspect on which
both organizations work is the revision of RED and (ad-hoc) Dutch targets, which will increase
in the coming 2 years.
• For ActionAid the starting point is policy coherence for development, while for
Milieudefensie it is the struggle against ‘the green Myth’ around biofuels.
Milieudefensie focuses on three applications of biofuel: bio-kerosene, co-firing woody biomass, and
biofuels for road transport. The three sub-campaigns additionally must contribute to weaken the socalled ‘green myth’ about bio-energy. Until now the work focuses on bio-kerosene.
At the top of the ToC is the objective ‘no contribution of Dutch companies and Dutch Government
policies to environmental pollution, nature devastation and destruction of natural livelihoods
resources in the South’. It has to be noted that ‘Dutch Governmental Policies’ also includes EU
policies. At the basis of the approach is the work on cases, developed together with Southern
partners in one or more countries in the South, which experience negative impacts from the
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production of biofuels. The cases serve to put pressure on a Dutch target company which is directly
or indirectly linked to the case. The goal is that the company takes responsibility for the case and that
the case is solved. Another goal is that the company improves its general policies towards the South
and supports Milieudefensie in improving the situation in the entire sector. Both the case and the
change of behavior of the company will make the government aware of problems in the South and
their relationship with Dutch policies. This should then lead to adapted regulations. The case work is
an important input for the general work on lobby and advocacy regarding the biofuels issues.
Case work and lobby and advocacy are supported by informing the media about issues related to
biofuels. Public support is organized through actions to have the public write letters about biofuels
issues. Other supporting activities include the preparation of complaints to e.g. RSPO (Round table
Sustainable Palm Oil) and follow up discussions. Coalition work with other NGOs in Europe and the
Netherlands is vital in order to organize effective lobby. Collaboration is sought with scientific
institutes and scientists to make them support Milieudefensie’s pleas.
Biofuels ActionAid
According to ActionAid the debate so far has mainly focused on environmental impacts and Indirect
Land Use Change (ILUC). However the negative impacts of biofuels on developing countries, and in
particular food security and land rights of poor communities, should be put more prominently on the
agenda. The ultimate target of the ActionAid campaign is the elimination of harmful industrial
biofuels in Europe or exclusion of the use of first generation biofuels. This is to be (largely) reached
by two main outcomes: the removing of the EU RED target and a comparable policy change in the
Netherlands. A third way would be strong social sustainability criteria for any – potentially harmful biofuels imported through the normal market, but this way is not a key focus at this moment. The
outcomes that are necessary all have to do with changes in policies, behavior of policy makers,
parliamentarians, ministers and civil servants at relevant ministries in the Netherlands. Central is the
outcome ‘the Dutch government becoming aware of concerns with biofuels, it makes public
statements accordingly and takes position/actions’. This is because the Dutch government is
supposed to be able to influence the EU on its RED policy and at the other hand has off course
influence on national policies.
The actions should be both directed at RED policy level in the EU and Dutch policies on biofuels.
Within the Dutch government, apart from the minister for the Environment, the minister for
development cooperation is considered important, as the biofuel issue has to do with coherence
between development policies (taking e.g. into consideration social aspects like women’s rights and
energy / climate (and trade) policies.
The case work is an important input for the general work on lobby and advocacy regarding the
biofuel issues. But until now ActionAid has used cases and other research either produced by other
members of ActionAid International or others. Case work is important but more structural/macro
evidence is needed too.
The biofuel work is part of a larger theory of change that doesn’t only tackle drivers such as biofuels,
but also aims to strengthen local land rights and governance structures (including corporate
accountability). These are not part of Strategic Objective 3 of the FGG Alliance, so formally outside
this evaluation, but results obtained there and results within Strategic Objective 3 could reinforce
and complement each other.
Important supporting activities include: coalition forming with other CSOs, dialogue with policy
makers, research and case studies, publishing reports and position papers, engage Southern experts
and activists in Dutch debates and organize debates, dialogue with other key stakeholders (e.g. the
EC 2012 social report writers) and the organization of public opposition (petitions), including
informing the media. Messages, influencing the general public are important tools. On request a
detailed flow chart is available.
Planned activities

In the section above the theory of change of each of the themes is described, including a description
of the chosen strategy. Please refer to the above as listing or describing the activities envisaged
would be a duplication.

86 van 237

Wageningen UR, Social Sciences Group (SSG)

For quality of life

Budget and financial management

The overall budget for the FGG Alliance 2011-2015 was proposed to be € 47,501,688 (MFS II
application, Stage 2), of which € 24,468,560 was approved. Both ENDS is responsible for the overall
financial administration of the FGG Alliance. Each organization has its own financial management.
Both ENDS is in charge of monitoring if spending is according to the budget. For Outcome3.1, which
is the outcome to be evaluated, "4 Southern governments and 2 European governments take
measures to improve coherence between international trade and investment policies and
development policies, including for example an improved policy on agrofuel trade” in total €
3,029,952 is available:
• For Both ENDS in total € 281,660, for Milieudefensie € 500,000, ActionAid € 149,823, SOMO
€ 482,669 and TNI € 1,615,800.
• The funds from Both ENDS, SOMO and TNI (in total € 2,380,129) are to develop the activities
around Trade& Investment.
• The funds for ActionAid (€ 149,823) are all intended for activities on biofuels while the funds
for Milieudefensie are spent on biofuels, timber procurement and FLEGT (Timber
procurement and FLEGT are outside the unit of analysis, see below).Milieudefensie’s budget
for biofuels is € 354,216.
So some 2.4 million euro of a budget of 3 million euro is targeted at advocacy for improved
international trade and investment agreements. The spending on lobbying for changes in policies and
practices around biofuels is some 500,000, which is less than 17% of the total for outcome 3.1.
4.5.2

T0 Reflections

External and internal challenges and opportunities

Trade and Investments. The European Commission has the mandate to negotiate trade agreements
on behalf of the member states. The FGG Alliance produced a baseline study with the situation.
Some excerpts from that study:
“On 1 January 2011 little progress has been made to make trade and investment policies fair and
sustainable. Progress has been made so far with the more active role of the European Parliament
(EP) in the FTA (Free Trade Agreements) and BIT (Bilateral Investment Treaties) negotiations. It’s still
unclear how the European Parliament (EP) will deal with their new competences, but there is a clear
call for a Social and Sustainability chapter in trade agreements and the EP had some fundamental
objections to the EC-proposal on future BITs. But these references to more social and sustainable
measures still aren’t strong enough to change the character of both the EU FTAs and BITs. Although
the Commission would come with a new communication in 2011 on Trade and Development, it is
doubtful to expect the Commission will radically change its policy in such a short term. It is difficult to
measure exactly how CSOs have managed to influence the negotiations for FTAs, because the
negotiations are behind closed doors. For that reason access to negotiators and policy makers is very
important to know what’s going on and receive leaked documents. The Doha Round being stalled
and EPA in Africa are clear examples of how successful cooperation between CSOs and critical
governments can be. Due to this approach the EU has shown a bit more flexibilities on contentious
issues in EPA, but still it moves very slowly. Also the pressure for an alternative Model BIT comes
mainly from Southern countries, especially Latin America, in cooperation with local CSOs. “
Favorable and unfavorable context factors for lobbying and advocacy 150
In 2007 two scientists 151 evaluated the actions of NGOs concerned with development issues, human
rights, and the protection of the environment as to the question: do they influence EU Trade Policy?
The answer was negative. NGOs do not have resources with which they can threaten or enhance
political actors’ chances of re-election or re-appointment. They argued that, although NGOs have
gained access to policy makers, they had largely failed to shift policy outcomes in their favor. This
conclusion can be contested, but the argument shows that the situation is complex and far from
easy. Many NGOs shifted some years ago their attention from trade agreements towards influencing
150
151

This section is largely based on interviews with the external resource persons
Dür, A and D. de Bièvr. 2007. “Inclusion without influence? NGOs in European Trade Policy.” Jnl. Publ.Pol.., 27, I, 79-101
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concrete companies active in value chains which start in developing countries, or towards the theme
climate change. However the organizations active in the field of trade and investment agreements
argue deregulation and liberalization policies, as imposed by the WTO, Free Trade Agreements and
Bilateral Investment Treaties have enshrined corporate rights above responsibilities and presenting
the hard law. All proposals and guidelines to regulate corporations are voluntary, representing soft
law.
The context for achieving results from lobbying and advocacy is not very favorable. The issues are
very complex and e.g. parliamentarians are not invited by their constituencies to work on the issue.
The target groups to be influenced are different of nature: the persons who do the negotiation in the
EC, the various EU countries with different interests. For example the Netherlands and Germany very
much want to preserve their own investment model and do not want the EU (or the European
Commission) to change much. The openness of the governments and the EC is reported to be
limited. The negotiations and deliberations are not open. NGOs claim that they influence the
discussions within the EC (resulting in changes in texts) but the papers that would sustain such claims
are internal and not open to the public. Until now the investment rules that are proposed by the
NGOs are perceived as being only in favor of developing countries, so this is more difficult to ‘sell’
within Europe. However, this is changing, since companies from the South and the newly emerging
economies are also investing in Europe and may threaten policies in the interest of the public and the
environment through the investor to state mechanisms. The issue is difficult to be picked up by the
media: it is complex and progress in negotiations is slow (the media ask: so what is new?). The
economic crisis plays a negative role. The EC has the slogan: “we will trade ourselves out of the
crisis,” so we need free trade to fight against the crisis. The NGOs are working on a case which has in
principle the moral support of the general public with arguments like: to be in favor of an equal
distribution of resources etc.
The picture is mixed, but the context factors seem less favorable than for the biofuels lobbying (see
below).
Biofuels. The FGG baseline 152 describes the situation at the start of the project as follows:
“Food Security is related to trade policies, biofuels policy and investment policy. The EU holds on its
approach for free trade to solve food price volatility. It has not spoken out yet on the impact of
biofuels on food supply and land-use change and these topics aren’t included in the sustainability
criteria. On investment the approach is to look for more opportunities to invest in developing and
emerging countries with the protection of a new future EU-BIT that favors the investor’s rights but
not their duties. This will stimulate the surge for arable land to grow biofuels on. Although food
security is high on the political agenda worldwide nowadays there is not (yet) a coherent policy that
includes trade, investment, development and social protection.
The 2009 EU RED Directive came into effect in December 2010. The 2003 Directive was not very
successful as by 2010 only a small number of member states reached the target with Germany in a
leading role. On 10thJune 2010, the European Commission published a package of documents (two
Communications and a Decision) that will help implement the EU's requirements that biofuels must
deliver substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, including: Sustainable Biofuels
Certificates, Protecting untouched nature, and Promote only biofuels with high greenhouse gas
savings. The package means that only biofuels that meet the conditions will count for the national
targets the 27 EU Member States have to reach by 2020. This applies for all biofuels, whether they
are produced within the European Union or imported from outside the EU. Only these biofuels can
receive national public support such as tax relief.”
After 2009, so more or less at T0, in the biofuel debate ILUC (Indirect Land Use Change) and
greenhouse gases became more important. The argument on ILUC is that production of biofuels in a
certain area will lead to a shortage of food crops, so these are going to be produced elsewhere. For
this production elsewhere forest and other ecosystems will also be transformed into arable land:
indirect land use change. Also during that time more studies became available which showed that
from a climate perspective biofuels produced specifically for that fuels (first generation) were often
not that positive as to their greenhouse gas emission, or even negative.
152

E.J. Quak. 2011. “Trade & Investment Programme Baseline Study.” FGG Alliance.
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Favorable and unfavorable context factors for lobbying and advocacy 153
NGOs have to struggle against an opponent, the biofuel industry which promotes itself as ‘green’.
This complicates an otherwise relatively simple problem. The biofuel market is a market created by
EU and member countries’ policies on climate, agriculture, industry, energy and for geo-strategic
reasons. The policy power of the EU in this dossier is much bigger than e.g. in steering production
and use of fossil fuels, where there are more vested interests. It is a market in construction: the
targets have not yet been met. The governments (national and at EU level) have a certain openness
towards other ideas, however the relation between the governments and the biofuel industry seem
to be strong. It is not clear how influential lobbies of the opponents are. In general there are many
more meetings between governments and the industry than between governments and NGOs. The
same is probably true for Members of Parliament. However, the general public is a powerful factor
and not necessarily in favor of the industry. The discussion ‘food or fuel’ resonates in existing norms,
values, and religious and cultural beliefs. If a climate policy leads to hunger in developing countries,
the general public will not like it.
The openness of the Dutch government and the EU is not optimal: there is e.g. still a lack of
transparency as to figures on mixing of biofuels with fossil fuels. There is no lack in the organizational
capacity of governments or excessive mobility of staff which could be hindrances for effective
lobbying. The policy is first and foremost a climate policy so bringing in social issues about the
situation in developing countries (the conditions under which biofuels are produced) is more difficult
than bringing arguments and evidence to the table which show that biofuels are not beneficial at all
for diminishing emissions of greenhouse gases.
The media are open for information on biofuels from NGOs and will give attention to it, as long as it
is not too often. However based on the information the media make their own interpretation, which
is not necessarily the way the NGOs want it to be. The general public and the media in the
Netherlands are more focused on internal, national issues than in neighboring countries like
Germany, the UK and Belgium. From the outside the NGOs lobbying on biofuels may seem to form
one front, in practice the situation is sometimes quite different. NGOs like Greenpeace, WWFNetherlands and Solidaridad are under certain conditions in favor of production of biomass for
energy purposes, while Milieudefensie has a much more reserved position. Differences in views
could influence the strength of the combined NGO lobby. These differences were more pronounced
in the past and may increase again, e.g. when the use of woody biomass might become more
prominent.
Are the context factors as to the biofuels lobbying relatively favorable or unfavorable? As shown
above, the picture is mixed, and although not easy, still seem fairly favorable.
4.5.3

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics

All Alliance members involved needed more time to start their activities. ActionAid in particular had
to implement a change in staffing and this resulted in not all activities being implemented. TNI
developed a new more realistic timeframe for their contribution on this objective.
The cooperation between Alliance members seems to be professional. For the work on International
Trade Agreements there was a shared strategy on the Investment part 154. The different organizations
had divided specific roles and tasks and were in the middle of a process to better define their
common Theory of Change, and the evaluation also accelerated this process. The work on biofuels by
Milieudefensie and ActionAid does not seem to be more coordinated than NGOs generally do when a
number of NGOs work on the same theme: avoiding overlap, looking for the own niche, writing some
letters to e.g. ministers together.
The last paragraph above and this section are based on the interviews with the external resource persons.
FGG. 2012. “Project plan Lobby en Advocacy Towards an Alternative Investment Regime.” Internal confidential
Document no. 120916 11 pp.
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154

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

89 van 237

Contextual factors

On a general level the changes in context are very similar to those in the Ecosystems Alliance:
• Economic and financial crisis in the North gained strength;
• As result the position of BRIC countries has become more important for example with regard
to demands for resources, products and land but also in the light of political influence. Also
the economic and political strength of Southern countries is increasing;
• In the Dutch context, support for development cooperation is decreasing;
• Whether the attention of citizens and consumers for topics such as international trade
agreements and biofuels is equally decreasing is tough to answer. For biofuels there certainly
is much attention in the media but for international trade agreements less.
As to International Trade Agreements, not many changes can be observed in the last two years.
Processes of negotiations are slow and the dossiers are complex. European governments and the EU
face the challenge to play chess on two tables simultaneously, the bilateral and multilateral
negotiations.
At the end of 2011 the EU Commission effectively created a new deadline for the conclusion of the
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) by proposing to withdraw preferential market access from
15 African countries if they should not have started to ratify their EPAs by 1 January 2014.
Accordingly, imports from these 15 African countries would no longer enter the EU through duty-free
quota free access under Market Access Regulation 1528/2007 (MAR1528) which provides duty free
quota free market access for African Caribbean and Pacific countries that have initiated an interim
EPA. Instead, the 15 will either fall back to the GSP (General System of Preferences) if they are
eligible, or compete for access to EU markets facing the same (MFN) tariffs as high income countries.
Another important development in 2011 was the proposals of the EU Commission for a reform of its
GSP. The GSP is a tool to promote development through trade and currently provided preferential
market access to all developing countries. It has three categories: standard GSP open to all
developing countries; “GSP +” open to countries which sign and ratify 27 international conventions
on social, economic and cultural rights; and Everything But Arms (EBA) which is open to Least
Developed Countries. GSP when mentioned in the text refers to the standard GSP category. The GSP
was seen to be the standard fall back option for those ACP countries, who would see themselves not
in a position to sign up to an EPA. However the EC has proposed changes to the EU’s General System
of Preferences which see over 80 developing countries being removed from it. As a consequence the
proposed amendment of Market Access Regulation 1528/2007 and the GSP reform will have
implications for the political dynamics of the conclusions of EPAs. Both new EU trade regulations are
foreseen to enter into force on 1 January 2014.
The European policy on investment is new since 1st December 2009, when the Lisbon treaty became
effective. The EC took initiatives to elaborate it further e.g. on the question what to do with existing
treaties? It also elaborated directives for new negotiations. The Dutch and international NGOs have
sit together in order to define a common approach, strategies and division of roles. Negotiations with
Canada are almost finished and negotiations with Singapore are ongoing. According to one external
source, negotiations with India are on hold; first the negotiations with Canada would have to come to
an end. The FGG Alliance has information that this would not be true: the negotiators still meet. The
high level of Investor protection and investor-state settlement resolutions, requested by the EU is a
cause of tension in the negotiations, in particular with India. NGOs have chosen to use this as a key
issue to build advocacy around.
Regarding biofuels we identified one more important additional factor that influences the context of
the FGG program:
• According to one external source the lobbying of the agricultural sector and industry has
grown considerably. Others say that it was already strong. These sectors were able to
influence the new directive in the sense that Indirect Land Use Change (ILUC) should only be
reported on while in the first texts it was part of the main criteria.
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Activities and Output

The Alliance undertook many activities and realized many outputs and there is no space to mention
them all in detail. Below is an overview of the most relevant types of activities that were achieved
and that had a contribution to the outcomes achieved by the Alliance. A more detailed of the specific
activities by each type was too long for this report and is available upon request.
International Trade Agreements
• Awareness raising and capacity building (knowledge and skills) of CSOs
• Networking and coalition building to mobilize around issues
• Organization of and participation in meetings with policy makers, CSOs, media, politicians
• Publications: research, writing, and dissemination (among policy makers, media, CSO
networks)
• Direct lobby: meetings and letters, emails to policy makers (in the Netherlands, EU)
• Inputs on specific polices during consultations or in specific inputs (often on invitation)
Biofuels
• Capacity building (knowledge and skills) of CSOs
• Networking and coalition building to mobilize around issues
• Organization of and participation in meetings with policy makers, CSOs, media, politicians
• Publications: research, writing, and dissemination (among policy makers, media, CSO
networks)
• Awareness raising
• Direct lobby: meetings and letters, emails to policy makers (in the Netherlands, EU)
• Changing practice: complaint at RSPO
Changes in strategy

The original expected outcomes had been defined taking into account a certain budget. The
approved budget was lower, and the expected outcomes have been changed from 6 and 3 to 4 and 2
policy changes.
Baseline mapping on BIT was not in the original proposal but proved to be necessary.
The new EC proposal for an amendment of MAR1528 at the end of 2011 could not have been
foreseen.
Outcomes

In the analysis below the outcomes are described and analyzed by priority result area. Please refer to
the below as listing of the relatively large number of outcomes achieved would be a duplication.
Budget and financial management

In 2011 only 360,547 euro was spent on the total SO3 program, being 62% of the budget of €
586,147 allocated for 2011. It is some 10% of the total available budget for five years. This was an
under-utilization. Due to the late start of the program several expenses moved to 2012.
4.5.4

T1 Reflections

External and internal challenges and opportunities

International Trade Agreements 155:
• The EC is often referring to the abundance of criticism expressed by the NGOs as an
argument to change things. This pressure is much needed.
Biofuels:
• The fuel quality directive of the EU (FQD) has a target of 6% of transport fuel in 2020 in
Europe from sustainable sources. This directive has an overlap with the RED and this creates

155

External resource persons.
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•

4.5.5

confusion. As long as it is in force the new 5% RED cap – in force since October 2012 - is not
sufficient.
Image biofuels: much has changed in this aspect.
Transparency on biofuels is improving, but there is still a lot to win. Many persons do not
know that e.g. in The Netherlands 4.5% of transport fuel is biofuels.
Analysis of priority result areas

Below a list of achieved outcomes by priority result area and by campaign theme and how the
Alliance contributed to them.
Agenda setting:

Trade agreements, general
1. At the end of 2012, the Alternative Trade Mandate, a proposal from NGOs for another set up of
international trade and investment agreements, has over 60 supporting organization Europe
wide. TNI, SOMO and Both ENDS participated in consultations for developing the Alternative
Trade Mandate. Texts developed on Decision making and Democracy, Alternative investment
policy, and on agriculture and trade. TNI hosted two consultations in the Netherlands on the
ATM text on trade and agriculture. 25 farmers, consumers and environmental organizations
attended and overall consensus developed on the text.
2. In December 2012 the Dutch Parliament has promised to organize a hearing about Dutch
involvement in land grabbing. This hearing is set for February 2013 with Action Aid and TNI being
invited as speakers. Contribution of FGG: TNI and FIAN NL visited together with a delegation from
Mozambique, the Dutch parliament and the pension fund ABP to discuss ABP's investments in a
project in the country.
Trade agreements, specific
1. The FGG Alliance aided the EU-ASEAN Free Trade Agreement Campaign Network in its campaign
against the bilateral EU FTAs with ASEAN member states. This network serves as the anchor for
national campaigns in ﬁve countries in Southeast Asia (Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand
and Vietnam). The network among others represents the region in the global campaign
challenging the EU’s FTAs. The campaign efforts on the EU-ASEAN FTA enabled the expansion of
campaign constituencies to include groups and networks working on health and access to
medicine issues. TNI supported the regional network and the network building and advocacy
activities in the Philippines and Malaysia.
2. Vote in European Parliament in October 2012 calling upon Commissioner De Gucht to investigate
the human rights violations in Cambodia. 156 This is in relation to land confiscations to establish
sugar plantations for sugar to be exported to the European market under the EBA (‘Everything
But Arms’ provides Duty-Free, Quota-Free access for products from the 48 Least Developed
Countries - LDCs). TNI is part of this initiative and organized two workshops during the Asia
Europe People’s Forum on Everything but Arms and impact on access to land in Asia.
3. As a reaction to a letter on the EU-Colombia/Peru FTA written by TNI, FNV and SOMO, the Dutch
Minister for International Trade Mrs. Ploumen has promised to the Dutch Parliament to deal in
detail with the issues mentioned in the letter and to answer the parliament before the end of
2012; this letter by Mrs. Ploumen came on 20 December 2012.
Investment treaties, general
4. In October 2011, the Socialist Party submitted questions to the Dutch Parliament on treaty
shopping and investment treaties. SOMO published a report on Dutch Investment Treaties:

156

See: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=MOTION&reference=B7-2012-0478&language=EN.
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Treaty Shopping for investment protection. Direct lobbying by SOMO, BE and TNI led to the
submission of the questions.
5. Numerous development organizations, legal experts, social activists, trade union representatives,
and campaigners from the South, Europe and North America united around international
investment policies. Brussels was the stage for a ‘Week of Action’ in November 2011 that
focused on current investment policies. Several southern FGG partners were co-organizers of the
event. TNI, SOMO and Both ENDS contributed to the organization of the week, both ﬁnancially
and organizationally and helped launch the call for an Alternative Investment Model which was
issued in three languages and signed by 92 organizations and 7 global/regional networks.
6. In October 2012, a seminar was held on investment, investor protection and investor to state
dispute settlements during the Asia Europe People Forum 9 in Vientiane, Laos, on which a final
declaration was supported by over 1000 people from Asia and Europe and distributed to Asian
governments. The relevance of this outcome is that the final declaration shows unity among a
wide group of NGOs from Asia and Europe on analysis of impact and strategies to advocate for an
alternative investment policies.
7. Strong support from Mrs. Chang, the WHO director, during WHO’s Framework Convention on
Tobacco Control (2012) towards Australia and Uruguay referring Philip Morris tobacco company
and the cases it started in the International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID)
to sue Australia and Uruguay, acknowledging the problems of investor to state dispute
settlement and its impact on public policy making. The case was brought to the WHO by REDES, a
TNI partner and Friend of the Earth member, with support of the FGG. Activities around the
Philip Morris case have generated understanding of the negative impact of Investment
Agreements globally.
Biofuels
1. On 20 February 2012, the Member of Dutch Parliament, Mrs. Sjoera Dikkers, who is from the
Dutch Labor Party, PvdA, asked written questions on the Dutch biofuel policy and on biokerosene policies that were based on the report produced by FGG partner Milieudefensie and its
local partner on jatropha production in Java, Indonesia, for the European bio-kerosene market. In
its reply on 12 March 2012 the Dutch government admitted that the value of the report is that it
shows that the sustainability of agrofuels must prove itself continuously, and that it is good to
continue checking agrofuels on their sustainability. For Milieudefensie this is relevant because
achieved that the problems with and doubts about biofuels for road transport now also relate to
biokerosine and jatropha, whereas still in 2011 jatropha was seen as a 'wonder crop' without
sustainability problems.
2. A large Dutch energy company said that Milieudefensie's Jatropha report has had a big impact on
the agro-fuels sector, also outside of the air transport sector. Until that report, the companies
and politicians were still hoping that Jatropha would be the 'wonder crop' that would provide
unproblematic agro-fuel and provide an alternative for palm oil that had been discredited
through Milieudefensie research reports since 2004. A big player in the agro-fuels sector told
Milieudefensie that it was a worst-case scenario for Lufthansa that in the pilot stadium of their
Jatropha flights, the use of Jatropha was shown to be unsustainable.
3. Unilever announced to address sustainability problems at its palm oil supplier IOI (letter writing
action organized by Milieudefensie).
4. In May 2012, Green Party (GroenLinks) MoP El Fassed asked written questions in Dutch
parliament on social aspects of biofuels production. Contribution FGG: ActionAid report.
5. The Green Party (GroenLinks) in Dutch parliament proposed a motion against a higher target for
biofuels. It was rejected, but also within other parties critical statements were made on criteria
for sustainability, and the use of first generation biofuels.
6. The Dutch deputy-minister in charge of development cooperation Mr. Ben Knapen, in an EU
meeting on policy coherence for development mentioned biofuels and RED as a concrete
example for policy coherence. In May ActionAid and OxfamNovib had sent a letter to the deputyminister, referring to an ActionAid report, after which both organizations were invited for a
meeting with civil servants.
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7. During the ‘Afrikadag’ (Africa day) debate on biofuels in 2011 organized by ActionAid, one
Member of the Dutch parliament and one from the EU parliament , both of the labor party,
expressed concern about land grab and EU-biofuel policies. ActionAid had invited the Director of
ActionAid Tanzania to speak at this day, as well as bilaterally with civil servants and other key
stakeholders and bring forward a specific case.
8. TNI was invited to speak at World Water Week in the High-level Panel discussion on the opening
day of the whole week. Water grab primer posted on many websites and used in the syllabus of
academic courses.
9. For the first time, the global peasant movement La Via Campesina in Marseille had water
grabbing on the agenda and invited TNI for a presentation (based on its publication) on water
grabbing.
10. Dialogue on China’s role in land acquisition in Burma, hosted by the Chinese embassy and TNI in
Chinese embassy in Yangon.
Policy influencing

Trade agreements, specific
1. FTA Colombia/Peru. The negotiations on the FTAs with Colombia and Peru have been
concluded. 157 The influence of NGOs on the negotiation text was very limited. One of the
successes is that the FTA is marked as 'mixed'. The European Commission wanted the FTA to be
categorized as a trade agreement and with that keep the ratification for itself. There was
successful lobbying of the governments of 10 Member States to claim that it was a ''mixed''
agreement. This means that the Dutch Parliament now also has a say in it. However parliaments
can only vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ and cannot make amendments. The European Parliament voted in
favor of the FTA although with smaller majority than initially expected. Colombian trade unions
and European trade unions (e.g. ETUC and FNV) are against ratification. FGG has used this FTA to
involve Dutch politicians more actively with trade policies. Since the Lisbon Treaty member states
have more influence if the FTA is ‘mixed’. And they can enforce ratification at member state
level.
Investment treaties, specific
2. South Africa announced not to renew its Bilateral Investment Treaty (BIT) with 10 EU member
states, using among others the argument that investor-state dispute settlement is unfair. FGG
member TNI has supported a partner in South Africa (EJN) to do research and advocacy on this
issue. The proposed cancellation still needs to be approved by the South-African parliament and
South Africa still needs to officially inform the Dutch government. If indeed the BIT with the
Netherlands will not be renewed the focus of FGG work will move towards putting in place
Alternative Investment Frameworks for South-Africa and the Southern African Development
Community.
Biofuels
1. In October 2012, the European Commission launched a new proposal regarding the RED to lower
the road transport target for crop-based biofuels from 10% to 5%. 158 In the EC proposal however,
indirect emissions from biofuels are still not taken into account. On ILUC (Indirect land Use
Change) reports have to be made. It is quite plausible that the activities of Milieudefensie and
ActionAid contributed to this policy change.
2. The motion of Dutch MoP Mr. Leegte for speeding up targets for biofuel mix (aiming for 10% in
2016; as adopted end of 2011 and originally to be introduced in 2013) has been postponed by
the new Minister of Environment (Mansveld, Dec. 2012) and will only start in 2015 (letter
January 2013), as well as ensure a 5% limit for conventional biofuels in line with EU proposal.
Almost all opposition parties in parliament have requested an even lower percentage or
complete phase out of food-based biofuels, putting pressure on the decision makers. It is

http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/press/index.cfm?id=691.
European Commission. 2012. Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council. European
Commission COM(2012) 595 final.
157
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plausible that there is a connection between this policy change and the combined actions and
critique of NGOs, including the FGG alliance.
Relevance
Regarding biofuels, the most significant change has been the proposal for a new EU directive on
Renewable Energy of October 2012. It can be considered a major achievement which would never
have been reached without the lobby of the combined NGOs in Europe. ‘The green myth’ - biofuels
are good for the environment and diminish greenhouse gas emissions – has to a large degree already
been demystified. Scientific research has also shown that several assumptions of the earlier EU policy
on biofuels were not true. Part of this research was started because of the NGO criticism on this
issue. ILUC originally was an NGO term on which later on scientists did research. NGOs have proven
to be fairly effective in influencing the general public: the image of biofuels has changed from
‘sustainable’ to an image of destruction of rainforest and emission of greenhouse gases. Newspapers
have reacted quickly on the new information. Politicians want to preserve feeling with society so
they reacted. They saw that biofuels originally were unconditionally positive and gradually heard
other stories. And then science comes up with evidence that is only in one direction. Politicians then
think: apparently the situation was not as clear as I thought initially. And they withdraw their
support. The only thing that now remains is the lobby of agriculture and industry, no NGO is in favor
of their position. The arguments have grown ‘thin’: it is a defense mechanism against losing
investment and losing jobs, it is not anymore about the supposed sustainability of biofuels. Just
interests, which make it doubtful if this is going to be a winning strategy. 159
The specific outcome indicators for influencing policy that will be used in the further assessment is as
follows:
• Number and relevance of Southern governments and European governments taking
measures to improve coherence between international trade and investment policies and
development policies, including for example an improved policy on agrofuels trade.
Changing practice

With regard to International Trade and Investment Agreements there were no outcomes that could
be categorized as ‘changing practices’. The choice of the FGG Alliance as to this issue is to focus on
the relatively abstract level of treaties and agreements and not on concrete implementation that
could come afterwards. FGG also has activities under other Strategic Objectives which are directed at
changing practices but these are not under evaluation.
Biofuels
1. In March 2012, KLM publicly promised that it will not purchase biofuels from the Dutch company
Waterland Int. (after publication of the Milieudefensie report). Also in March 2012, Lufthansa
publicly admitted that their estimations on CO2 reductions through the use of bio-kerosene had
been too optimistic. In dialogue with Milieudefensie, Lufthansa stated on February 8, 2012 that it
will not continue its pilot with Waterland International. Both decisions did not (yet) lead the
companies to drawing the conclusion that they should stop lobbying for what Milieudefensie
sees as high bio-kerosene targets.
2. In 2011, the Round Table on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) for the first time seriously takes
measures against the palm oil company IOI after complaints from Milieudefensie, Friends of the
Earth Europe and several Indonesian and Malaysian CSOs. RSPO concluded that IOI from
Malaysia had breached the RSPO code of conduct, and subsequently suspended the certification
of new plantations of the company. RSPO’s publicly accessible mechanism existed already before
2011 but was de facto dysfunctional: all earlier CSO complaints had not lead to serious
consequences for the companies.

159

External resource persons.

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

95 van 237

The Milieudefensie/Walhi report on jatropha 160
The Milieudefensie/Walhi report on jatropha for bio-kerosene did have much impact in Europe. It
changed practices of KLM and Lufthansa. It influenced companies and politicians in their
expectations about the potential for jatropha: much lower than originally anticipated. These
breakthroughs in thinking on the part of KLM and Lufthansa are significant achievements.
However up until now not much happened in the area where Milieudefensie’s case study has been
carried out: Central Java. Whereas the Dutch media (including Radio Nederland Wereldomroep in
Indonesian language) gave significant coverage of the case study including interviews with
representatives of Walhi Central Java, the media in Central Java took no active interest in the press
release and media briefing by Walhi in Semarang, the Capital of Central Java. Some journalists said
that they would visit the case site Gorbogan, but that never happened. The news items were not
published in newspapers. The interpretation of Walhi Central Java on the above is that jatropha is
not a ‘hot’ news item. There had been many stories on jatropha carried out in the media in the
period of 2009. The media are not any longer keen on jatropha. However, the presence of the
journalists and video team had put the Jatropha story in Grobogan in the limelight and attracted a
great deal of attention.
The main change that had taken place with Waterland (the company targeted by the Milieudefensie
report) is that they are no longer collaborating with Perhutani, the State Forest Company. Instead, a
new form of collaboration is reached with ESDM, the Indonesian Department of Energy & Mineral
Resources. Walhi attributes this to its campaign work done in terms of organizing farmers during the
research and mobilization period. But the change of collaborators has not made a significant impact
so far in relation to the farmers and community. To date, there had been no policy change in relation
to offering a better deal to the farmers on the part of Waterland. In fact, their labor policies have
become stricter. Waterland has fired some farmer leaders who were employed by the company as
supervisors. Conflicts have arisen between Waterland and some farmers. These conflicts still remain
unresolved. The supply of jatropha to Waterland does not seem to be significantly affected.
However, the main factory of Waterland was non-operational in May and June 2012. The exact
reasons are not yet known. It could be due to shortage of supply. However this is yet to be verified
and established by Walhi Central Java. Farmers are quickly abandoning jatropha. But this trend
started before the research and awareness raising work done by Walhi Central Java.
Walhi staff in its headquarters and in Central Java are of the opinion that jatropha is no longer a top
issue, not only for Central Java but also for other regions in Indonesia. Jatropha was proving to be a
failure from as early as in 2008. The biggest issue in Indonesia at the moment (2012) is palm oil not
jatropha. Since the publication of the case study significant changes in the staff of Walhi National
Office have taken place. A recurring question from the new national level staff was this: whose
priority was jatropha? Was it most of all benefiting a European campaign or the Indonesian one?
Some staff also did not feel happy with the fact that the case study was organized directly with the
Central Java office and to a lesser extent with the national office of Walhi. At national level the
number of staff involved in the case study was fairly limited. However, it has to be observed that for
the Walhi case publication the director of Walhi national wrote the preface, which shows a certain
commitment and ownership of Walhi national at the moment of publication.
These discussions show that the picture can rapidly change – as to the internal organization of the
partners and as to the contents of the issue - and that regular communication between partners is
important. As from April 2012 to October 2012 Milieudefensie's campaigner responsible for the case
Reactions evaluation team on Joint Reply CFAs dd 5 Feb 2013 to comments by FGG on the Walhi case study. Evaluation
team observes that comments made do not refer to ‘factual errors’, but to ‘methodological concerns’. Point 1, Terms of
Reference for the case study were shared with Milieudefensie beforehand and Milieudefensie has been interviewed on
January 11, 2013, after the draft case study report and first draft of the FGG baseline study were made available. This
section on the case has been adjusted after that meeting. Both interviews at National and Central Java office have been
conducted, including the executive director of Walhi Central Java office; not one respondent has been literally quoted in
this FGG baseline report. Most importantly, conclusions by the evaluation team are only on 1) situation for local
communities and their relation with Waterland Company and 2) on communication between Walhi and Milieudefensie. The
information collected in Indonesia and the Netherlands provides enough substantiation to draw those conclusions.
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and its follow up, was on a six-months sabbatical leave, and had just returned in office when the
WUR evaluator visited Indonesia early November 2012. Milieudefensie didn't yet have the chance to
catch up on the agrofuels dossiers with the new Executive Board members of Walhi National.
Although Milieudefensie focused in this case on jatropha, it has a longstanding campaign on palm oil
and it has developed several palm oil cases over the past years with Walhi, like e.g. with Walhi West
Kalimantan within FGG.
In conclusion the following:
• In the Theory of Change of Milieudefensie, the role of cases is important. The cases serve to
put pressure on a Dutch target company which is directly or indirectly linked to the case. One
goal is that the company takes responsibility for the case and that the case is solved. Another
goal is that the company improves its general policies towards the South and supports
Milieudefensie in improving the situation in the entire sector. Both the case and the change
of behavior of the company will make the government aware of problems in the South and
their relationship with Dutch policies. The case and publication by Milieudefensie/Walhi
rightfully has exposed serious issues regarding cultivation of Jatropha in Java and its impacts
on local populations. The case has contributed to the second goal: the publication had
significant impact in Europe, but the situation for local populations in general has not
improved between the start of the FGG program (January 2011, which is T0) and T1
(November 2012). The conflicts between the farmers and Waterland remain unsolved.
Whether the supply of jatropha to the Waterland factory for the longer term has gone down,
which would be a success for this campaign (although other factors also play a role here), is
an important open question and remains to be verified. These points refer to the first
mentioned goal in the Theory of Change and to ‘changing practice’, the heading of this
section.
• Also during the follow-up activities after a case is published there is still a need for
continuation of dialogue. The communication between Milieudefensie and its partner Walhi
in Indonesia needs improvement in this aspect. Communication between partners is about
alliance building, which is in principle part of the priority result area ‘agenda setting’ and has
not so much to do with ‘changing practice’, the heading of this section. The conclusion has
been put here because in the section above the context of the case is described.
4.6

Hivos Alliance, People Unlimited 4.1

The Hivos Alliance, People Unlimited 4.1, consists of four partners: Hivos (lead partner), IUCN NL,
Mama Cash and Press Now.
This Alliance trusts the creativity and capacity of people to increase the quality of life base making
their own choices. Together with local organizations and responsibly operating companies in
developing countries they contribute to a free, fair and sustainable world.
The vision of this Alliance is an ideal world in which citizens, women and men, have equal access to
resources and opportunities for development and in which they in an active way take part in decision
making processes that determine their life, their society and their future.
With the MFS II subsidy the Hivos Alliance will develop four coherent programs which together make
effective and sustainable contribution to building and strengthening civil society in the South as a
building block for structural poverty reduction.
The four programs are called Expression & Engagement, focusing on the enlargement of space for
free expression and freedom of speech and the involvement of citizens, Rights & Citizenship, aiming
for the development of a critical and representative civil society, rooted in the power of citizens that
come into action for a democratic, just and multiform society, Green Entrepreneurship, working
towards the improvement of the economic position of poor and marginalized men and women so
that they are able to participate in the society as full citizens, and the Action for Change program,
aiming for a change in policy and practice of policy makers, the private sector and citizens in the
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North for the purpose of concrete livelihoods improvements for people in developing countries. One
of the campaigns of the Action for Change program is the agreed unit of analysis of this ILA
evaluation.
The campaigns of the Action for Change program are:
• 100% Sustainable: Energy saving and global access to and a shift to sustainable energy;
• Stop Child Labor: Ban of all kinds of child labor, linked to the right to full time and high
quality education for all children; and
• Women@work: Fulfillment of the right to “decent work” for all women working in the
informal or formal economy.
Unit of analysis

Within the 100% Sustainable campaign four strategies or projects are being developed and
implemented:
• Strategy 1: Strengthen CSOs in the South
• Strategy 2: Run an advocacy campaign for access to sustainable energy
• Strategy 3a: CSR campaign in NL 100% Green IT
• Strategy 3b: Public campaign to increase support of the Dutch audience for energy efficiency
and renewable energy worldwide (not linked with advocacy)
• Strategy 4: Iconic Project (Sumba)
Strategy 3 is the Dutch part of the program while the other strategies are international.
Strategy 1 and 2 together constitute one campaign-project that hereafter is called the Access to
Energy campaign. Together with the 100% Green IT campaign in the Netherlands (strategy 3a) these
are the unit of analysis of this evaluation of the ILA program of the Hivos Alliance.
The other strategies, the Iconic Island project, and the increase of the support of Dutch audience for
energy efficiency and renewable energy worldwide, are not genuine advocacy campaigns. The first is
largely about national and local activities, campaigning and lobbying and the latter is a public
awareness and support program. Both are important for Hivos and its theory of change and they
both constitute relevant context factors but are not international lobbying activities in themselves.
Data sources

The baseline report is built on in-depth interviews and analysis of documents. In total, three
interviews were conducted with respondents internal to Hivos which included three individual
respondents. The interviews were followed-up with intensive exchanges of questions and answers by
mail and telephone or Skype. The third interview with Hivos’ director was mainly to triangulate the
information given by the two campaign leaders. We did not triangulate the given information with
other internal staff because we were convinced that it would not deliver any additional data. Six
interviews were conducted with external respondents, four about the Green IT project and two
about the Access to Energy campaign. The latter is more complex and therefore both case studies
will be on this campaign, including many more interviews with external informants to add new data
and to contextualize and substantiate the available data.
Documents treated as data sources for this baseline assessment included the original and revised
MFSII applications, planning and strategy documents, internal documents regarding the regional
workshops, the World Bank campaign, and the EU campaign. We also used summaries of the
evaluators’ interviews, information published on the Hivos website, letters send by Hivos to target
groups, contribution to consultations and reports commissioned by Hivos. Other documents used
were publicly available documents of the World Bank and the EU and the website of relevant actors,
such as UN SE4All, GreenIT and ICT Office.
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Case selection

The following two cases are selected to be researched, both being part of the Access to Energy
campaign:
• Lobby for a new World Bank policy. This lobbying activity is more or less finalized for now.
See outcomes achieved on World Bank, below. This is a lobbying case at the level of an
international forum that was undertaken in close cooperation with a US-based NGO partner
and with support from Southern partners. The outcomes have influence on the ongoing
debate and investment decisions of the World Bank Group and on the budget available for
access to sustainable energy. The evaluators want to review this project early in 2013.
• Access to sustainable energy in Uganda in relation to the UN SE4All initiative. Hivos recently
held its second workshop with partners in Eastern Africa meaning so this case going to start.
In other words, for this case T0 is the second half of 2012. Content-wise the SE4 All program
from the UN will be picked up on national level and an implementation plan will be
developed in order to get budget from the UN. Hivos’ Southern partner will lobby on this
development, an activity that is planned for 8 countries. The plan is to do the research for
this case study in February 2013.
4.6.1

Reconstruction of T0

The Alliance ILA program

Hivos is a development organization and it has a specific viewpoint on the climate & energy debate
that differs from the viewpoint of environmental NGOs with longer involvement in this issue. The
Hivos campaign is framed through the issue of climate change: Who is affected by it and who is
responsible for it?
Hivos acknowledges climate change and does not discuss whether climate change exists. It describes
the effects of climate change and communicates examples of victims to its target group, such as
disasters in poor regions, poverty resulting from failed harvest, decreased yields or changing
vegetation affecting nomads. Food prices can become an issue and therefore climate change is
directly related to poverty reduction and economic development. Another aspect is the cost of
climate change for developing countries that can increase up to 19 per cent of their GNP in 2030. 161
Hivos acknowledges that the largest part of the poor are women and therefore women are most
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. Women are also the first to suffer the consequences
because they often cultivate the land. 162
Furthermore, Hivos acknowledges human CO2 emissions as the most important driver of climate
change, and assumes that the reduction of CO2 emissions will be a solution to the problem. Logically,
rich industrialized countries are responsible for the current climate change as they became rich
thanks to industrialization and thus emitted billions of tons of greenhouse gases. International policy
developments regarding budgets for climate change adaptation are therefore part of Hivos’ interest
in this context. In the last two decades Northern countries promised to create large funds for
adaptation in developing countries but did not abide to the agreements made. Equally, policy
changes contributing to CO2 emission reduction in rich, industrialized countries are lagging behind.
“Climate change and sustainable energy production are high on the political agenda, public debate
generally focusing on how the use of fossil fuels can be reduced. Much less attention is given to the
lack of access to energy of people living in poverty in developing countries. Remarkably, the solution
to both issues is the same: renewable energy. In developed countries, we need to switch from fossil
fuels to renewable energy to combat climate change. In developing countries, renewable energy is
needed for development and to prevent people from becoming dependent on fossil fuels, which will
become scarce and more expensive in the years to come.” 163
161 Economics of Adaptation to Climate Change Working Group. 2009. “Shaping Climate-resilient development, a framework
for decision making.”
162 See for example: Hivos. 2009. “Duurzame energie als motor voor ontwikkeling,” MFS II Proposal and www.hivos.nl.
163 Eco Matser, Hivos, in EEPA. 2010. “Assessment of EU Policy; Sustainable Energy in Developing Countries: Shifting to
Renewables.”
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The 100% Sustainable campaign is the sole responsibility of Hivos. Internally, the leader of the 100%
Sustainable campaign is also leading the Access to energy campaign. He is also leading the overall
Climate & Energy issue within the organization. Another staff member is the lobbyist for the Dutch
CSR campaign.
The Access to Energy campaign aims to work with Southern partners for the national lobbying as well
as for lobby at international fora. The process to identify these partners is ongoing.
Contextual factors

Access to sustainable energy
The context of this specific topic is well described by the UN:
“Nearly 40% of the world's population rely on wood, coal, charcoal, or animal waste to cook their
food breathing in toxic smoke that causes lung disease and kills nearly two million people a year,
most of them women and children.
Electricity enables children to study after dark. It enables water to be pumped for crops, and foods
and medicines to be refrigerated. Modern fuels for cooking and heating relieve women from the
time-consuming drudgery and danger of traveling long distances to gather wood.” 164
More than 1.5 billion people are currently without access to electricity, four out of five of whom live
in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, mainly in rural areas, and whereas nearly 2.4 billion people still
use traditional biomass fuels for cooking and heating, causing severe health problems and the death
of 1.9 million people per year from indoor pollution, as well as environmental damage resulting from
the unsustainable use of natural resources. Access to energy is needed for development. Availability
of electricity improves social conditions (charges mobile phones, access to news on radio and
televisions, safety for women at street etc.), children are able to study at night and the use of energy
for production will enhance economic development. Replacing outdated cook stoves and open fires
with modern energy services would save the lives of 800,000 children who die each year as a result
of exposure to indoor smoke, according to the UN. 165
Not only the rural but also many of the urban poor rely on biomass for cooking and access to power
is very limited for the poor while the urban lower middle class and above has access to power,
traditionally through centralized, large scale, fossil fueled electricity production. In rural areas
decentralized production is much more logical. Energy production from sustainable sources is more
easily achievable through technologies such as biogas, solar power, small-scale waterpower or
energy-efficient modern cook stoves.
The United Nations General Assembly, which declared 2012 the International Year of Sustainable
Energy for All, is encouraging Member States and other actors to increase the awareness of the
importance of addressing energy issues and to promote action at the local, national, regional and
international levels. The UN also has a vision on who should or could do what: “Through innovation
in energy products and investment in deployment, businesses can create jobs and supply millions of
people with the tools they need to make a better life. Policymakers can do their part to remove legal
and regulatory barriers that stand in the way of business innovation and investments. Civil society
groups can encourage governments to make more sustainable choices and provide community-based
models of energy innovation.” The UN also sees the costs of technologies to capture renewable
source falling and becoming economically competitive. 166
Hivos does not believe that this will be enough. Large-scale investment in renewable energy is
needed for renewable energy to contribute substantially to increased access to energy, and to make
http://www.sustainableenergyforall.org/objectives/universal-access. Sustainable Energy for All is a global initiative lead
by UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon to mobilize action from all sectors of society in support of three interlinked
objectives to be achieved by 2030: providing universal access to modern energy services; doubling the global rate of
improvement in energy efficiency; and doubling the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix.
165 http://www.sustainableenergyforall.org/objectives/universal-access
166 www.sustainableenergyforall.org/objectives/universal-access.
164
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a difference in fossil fuel emissions. Hivos sees the gap between what is needed and what is done by
governments and by industries getting bigger and bigger. Access to sustainable energy in developing
countries is the responsibility of national and local governments while donors also play a vital role.
This requires a shift of the mindset and of resources from centralized fossil fuel-based energy to
renewable energy. The specific actions that are required for such a shift are dependent on the local
or national context which is different in every country. At the international level the mentioned UN
initiative Sustainable Energy for All (SE4All) and the World Bank are the leading, dominant actors.
Next to that, the Netherlands and the EU are important actors for Hivos, as well. Key aspects of the
Dutch policy context are: 167
• The goal regarding sustainable energy on the Dutch market is not very ambitious and will by
far not be reached with the current policy;
• The Dutch economy has a large CO2-footprint in Southern countries and the government
does not do enough and doesn’t take its responsibility;
• Dutch policy does too little to support developing countries in their struggle with the climate
change. A previous government promised 500 million euro extra for clean energy in
developing countries but the Netherlands continue to contribute to investment in fossil
energy through its contribution to the World Bank.
Key aspects of the EU policy context at the time of the EEPA/Hivos report in 2010, according to Hivos
and EEPA168 are: 169
• In terms of Official Development Assistance (ODA), the European Commission (EC) is a major
contributor to the expansion of fuel-rich investment in transport in developing countries, but
EC support for investment in the renewable energy sector is inadequate;
• Given the size, scope and focus of the EU ODA program, the EU is well placed to broker
investments in large renewable energy programs that would benefit developing countries;
• Neither the EC nor the OECD record financial allocations to renewable energy statistically;
• European Commission allocations for energy regionally favor the Balkans and former Soviet
Union and Mediterranean countries. Investment in energy in Asia and Latin America is
negligible and in the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) region is very small compared to
the needs of the region;
• While the EC has initiated specific initiatives to promote renewable energy, EC investment in
renewable energy through its mainstream programs of cooperation with developing
countries (CSPs) remains very limited. It was found that only 15 of the 99 countries studied
(or 15%) included “sustainable” energy as a focal or non-focal sector in their country
programs. The EC estimates that its spending on renewable energy, as a proportion of total
investment in the energy sector, is only 13 per cent. Renewable energy receives a mere 0.2
per cent of overall ODA allocations;
• The main EU instruments for cooperation with African, Caribbean and Pacific countries and
countries in Asia and Latin America (the ACP-EU Cotonou Agreement and the EU
Development Cooperation Instrument) do not include specific commitments to renewable
energy, and, in that sense, a framework for policy development in this area is lacking.
Last but not least, the context on country level in Southern countries is crucial. The public and the
private sector in Southern countries, national governments and energy companies, at T0 do very
little for access to energy. It is Hivos’ impression that they generally leave that to the donors – partly
as a result of the influence of development aid. Potentially the public sector in Southern countries
has the same influence on the energy infrastructure as in Northern countries: shaping taxes, giving or
denying certifications, steering of national energy agencies, creating better concessions systems are
all possible ways to increase the access to energy and to influence a shift to sustainable energy
sources. A more practical first step is to influence what donors are doing. If such Southern
governments have policy positions that are in line with those of an NGO and if they are willing to
actively lobby for it, then this could strengthen the lobbying efforts of the Northern NGO for
improved access to sustainable energy at the donor level.
Hivos. 2009. “Duurzame energie als motor voor ontwikkeling.”
Europe External Policy Advisors (EEPA) is a Brussels-based centre of expertise on the EU's external policies.
169 EEPA. 2010. “Assessment of EU Policy; Sustainable Energy in Developing Countries: Shifting to Renewables.”
167
168
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100% Green IT sector in Netherlands
Hivos wants Dutch companies to take their responsibility in the reduction of greenhouse gases in the
Netherlands. After research Hivos chose to focus on the Dutch IT sector as a large energy user in the
Netherlands. Further research showed that data centers especially are major energy users 170 and the
expectation is that this energy consumption will keep growing simply because the sector is expected
to grow: 171
• The energy use of the Dutch data centers is in 2012 about 1,6 (1,3-1,8) TWh. This will
increase to 2,1 (1,7-2,5) TWh in 2015;
• This equals the yearly electricity use of 450,000 average families.
Next to this content-wise reason to choose this data centers as the focus for this campaign, Hivos
decided to do so because no other NGO was working on this sector at that moment and Hivos has a
track record in the IT sector, although not regarding to energy-saving issues.
Increasing the efficiency of its energy consumption has to a certain extent the attention of the sector
already. That leads to many measures being taken within the sector itself. An important recent
development is the so-called Green Deal that the City of Amsterdam signed with the Dutch Minister
of Economic Affairs in September 2011. In this deal it was agreed that the City of Amsterdam will
develop an energy efficiency standard for data centers. This will be a reference to be introduced and
used country-wide. CE Delft concludes that this can result in a reduction of energy use by Dutch data
centers of almost 20%. This would equal 300 million kWh in 2012 which is as much as the electricity
use of about 85,000 households.
The City of Amsterdam has developed high norms for the efficiency of data centers in Amsterdam. If
these efficiency norms would become a standard for all centers in the Netherlands then this would
lead to a considerable reduction in Dutch energy consumption.
An important context factor for the campaign is the availability of genuine sustainable energy. If one
asks a large energy consumer to switch to sustainable energy, then this energy must be available.
Whether that is sufficiently the case in the Netherlands is a question not easily answered.
The alternatives are compensating the CO2 emissions or buying certificates of origin which in practice
means to support the market for certificates from Scandinavia, which does not lead to incentives for
new production of sustainable energy. Both alternatives are questioned by experts. 172 Hivos aim is to
increase the capacity of green electricity production. Scarcity would be an indication of success.
The availability of genuine sustainable energy also depends on the stability or instability of Dutch
policy regarding support for sustainable energy production. Only within a stable certain policy
environment will investments in new production increase. Hivos does operate to a very limited
extent in this policy field and will join other groups lobbying for the same cause because on their own
they have limited influence on this policy.
Objectives and strategies: theory of change

Hivos aims for 100% sustainable energy, as fast as possible and worldwide. This aim must contribute
to Hivos’ overall objective, i.e. the preservation and growth of opportunities for poor people. The ILA
projects under evaluation expect to contribute to this aim by energy saving on the one hand and
access to energy and a shift to sustainable energy on the other.
Access to Energy
The main goal of this project is to increase access to energy for poor people and to shift to
sustainable energy in Southern countries.
SOMO and Rank a Brand. 2011. “Hoe groen is het internet?”
CE Delft. 2012.”Vergroenen datacenters 2012-2015.”
172 External informants.
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Within the theory of change of this project a number of important assumptions exist:
• The lobbying in the North must go hand in hand with the lobbying in the South;
• If more CSOs are working for a policy that support the access to energy then they can make a
difference;
• The policy in Southern countries will become more important than donor policies; and
• Energy access is dominated by donors and governments due to subsidies and low/negative
ROI (return on investment).
This led to the following two strategic choices:
• Strategy 1: Strengthen CSOs in the South in order to lobby for access to energy;
• Strategy 2: Run an advocacy campaign for energy access both international as national (also
in the South).
In conjunction with these strategies Hivos aims to contribute to changes at the level of the following
targeted actors:
• International institutions, such as the EU and World Bank, in their role as donors and as a
policy institution;
• National governments and energy companies; and
• Private sector.
Two expected outcomes are formulated:
• CSOs have more awareness of and knowledge of policies on access to energy and they
strengthen their advocacy work; and
• International donors and institutions and national governments give more priority to access
to energy for the rural poor by renewable energy by changing their policy and increasing the
budget.
Hivos supports partners in Southern countries in order to lobby for structural changes in their
countries. In addition Hivos sees added value if staff from Southern NGOs joins in international
lobbying and advocacy. However cooperation with and between CSOs can only gradually be
developed in order to be able to strengthen the campaign. Therefore it was decided to start the
lobby campaign towards EU and the World Bank without the capacities of these Southern partners.
Hivos’ strategy regarding the Iconic Project aims to achieve the 100% sustainable island of Sumba in
Indonesia. This project/strategy is not under evaluation and its theory of change will not be reconstructed. The contribution of this project to the other projects and expected outcomes is to
achieve a clean and positive example of development based on access to renewable energy. This
example can be used in the other lobbying activities but it can also be used to give targeted actors
the opportunity to get more engaged in the issue.
Green IT in the Netherlands
The main goal of this project is that Dutch data centers reduce their CO2 emissions. Based on the
solidarity principle Hivos cannot only say what should change in the South but believes that actions in
its home country are also needed.
Assumptions for this project:
• Data centers are a major energy user and that demands continues to grow;
• Hivos has no added value if focusing on energy efficiency;
• New demand for sustainable energy produced in the Netherlands, such as from wind
turbines, has a stronger positive impact on real CO2 emission reductions than buying
certificates of origin from e.g. Scandinavian producers of water power;
• With regard to data centers, clouds173 are the future of low energy operations but while
technically this alternative is already available there is still a lot of resistance (regarding
safety of the data, privacy);
Cloud computing, means using multiple server computers via a digital network, as though they were one computer.
(Wikipedia)
173
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•
•

No other NGOs were working on this sector; and
Hivos does not have a strong name or image in this sector yet or with regards to this issue
and therefore chooses to convince a number of relevant actors and let them tell the story
within the sector as well.

This led to the choice regarding the project strategy namely to choose a cooperative approach and to
encourage Dutch data centers to choose in favor of what they call ‘genuine sustainable energy’.
In the first year the focus will be on external data centers. These are specialized commercial players
offering data center services to other users. These users are companies that need to store large
amounts of data and who prefer to outsource this activity. Hivos’ planning is to also focus on
(companies who run their own) internal data centers in the next phase, in 2013. Hivos expects that
major positive efficiency changes can be made in these internal data centers, but has consciously
opted to target them later, as working with (companies with internal) data centers is deemed more
complicated and will benefit from earlier experience with external data centers.
In conjunction with the strategies Hivos aims to contribute to changes with the following targeted
actors for the first phase:
Private sector:
• ICT Office
• Green IT energy desk
• Surf(Net) (this is a possibility, to be decided upon later)
• Energy suppliers
Government:
• Political parties in Dutch parliament
Expected outcomes with regard to external data centers to which Hivos aims to contribute are:
• Companies choose for an increase in the use of (real) green energy within their operations;
and
• Companies invest in more production of green energy.
New regulations by the Dutch government to support the increase of green energy production are a
pre-condition for the first and second outcome to be achieved.
Two other conditions for both outcomes are firstly that important actors within the sector itself have
more attention for green energy, instead only for energy efficiency. Secondly, energy suppliers must
create special price offers for green energy.
Another expected outcome that is important but which Hivos assumes will be achieved without their
intervention is the following (expected outcome without Hivos’ contribution): that data centers see
to an increase of energy efficiency within their operations.
Hivos is in favor of the Green Deal between the City of Amsterdam and the Minister because it
should lead to positive results with regards to the implementation of energy efficiency demands in
the Amsterdam region and that will be rolled-out country-wide. Hivos does not dedicate its own
funds and efforts to achieve this outcome because it believes that other actors already pay sufficient
attention to this issue.
In summary, Hivos chose the IT sector because of its energy use and more specifically the data
centers because of the expected increase in energy consumption. Another important choice is the
focus on use and production of green energy and not on energy efficiency. Hivos approach towards
the private sector is cooperative so far.
Planned activities

Many activities are planned for the two projects. A key activity is attending and being active at the
international level in case lobbying opportunities appear. That led to planning of activities to lobby
for a new energy policy of the World Bank and for changes within the European Commission.
Significant time is planned to build partnerships in Southern countries and to employ new staff in
developing countries and familiarize them with this new program.
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The Dutch CSR campaign started from the scratch and in the first year planned to select the sector to
focus on. With Hivos being new in this domain the planned approach can be described as
fundamentally cooperative.
Budget and financial management

Action for Change is 6% of the overall budget. Both projects are relatively small activities.
Access to Energy
The budget for this advocacy activity is part of the budget for "advocacy and support southern
partners.” Within this budget are also the activities for the more general climate lobby and the
general support for civil society. This budget is in principle euro 155,000 each year, of which about
euro 40,000 for lobbying and the rest for building the network. It is not always possible to clearly
distinguish between the two. The staff-time allocation for this component is 1 day/week
Green IT
For the years 2011, 2012 and 2013 the budget allocated for this component was euro 85,000, 55,000
and 40,000 respectively. The staff-time allocation is 3 days/week (as of August 2011).
4.6.2

T0 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities
Hivos’ strategic positioning as a NGO with regards to climate and energy is unique, as far as
evaluators are aware. Although new its vision, mission and strategic choices appear to be plausible to
others. The two projects under evaluation are very different but are thematically linked.
The cooperation with Southern partners is still in development. Our case study with one of the
Southern partners will give further insight in this development and so will the outcomes to which the
partnerships contributed at T2 and T3.
Internal challenges and opportunities
An internal challenge is the fact that Hivos lobbies for changes within a Dutch industrial sector. Why
should a development organization undertake this type of work? This needs to be explained, not only
externally but also internally. This influences the opportunities for the campaign strategy, i.e. a public
campaign asks major resources from an organization which can create internal tension if the activity
is not supported by the staff. It was a deliberate decision to start this campaign towards the ICT
sector using a cooperative approach and with in-depth contact with the sector. Only if this fails
another approach with more pressure will be considered. This could be pressure through the clients
of the data centers.
Working with data centers is a challenge but starting an energy campaign in the Netherlands which is
a switch-campaign is also a challenge that requires specific knowledge of the energy market and the
dynamics of sustainable energy production. 174 For that reason Hivos is investing a lot of time in
understanding the sector.
4.6.3

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics within the ILA Program

Internal organizational interactions within the ILA Program are limited because one of the two
project leaders is also the leader of the overall program and therefore of the second project leader.
The cooperation with Southern partners is still in development.

174

External informants.
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Contextual factors

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

While the climate is continuing to change the will to agree on more fundamental political
solutions is further decreasing;
Globally, the profile of energy access is unprecedented. Now recognized as a driver of
development, new commitments, actors and finance have been forthcoming over recent
months, particularly as a contribution to the UN-led SE4ALL Initiative. The Sustainable Energy
for All initiative (SE4All) from the UN Secretary General increased its importance. 2012 is
announced as the International Year of Sustainable Energy for All;
The European Commission is one of the leading players in SE4ALL, through the commitment
to deliver energy access to an additional 500 million people by 2030. Whilst the EC previously
had a fairly wide support portfolio, their Agenda for Change streamlined support both
thematically and geographically, with Energy and Sub Saharan Africa taking on new priority
status;
The economic crisis is deepening but data centers in the Netherlands continue to grow;
In September 2011, the City of Amsterdam signed its Green Deal with the Minister of
Economic Affairs (see above);
Further development in the sector with regards to energy efficiency and development of the
foundation GreenIT in the Amsterdam region;
In April 2012, the Rutte administration collapsed leading to new elections in September
2012. This led to an unforeseen opportunity to lobby for better renewable energy policies of
the election programs of the political parties in the Netherlands; and
In the Netherlands a public debate on ‘how green is green energy’ continues. Some experts,
NGOs and journalists question some of the green products that are sold on the Dutch
market. It is within this complexity that Hivos’ GreenIT campaign has to define what it asks
from data centers. 175

Activities and outputs

In 2011, the Access to Energy project started a lobby campaign on EU policy. A key activity was the
submission to the online consultation on the Green Paper176 and the Hivos leaflet on the role of
renewable energy, sent to European Parliament on 18 January 2011. This was actually a follow-up of
work in 2010 when a press release with Eurostep on the Green Paper was written in November 2010
and a joint Hivos/EEPA hearing in the European Parliament on Renewable Energy paragraph in Green
Paper in spring 2010 was organized.
In the same year a lobby on the policy proposal for the New Energy Policy of the World Bank was
implemented, including undertaking an international policy analysis. This lobbying was in
cooperation with Bank Information Centre (BIC) and supported by Southern partners. A meeting took
place with Mr. Treffers 177 in Den Haag in March 2011. Hivos and BIC then sent a response to the
second draft of the Energy Policy of the World Bank to Mr. Treffers with cc to Dutch Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Mr. Napoleon Winia in April 2011. Hivos supported two CSO representatives from
developing countries to be able to be present during the Spring meeting of the World Bank and at
(around same time) the decision at the World Bank directors meeting, April 2011. A letter to
European Directors at the World Bank was sent in May 2011;
In the last quarter of 2011, Hivos started with the workshops in order to build partnerships with CSOs
in developing countries. The first Africa workshop was held in Nairobi, Kenya, for CSOs of Tanzania,
Kenya and Uganda in October 2011 with approximately 30 participants. In Central America, a
regional strategy meeting was held in March 2012 in Managua, Nicaragua with 41 participants. Two
Information from two external informants. See also for example:
http://kassa.vara.nl/tv/afspeelpagina/fragment/groene-stroom-uit-stopcontact-is-niet-groen/speel/1/
http://kassa.vara.nl/tv/afspeelpagina/fragment/groene-stroomchecker-adviseert-vervuilende-essent/speel/1
www.groenestroomjagraag.nl
176 European Commission. 2010. “EU development policy in support of inclusive growth and sustainable development –
Increasing the impact of EU development policy. Brussels, 10.11.2010. COM(2010) 629 final.”
177 Mr. Ruud Treffers is Executive Director at the World Bank, representing the Netherlands and 12 other European
countries.
175
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regional strategy meetings in Africa took place in the second half of 2012: one in East Africa in
Nairobi, Kenya on 25/26 September 2012, with 31 participants and another in Southern Africa in
Harare, Zimbabwe on 28/29 October 2012, with 28 participants. Joint advocacy activities with CSOs
and selected SMEs from the private sector from Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda that work on advocacy
for access to energy took place as follow up on the strategy meeting in October 2011 in Nairobi. A
joint follow up plan with Practical Action for 2012 and 2013 on SE4ALL was then developed, including
the organization of the regional workshops above. At the moment of this baseline research, T1 in
November 2012, 7 or 8 workshops at national level were in progress (with financial and other
support of Hivos HO and RO).
There were also activities in Indonesia regarding the development of a strategic cooperation with
Indonesian CSOs. Hivos aims to support these organizations in their effort to influence the
Government of Indonesia regarding e.g. increased use of renewables and reform of subsidies on
fossil fuels. Several meetings took place and a workshop was planned for December 2012.
The Green IT project started in 2011 with the selection of the sector to focus on: SOMO research in
two phases leading to the management decision to focus on Dutch data centers. In 2012 two
research projects from CE Delft were commissioned. The first in March assessing how data centers
can become greener178, followed up by a press release on 10 April 2012 and the second as follow-up
research carried out on the energy products offered in the Dutch commercial market
In June 2012 a workshop was organized in cooperation with Green IT in Amsterdam at which the
conclusions of the CE Delft report were presented and the Hivos campaign was introduced to
members of Green IT. Important discussions on investments in the production of renewable energy
with data centers, banks, and energy producers took place. At the end of the year a letter to the 24
biggest data centers was sent asking them which type of energy they are consuming.
In the summer period of 2012 Hivos lobbied on election programs of Dutch political parties regarding
policy on truly green energy. Party programs were analyzed and the website klimaatkeuze.nl was
created together with more than 10 organizations, among others with Wise, Greenpeace and
Klimaatverbond.
Changes in strategy and planning

The general picture of the theory of change, including overall goals, strategies and expected
outcomes has not changed between T0 and T1. With regard to the Access to Energy campaign
building partnerships with Southern NGOs takes more time than anticipated. In the same period
Hivos grasped the opportunity to influence the debate within the World Bank on the new energy
policy, which was not anticipated before, as was the central role of the UN SE4All initiative. This
creates opportunities to further define the strategies and work plans regarding Southern countries.
The project regarding one Dutch industry sector was planned already within the MFS II proposal but
the specific strategy and activities were only decided upon after the decision was taken which sector
would be targeted. The second phase of this campaign, focus on internal data centers, is postponed.
The director of Hivos remarks that it is possible that the campaign on access to energy needs to give
its lobby towards political target groups ‘more weight’ and that the campaign on Dutch data centers
might need to change strategy by getting the large clients of the data centers involved. Regarding
both campaigns she also mentions that invested resources were limited in the start-up phases and
that some up-scaling might be necessary in the future.
Outcomes

Some relevant outcomes have been achieved between T0 and T1. Within the Access to Energy
campaign changes in behavior, policy or practices of targeted social actor included EU Commissioner
for Development, Andris Piebalgs, strengthening the EU policy regarding access to renewable energy
through publishing a Green Paper which, among others, addresses the issue of energy access; the
World Bank included in its second draft energy policy improvements regarding strict rules to finance
178

CE Delft. 2012. “Vergroenen datacenters 2012-2015.”
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coal power plants and more attention and budget for rural access to sustainable energy; and the
World Bank Group has committed to doubling the leverage of its energy portfolio by mobilizing
private, donor and public contributions to World Bank-supported projects, as well as supportive
policies to expand energy access, renewable energy and energy efficiency.
Through the Green IT project, Hivos contributed to the new involvement of Dutch data centers in the
discussion about the realization of several wind farms; Stichting Milieukeur announced the
certification scheme Climate management by data centers; and the organization GreenIT introduced
the use of sustainable energy as an issue within it services from the Energy Desk.
Budget and financial management

The budget of the Access to Energy campaign in the first two years is not fully used because the
building of the partnership with Southern partners took more time than anticipated and because it
was time-consuming to employ many new staff in developing countries who needed to become
familiar with this new program of Hivos.
Spending in 2011 was about euro 30,000 and in 2012 euro 100,000 (estimate for total 2012).
In the Green IT project, amounts spent in 2011 and 2012 were euro 35,000 (consultancy, publication
and research costs) and euro 20,000 (research and publication costs) respectively. In general costs
are lower than budgeted. Staff-time turns out to be more important than activity costs. The reason
for lower spending in 2011 was the later than anticipated start of the Hivos staff person in charge.
Another reason for lower spending was the fact that costs for the green ICT event were covered by
other stakeholders.
The amount budgeted for 2013 (euro 40,000) is expected to be fully spent.
4.6.4

T1 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities

It is a challenge for Hivos to find Southern partners and help them in their capacity building. This also
shows that Southern NGOs focus on the practice and have little or no experience with lobbying in the
political context.
The Hivos campaign operates in a complex and challenging environment. Some external sources
challenge Hivos’ strategy asking data centers to switch to green energy but not necessarily to green
energy produced in the Netherlands. As evaluators we understand that this issue is too complex to
give a black/white answer and we will continue to review this context and Hivos’ contribution to
changes at T2 and T3.
Internal challenges and opportunities

The Hivos approach can be described as cooperative. The result was positive in the sense that these
actors started to change their policies and/or practices in a short period of time. In other words, it
was not necessary to start large and long lasting public or consumer campaigns to influence the
agenda setting.
4.6.5

Analysis of priority result areas

It is too early to draw far-going conclusions with regards to the outcomes achieved. A primary
analysis of these first outcomes leads to the following reflections.
Agenda setting

All six outcomes include some kind of agenda setting. The issues of both campaigns are relatively
new for the lobby targets and Hivos undertook activities to set the agenda of those actors that then
changed their policy or practice. Agenda setting is seen by the lobby- and advocacy staff as necessary
interim outcomes for which no specific objectives are formulated but that are crucial stepping stones
of the expected pathways of change. For example, the outcome below about Dutch data centers
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being involved in discussion about the realization of several wind farms, is categorized as practice
change. That is because the practice change is Hivos’ objective. But obviously, agendas had to be reset before these kinds of decisions could be taken. That goes for almost all changes categorized as
policy influencing or practice change.
Internal agenda setting, such as shared strategies and becoming aware of the issue at stake with
partners and at network level has received a lot of attention within the first year of the Access to
Energy work and continues to be important. Outcomes are achieved on this but not reported as such
because Hivos as well as the evaluators see them as being part of the Theory of Change and the daily
challenges but want outcomes reporting more to focus on external changes.
There is one outcome that solely fits in the priority result area agenda setting.
Outcome 1: In 2011, the World Bank included in its second draft energy policy improvements
regarding strict rules to finance coal power plants and more attention and budget for rural access to
sustainable energy.
Although this proposed new energy policy was not accepted by the World Bank, this draft new
energy policy was a positive change regarding two aspects. First, the World Bank included in this
draft new policy to stop financing coal power plants in middle income countries while the Bank kept
this option open – under strict conditions - for least developed countries. In other words, in
Mozambique, for example, the World Bank could still finance a coal power plant but not in South
Africa. A result of this was that countries such as China were strongly opposing and did not agree to
the draft (USA and EU were supporting the draft).
Second, this draft policy included increased attention for the access to sustainable energy in rural
areas in developing countries, including strong arguments for prioritizing on the rural poor:
“electricity services need to be extended to nearly six times as many people in rural rather than
urban areas” and “high costs of electricity in rural areas and limited capacity of households to pay for
service deter investment in rural electrification.”
Relevance: Both described changes in the draft text of the new policy would have been direct
contributions to Hivos’ overall campaign objectives. Unfortunately the draft was not accepted as new
policy position. But in the light of Hivos’ theory of change, these developments are still relevant. In
the context of the World Bank organization, a policy is more a guidance to specific financing decision
and it is not necessarily binding. But the existence of such a draft, the debate that took place and the
position taken by the EU and the US already influence the agenda of future concrete financing
decisions. For example, there is a recent internal debate and struggle around the decision to finance
a coal power plant in Kosovo.
Contribution of Hivos: Hivos, together with the Bank Information Centre (BIC), developed an
alternative energy policy for the World Bank. It undertook a direct lobby towards the Executive
Director representing Netherlands and other countries at the World Bank, including several personal
meetings in Washington as well as in The Hague. Hivos further supported several partners to lobby in
Washington. Finally, Hivos contributed several times to earlier draft versions directly to the Dutch
representative Mr. Treffer, through the Dutch ministry and with BIC to WB staff.
Next steps: In 2012 Hivos targeted the WB again, now to ensure the WB will contribute more
resources to access to energy during the Rio+20 negotiations. For that it worked closely with BIC and
Sierra Club, worked with Mr. Treffers to organize a round table at the WB headquarters, ensured and
financed the presence of a CSO from Africa at the round table (Tatedo, Tanzania), wrote letters etc.
Specific outcome indicators for agenda setting that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
• CSOs have more awareness on and knowledge of policies on access to energy and they
strengthen their advocacy work (UI 1.2)
Policy Influencing

Outcome 2: In November 2011, EU Commissioner for Development, Andris Piebalgs, strengthened
the EU policy regarding access to renewable energy through publishing a Green Paper which, among
others, addressed the issue of energy access. In line with this renewed policy he later made sure the
EU allocates € 50 million a Technical Assistance Facility to run through to early 2014. In addition the
European Commission committed € 500 million to support concrete energy access projects
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(implementation) through to early 2014 and will then, likely, make significant Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF) contributions through 2014-2020 in line with their recent prioritization of energy.
Relevance: “The recently released European Commission Green Paper on Inclusive Growth and
Sustainable Development addresses the issue of energy access. This paper states that “one of the
many challenges of sustainable development [is] access to sustainable energy for all citizens.” Hivos
fully endorses the view of the European Commission.
This new position is a substantial change in EU’s position regarding access to energy. It may well be
that Mr. Piebalgs, who was the Commissioner for Energy prior to being the Commissioner for
Development and who has a Head of Cabinet with a background in energy, brought the issue to the
EC’s development agenda. 179 This means that he is not a follower but a leader on this issue which
can be important for the implementation of the policy and for future policy decisions.
The EU is an important policy actor and donor. It has direct influence with regard to contributions to
developing countries and it is one of the key players of the UN SE4All initiative.
The € 50 million from the EU are considered by Hivos as a “substantial amount” and a “reasonable
beginning.” This amount can have a considerable impact on the ground. An external informant is of
the opinion that “this underplays the significance of the shift at the EC in terms of energy being
prioritized as this is just for the 2012-2014 period. This is supplemented by some € 500 million over
the same period and after 2014, into the next MFF it is fully anticipated that the amount for energy
access will be very significant in comparison with other cycles.”
Contribution Hivos:
• In 2010 Hivos, in cooperation with EEPA, published a report assessing the EU policy regarding
sustainable energy in developing countries. This report was published in order to influence
the evaluation of a number of country strategy papers.
• Hivos also initiated a hearing of the EU parliament based on this report. Besides MPs also
Piebalgs attended this hearing. The hearing took place on 11/05/2010.
• Contribution to the public consultation on the Green Paper. Hivos was one of the few
organizations emphasizing the issue of access to sustainable energy.
Next steps: One of the lessons learned from the hearing and the associated talks with many different
units of the EU, Hivos concluded that it needs to work on both sides: donor (EU, WB) and receiving
side (recipient countries). That is why Hivos instigated workshop in East Africa and Central America
later on in 2011. In 2012 the UN launched the SE4ALL campaign. This campaign is an important key to
influence both donors and recipient countries to give more support to decentralized, renewable
energy access. After Rio+20, Hivos entered into cooperation with Practical Action to step up this
advocacy work. Jointly, Hivos and Practical Action organized regional workshop in East Africa and
Southern Africa in a train the trainer approach. National workshops in 8 African countries, and
probably one in Indonesia, are in progress. First results indicate that in several countries this civil
society action induced action at the national government and UN institutions. In other countries
governments have already taken steps in the SE4ALL process.
Specific outcome indicators for influencing policy that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
• Number and relevance of policy changes of international donors and institutions and
national governments giving more priority to access to energy for the rural poor by
renewable energy (UI 2.1)
Practice change

Outcome 3: The World Bank Group has committed to doubling the leverage of its energy portfolio by
mobilizing private, donor and public contributions to World Bank-supported projects, as well as
supportive policies to expand energy access, renewable energy and energy efficiency. The Bank and
the International Finance Corporation will expand existing programs such as Lighting Africa, which
aims to provide affordable lighting to 70 million low-income households by 2020, as well as
undertake new initiatives with the Energy Sector Management Assistance Program, such as mapping
of renewable energy resources. The Bank will also work with others, including the International
Energy Agency, to produce a global baseline report tracking progress to date in achieving Sustainable
Energy for All's three objectives.
179

External informant.
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Contribution: Hivos’ contribution to this change is already described under the above outcome.
Next steps were Rio+20 and the UN SE4ALL that became more and more the driving force on this
issue after RIO+20. That is why Hivos focus in the second half of 2012 and 2013 on influencing the
SE4ALL process in the “opt in” countries.
Outcome 4: Since 2012, Dutch data centers are involved in the discussion about the realization of
several wind farms. Five large data centers in the Amsterdam region are actively involved in a
research to link data centers to sustainable energy producers or production, including windmills. The
research is coordinated by GreenIT.
Relevance: This is substantial change in agenda and attitude of an important part of the sector. They
are actively involved in this market research, which means that their practice is already changing.
Contribution of Hivos: Hivos published the CE Delft report Vergroenen datacenters 2012-2015,
commissioned in March 2012. In June a workshop was organized together with GreenIT workshop.
Important speakers: Maarten van Poelgeest (wethouder), ASN Bank (potential investor), Eneco
(energy supplier). Data centers as participants. Marga Blom, director energy management of KPN, did
a significant presentation.
This outcome was fully substantiated by two external resource persons with one additional
comment. It was pointed out that this outcome was a joint effort with also a role by GreenIT and the
City of Amsterdam. Also supportive was the fact that Amsterdam just had published a new wind
policy.
Outcome 5: In July 2012, Stichting Milieukeur announced the certification scheme Climate
management by data centers. This certification demands that a data center meets two of the three
optional criteria, one of which is the use of green electricity. The original proposal was that green
electricity was purely optional.
Contribution Hivos: Lobby different stakeholders and contribution to written consultation.
Outcome 6: GreenIT introduced the use of sustainable energy as an issue within it services from the
Energy Desk.
Relevance: Data centers still prefer to focus on energy efficiency for financial reasons. GreenIT is an
important service provider to the sector and has a role in the expected change.
Contribution Hivos: see activities
This outcome is substantiated by one external resource person. He fully agrees with the description
but keeps some reservations as to how important the contribution of Hivos was.
Specific outcome indicators for changing practices that will be used in the further assessment are as
follows:
• Number of decisions and amount budget increased by international donors and institutions
and national governments giving more priority to access to energy for the rural poor by
renewable energy (UI 3.1)
• Number and relevance of company decisions choosing for an increase in the use of (real)
green energy within their operation (UI 3.2)
• Number and relevance of company decisions investing in more production of green energy
(UI 3.2)
Concluding remarks

The evaluators did not start with assessing explanatory factors why the Alliance succeeded or failed
to contribute to the changes described. We are of the opinion that this exercise is premature at this
moment of the evaluation process considering the limited number of outcomes and the limited time
the Alliance had to contribute to changes.
For some outcomes it is not immediately clear to the evaluators by which priority result area they
can be categorized:
• The change of the EC energy policy is a policy change because a Green Paper was published
and the EC committed to a change of budget. That budget change can also be seen as a
practice change because it changes the practice of this social actor
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•
•

A change in certification system, as described in outcome 5, is a change of a policy. But for
the holder of the certification scheme that is also its practice. Therefore we categorized it as
practice change but it can be both
Outcome 5 is a change in practice of some relevant private sector actors. A final decision
regarding the investment is not yet taken in that case (that would be another practice
change) but the involvement is seen by the evaluators as practice change. If these were
governmental actors, we would probably categorize this as agenda setting. Why? Because
the model of priority result areas presented by NWO-WOTRO as our starting point clearly has
governmental policy making as reference: first an agenda is set, then a policy is influenced
and finally it is implemented, meaning that a practice is changed. This model seems to be less
applicable to actors in the private sector.

The three priority result areas, agenda setting, changes in policies, and changes in practices, are not
necessarily sequential and some outcomes could be put in two categories. For example, changing a
public budget line is a policy change and a practice change. The assumed sequences of the three
priority result areas seem to be less applicable to the private sector. In general, the concept of the
priority result areas in the form as it is defined by NWO and also in the form of uniform outcomes
indicators further developed by the evaluation team is less workable with regards to changes in the
private sector. The reason is that the term policy is a construction less well defined within these
actors. In the public arena the policy is usually defined in some kind of official document while that is
not always the case in a company. Policy changes are less observable and traceable. Positively
speaking the private sector talks less, writes fewer documents but rather prefers to act. This in fact
challenges NWO’s concept of lobbying and advocacy which does not clearly differentiate between
these two arenas.
Another type of development that is difficult to place within the defined priority result areas is
certification. Is changing a certification scheme a policy change or a practice change?
4.7

Cluster 1 analysis of priority result areas

4.7.1

Pathways of change by priority result area

This section describes the anticipated pathways/strategies as they have been designed by the
different alliances to induce change. It is yet too premature to assess the extent to which these
pathways have resulted in concrete changes in agenda setting, in policy influence and in changing
practice. However this inventory will contribute towards drawing lessons about what worked and
what did not work in the end line report. At the same time this overview of pathways also is a first
step towards attempting to map strategies and their outcomes according to the power cube of John
Gaventa in 2014.
In comparison to the other clusters, the role of private sector and hence policy influence and
changing practices of private sector organizations is important for cluster 1 on sustainable livelihoods
and economic justice. Therefore the Priority Result Areas make a distinction in public sector and
private sector agenda setting, policy influence and changing practices.
Agenda setting strategies

Internal preparations
A wide range of strategies is used to put issues related to economic justice on the agenda of a wide
range of actors. In the first place within the alliances (Ecosystem Alliance and Oxfam Confederation),
efforts are made to update the internal knowledge base and to jointly develop tools and strategies to
put issues on the international agenda. These processes help to position the alliance / confederation
vis-à-vis its lobby targets and the wider public. Apart from this, some alliances (Oxfam
Confederation), aim at setting the agenda internationally by simultaneous actions of all alliance
members, located in different parts of the world.
Collaboration with research institutes
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For three of the four alliances (Fair Green and Global Alliance, Hivos, Oxfam) collaboration with
research institutes is important to obtain sound data and to be able to refer to these institutes in
order to strengthen the rationale of the arguments used in lobby and advocacy strategies. For Hivos
this is of particular importance because a campaign to switch energy consumptions in the
Netherlands requires its engagement in a new sector and in a new context (energy market). Good
understanding of this market through collaboration with research organizations and with allies that
know these markets is important for the success of its lobby and advocacy targets.
Support to southern partner organizations
Strategies under this heading encompass both support to partner organizations to claim
accountability and to influence policies and practices in their own country (FGG, Oxfam, EA, Hivos).
Important elements in the support are to increase the technical skills to do research, to understand
the key issues at stake and to become performing in lobbying and advocacy. Another dimension of
this support consists of enhancing networking and learning amongst partner organizations for
collaborative action in southern countries in the first place, but in a later stage for collaborative
action at international level (FGG, EA, Hivos, Oxfam). The FGG Alliance organizes conferences with its
partners to raise their awareness of issues and to develop a common agenda for change. Hivos and
EA organize a series of workshop to contribute to this goal
Coalition forming across boundaries (north south; south – south and north-north)
Transnational coalition forming is also important for all four alliances. Concrete examples of this are
EA that works on coalition forming at regional level (Fleuve du Sénégal). The support given by Oxfam
to the civil society mechanism, a global and officially recognized advisory body to the United Nations
Committee on Food Security is another example; and the coalitions to be formed between CSOs in
the EU and their partners in southern countries (FGG) is a third example. Like Oxfam, Hivos is
investing in building coalitions with other NGOs in northern countries, apart from its support to
coalition forming in three southern regions.
A common strategy for all four alliances is to invite their southern partners to international meetings
with policy makers and decision makers to contextualize the issues at stake in these international
meetings. A pre-condition for this intervention is a high level of lobbying capacity of these southern
partners (see above).
Within the Netherlands, Oxfam, Eco system alliance and Fair Green and Global Alliance seek
collaboration with each other regarding the Round Table for Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO). This
requires sufficient time for preparations and coordination.
Public campaigns
Public campaigning is an important strategy to set agendas. It is regularly used besides direct
lobbying and advocacy of specific lobby targets through direct engagement. Its intention is to raise
the awareness with a broader audience, set agendas and increase the pressure upon private sector
or public sector targets and international institutions to change policies and practices. Part of the
public campaigning is meant to raise the awareness of consumers about consequences of products
they buy (consumer power) or to influence parliaments, governments or international institutions
(electorate power). Concrete examples of influencing consumer power are the Fair Bank Guide and
the Food Company Campaign, initiatives by Oxfam and its partners. Another example is that of Hivos
that tries to increase the support of Dutch consumers for enhanced energy efficiency and renewable
energy worldwide. Concrete examples of influencing electorate power are Hivos’ contribution to the
website ‘klimaatkeuze.nl’, based upon research of electoral programs from political parties in the
Netherlands prior to the elections in 2012.
Another public campaign tool consists of showcasing national struggles of communities affected by
international investments in southern countries. These case studies are meant to provide examples
of what happens in practice. Before change can occur a first step is often to come to a common

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

113 van 237

understanding by all actors involved at local and at international level that a problem exists (Oxfam,
FGG).
Apart from this alliances also campaign to get alternative strategies to economic justice on the
agenda of their lobby targets. For instance the FGG is working towards the development of a CSOdriven Alternative Investment Mandate, including concrete proposals for Trade and Investment
Agreements.
A particularity of the Oxfam Confederation is that public campaigns are simultaneously launched in
the countries where the Oxfam Confederation has affiliates and in a limited number of the 92 field
offices it has across the world. Milieudefensie is the NL member of the global Friends of the Earth
network and ActionAid Netherlands is member of the global ActionAid network. Both networks are,
by nature, a bit more loose than a Confederation but coordination of campaign content and strategy
is common for them as well Campaigns are launched to present a report or briefing paper, case
studies, indexes to score the performance of lobby targets, to target a large number of political
actors in the EU simultaneously etc. The latter is of special importance in the EU because influencing
a decision making process in Brussels requires influencing agendas and policies of national
representatives at the same time.
In most cases public campaigning is accompanied by meetings with the private sector organizations
and the governments targeted.
Policy influencing- Private sector organizations and private sector initiatives on policies and regulations
such as the RSPO and the IFC

Case based approach- both for policy influencing and changing practice
Both Oxfam and FGG, and to some extent also the EA, conduct research on conflicts between local
communities, multinationals or their investors that are registered in the countries where the
alliances then are able to do lobby and advocacy, if possible in cooperation with their southern
partners, to change the practices of those multinationals. These case studies are being used for
public campaigning, meetings are being organized in the countries where the companies are being
registered to inform other CSOs and public sector organizations, the polity and international
institutes and the alliances directly engage with the multinationals involved before the publication of
their findings. For the EA, FGG and Oxfam one of the objectives is to seek redress for the affected
communities and to change the policies and practices of those multinationals. Another important
objective for these alliances within this approach is also to make existing complaint or mediation
mechanisms more responsive to the claims by affected communities. Apart from this Oxfam also
seeks systemic changes in terms of changing practice and improved investment standards for both
multinationals and investors.
Inside – outside lobbying and advocacy
The alliances all use different strategies for lobbying and advocacy towards the private sector and its
own regulating initiatives. Very illustrative is their position vis-à-vis the RSPO. EA, Oxfam and FGG all
are working in the palm oil sector and have different involvement with the Round Table on
Sustainable Palm Oil. Although for the evaluation of Oxfam its work done in the RSPO is beyond the
scope of this evaluation (see unit of analysis), it is a high-level member of the RSPO with one of its
policy officers being a representative member of the Executive Board for many years and currently
the chair of the grievance panel. Both ENDS of the EA is a member of the RSPO and is involved in the
establishment of its dispute settlement facility and FGG is not a member of the RSPO, but
Milieudefensie is active towards it and submits complaints to the grievance panel.
In addition to this it is worthwhile to observe that EA uses a myriad of different L&A approaches
which could possibly be characterized by different strategies for different lobby targets and making
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use of different opportunities: Whereas the IUCN is using an inside and collaborative lobby approach,
subcontracted Milieudefensie is known for its outside positions.
Hivos in the Netherlands is using a collaborative approach with private sector organizations, meant
to establish dialogue and to discuss possibilities for changing policies in favor of the use of renewable
energy. A similar approach is used by Hivos in its World Bank campaign, targeting the Dutch highlevel representative and in its EU campaign, influencing the European Commissioner.
Proposing alternative texts for policies and positions
The Ecosystem Alliance and Oxfam have experience in proposing alternative policy positions within
the private sector. Examples are the joint development of a CSR statements/commitment with and
for Dutch companies and texts for the palm oil round table.
Indices - Research
Oxfam and Milieudefensie work with partners that carry out research to score multinationals and
investors along a set of criteria. The Fair Bank Guide, together with research partner Profundo of
which both Milieudefensie and Oxfam are a member and the forthcoming Food Company Campaign
with research partner SOMO, are concrete examples of this approach. Milieudefensie also uses a
slightly different approach by handing out awards to the company with the most negative track
record. The scoring is less objective, by a jury or by public voting.
Policy influencing - Governments, Parliaments and International Institutions such as the UN

Position papers
All alliances make their positions clear through position papers which are used for public
campaigning purposes. Oxfam and Hivos have used this strategy in the most in the most prominent
way.
Proposing alternative texts for policies and regulations
FGG, Hivos, EA and Oxfam all have experiences in proposing alternative texts in draft policy papers.
Often this works in fora of public sector organizations that invite CSOs to give their viewpoints or in
face to face meeting with representatives of these fora or of parliaments. One example is that of FGG
proposing alternative texts of EU trade and investment regulations, another example is that of
Oxfam, through its support to the civil society mechanism of the UN committee on Food Security, the
third consists of Hivos participating with other CSOs in consultation rounds on a new EC development
policy and the EA that proposes text for the Green Climate Fund on climate adaptation. Apart from
this these organizations also track change in policies and regulations.
Inside or outside lobbying and advocacy
All alliances seem to use a diversity of both inside and outside lobby and advocacy strategies to
influence policies, rules and regulations. They are making use of invitations by these targets in
consultation rounds or they organize workshops and meetings for which they invite policy targets.
Most strategies designed seem to depend upon the lobby target (public campaigning at EU level
seems to be less appropriate), the issue at stake and the opportunities provided to engage with the
lobby targets.
All alliances also invite their partners from southern countries for meetings, workshops and events in
the North meant to inform and influence lobby targets, such as public actors in the World Bank, the
EU or the Netherlands. These invitations help to introduce the southern perspective on the issues
under discussion. The knowledge of local actors about what is the impact in the field is often
undisputed.
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Changing practice - Governments, Parliaments and International Institutions such as the UN

Important strategies for Hivos, EA and Oxfam are to monitor the effective implementation of new
policies and conventions. This is for instance the case with the ‘implementation’ of the voluntary
guidelines on land tenure and the World Bank decision for a higher budget on access to sustainable
energy which is only successful if implanted in the relevant countries in the right way.
Changing practice - Private sector organizations and private sector initiatives on policies and regulations,
such as the RSPO and IFC

Case based approach for both policy influencing and changing practice in the private sector
Under the priority result area ‘policy influence’ we have elaborated the case based approach, which
is meant to both influence policies and practices of the private sector.
Hivos uses the strategy to seek collaboration with companies through dialogue. In its program to
increase the use of sustainable energy in an economic sector in the Netherlands, it is sharing
information with data centers such as research findings, organizing meetings and workshops with
these centers to discuss the way forward.
The FGG has a different approach vis-à-vis multinationals investing in southern countries: it carries
out case studies which are the basis for public campaigning in which it asks the company to change
its practices. Dialogue is always a possibility but not the key strategy.
Additional observations cross-cutting the priority result areas

Linearity, acceleration of change, multiple strategies for one lobby target, or multiple strategies for
several lobby targets (case based), systems perspective.
A good analysis of the context of the campaign objectives is basic professional work for each
campaign, whether this happens formally making use of analytical tools and decision making
processes or more informally and based on personal experiences. All NGOs, and therefore also the
four alliances under evaluation of cluster 1, have preferences for certain approaches, such as shown
in the pathways of change, but all start with a situational analysis, an actor analysis, power balance
analysis, study of trade flows etc.
When making context or systems analyses, all alliances attempt to ‘push the right button’ in order to
accelerate change as efficiently as possible. For example, Oxfam wants the World Bank Group to
tighten its investment criteria and that improved standards and practices by the WBG will have a
multiplier effect on the standards of other Development Finance Institutions and private investors.
Hivos lobbies the Dutch government for an improved enabling environment that provides incentives
for the production of green energy in the Netherlands. When this enabling environment is created,
more companies will likely switch to sustainable energy. Another example is the coordination
between three alliances, EA, FGG and Oxfam regarding palm oil in general and the RSPO more
specific and also regarding biofuels policy. All play their own role such as Milieudefensie doing
research and publishing cases leading to a scandal and Oxfam, BothEnds and IUCN making use of that
dynamics from within certain spaces. The organizations meet regularly in order to coordinate their
strategies. A last example is that those alliances that target producers or traders of a commodity
chain, such as FGG, EA and Oxfam, also cooperate with other NGOs who more focus on the investors
involved in these commodity chains, which implies that sometimes simultaneous action is
undertaken that targets different actors involved in the same value chain.
4.7.2

Reflections on priority result areas

Reflecting observations on agenda setting, policy influencing, and changing practice

A systematic analysis of priority result areas has a number of limitations at this stage:
• It is premature as the programs are running for a maximum period of 1.5 years. It can be
assumed that the harvested outcomes are not representative for the project period.
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As already mentioned in some of the alliance sections and further explained below, we have
difficulties with the assumption that changes happen in the sequence of the three PRAs. Instead,
outcomes are often linked to each other by campaign wise strategies leading to a pathway of
change. This view on this pathway is taken away if the analysis of outcomes is disintegrated by
priority result areas.
We also observe that for instance case-based work has the potential to lead to both outcomes
regarding agenda setting, possibly changes in policies and at the same time changes in practices.
This makes the analysis according to these three priority areas rather arbitrary.

Agenda setting

A large number of reported and harvested outcomes are changes of the agenda of a targeted social
actor. Next to that there is an even larger number of cases of agenda setting that are not reported
because these changes are not within the final objectives of the organizations’ theory of change. In
other words, changing someone’s agenda is the daily work of a lobbyist, it happens so often that only
very relevant outcomes are reported on. Almost all reported changes in the other two priority result
areas are achieved through agenda changes, and probably more than one.
Policy influencing

Influencing policies is in the middle of the theory of change of all four alliances within this cluster. It
is therefore logical that we could harvest a relative large number of outcomes. Many of them are
relevant in the light of the organizations’ theory of change.
A recurrent issue is the relation with the ultimate target group in developing countries: poor,
marginal, often rural people, living in countries with weak governance systems that enforce policies
and regulations that positively contribute to economic justice. In a number of those countries
corruption is rampant, and the political will of the government for economic justice to smallholders
and women in rural areas is missing. Do the changes in policies and practices really lead to a better
future for them? To mention some examples:
• Changing or influencing biofuels policies do not necessarily lead to solving the case that is used as
an illustration for the biofuels debate in Europe. In Europe other issues are important in the
biofuels debate than e.g. in Indonesia. In Europe jatropha is an important issue, while in
Indonesia palm oil is much more under debate.
• The Voluntary Guidelines on Land and Natural Resources Tenure for Food Security have been
accepted, but yet a lot remains to be done to change practices at national level and those of the
private sector. The next 2 years will allow the evaluation team to assess the further relevance of
these guidelines.
• Additional budgets are promised by the World Bank and the EU to fund access to energy for the
poor in Southern countries, especially in rural areas. While this is a success for lobbying programs
it is meaningless without good implementation which yet has to happen.
Secondly, are changes in policies of companies really relevant? Examples include:
• Changes in policies in the Dutch financial sector: four out of ten large Dutch financial institutions
substantially improved their policy or provided written commitment to do so within a year.
However, the most important banks with most investments in land acquisition have not yet
moved.
• An important issue is the relation between policies of companies and governments (including EU)
in the Northern world versus what is actually happening in the South with ecosystems and rural
livelihood opportunities for poor people. Changing the policies of multinationals that are based
in industrialized rich countries is for some members of the alliances very much the main focus.
We had one example of a Southern partner organization that is not very happy with the way the
case was used (almost only in the North, being not so relevant for their own work), but on the
other hand they saw that the results of using the case in the North were good so far. In another
alliance much emphasize is on working with considerable inputs on both sides (North and South),
checking in the field if decrease of pressure on ecosystems is indeed happening. The balance
between activities in the North and South remains an issue that merits attention. A hypothesis
would be: The more economic and political power will shift from the North to the BRIC countries
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and to a certain extent to all countries in the South, the more there will be a need to focus
campaigns and other activities on the South.
Changing practice

No cluster level remarks in addition to what is reported per alliance.
Preliminary thoughts on explanatory factors

Context factors on a global scale are more or less comparable for some alliances. However, when
one zooms in the picture becomes different for each campaign. An important question is: could the
difference in context between the various campaigns explain their rate of success or failure? In other
words are some campaigns easier than others? This requires a thorough analysis of the differences in
history and contexts which time so far did not allow for. Only in the report for the FGG Alliance an
effort has been made to compare the situations of the themes “biofuels” and “International Trade
Agreements.” In future reporting this issue merits more attention.
Oxfam is a big confederation and a presence in many countries. The 17 Oxfam affiliates and part of
the field offices apparently launch their campaigns as a concerted effort and very much in coherence
with each other. This seems to be an exception. Organizations active in the biofuels lobby do show
coordination, try to not overlap, and look for their own niche when writing letters to parliament or a
minister together, but they do not work towards one coordinated campaign. Even within the FGG
Alliance this is not the case: the different partner organizations that work on (TNI, ActionAid
Netherlands and Milieudefensie) do not do this in close cooperation. Each has its own international
network, with which they have a more longstanding relationship than with the other alliance
members. It is not clear whether this difference (coordinated versus more free approach) could
influence the impact of the lobbying and advocacy activities. Please note that this issue is connected
to agenda setting within the NGO community. The question is: is coalition-building vital for success?
Even if the answer is yes, because no one is working alone, the next question is: what should be the
nature of the coalition, and how coherent should the work be and how intense the cooperation?
The various strategies of the alliances may differ, but most of the alliances make a detailed power
analysis and base their subsequent activities on that analysis. That can relate to any person or
organization, public or private, to be influenced. These strategies are not always written down in
great detail.
Risks for lobbying and advocacy

Acting for Economic Justice, be it in terms of protecting fragile eco-systems from being destroyed or
not taken care off by private sector organizations or national governments or in terms of
safeguarding the rights of communities to sustainable livelihoods based upon access and rights to
land and natural resources (Oxfam, and FGG to some extent) belong to the most sensitive issues to
be tackled. In an important number of countries rights of citizens are not being secured, due to weak
governance systems and rules and regulations in place. Communities and CSOs or networks trying to
address economic injustice often risk their lives in such governance systems where human rights are
regularly being violated.
Publishing case research that reports naming companies of potentially unsustainable practices need
to be cognizant of potential liability issues (Oxfam). This is also the case within FGG which works with
reporting on cases and therefore have recently developed their policy regarding the quality of factbased research and reports and thus only chose certain research institutions to execute the
necessary background research, such as SOMO and Profundo.

118 van 237

Wageningen UR, Social Sciences Group (SSG)
4.8

For quality of life

Cluster synthesis and future perspective

The priority result areas

It is worth observing that not all theories of change are assuming change along the sequence agenda
setting - policy change - change in practices. This assumption that the priority result areas are
sequential phases is already questioned in the methodological part of this report (see above, Part I).
The assessment of NGO’s theory of change substantiates this question. The case-based approach is
for instance meant to first highlight non appropriate behavior of international corporations, testing
standards and norms for certification and investments and to change these norms and standards
(policy influence) in the second place.
This preliminary conclusion is supported by the assessment of achieved changes in this thematic
cluster, showing that the pathway of change is not necessarily sequential. For example, we see
practice changes without observable policy changes. We also observe changes in one result area
without changes happening in the other two.
We also experienced problems when trying to link the achieved outcomes to the defined uniform
outcome indicators. In other words it was not always evident how the reality can be matched to this
model. We conclude that this model needs to be reviewed.
External challenge: the change of budget flows

This evaluation is about NGO activities financed by public money. The new Dutch government has
announced considerable budget cuts for development cooperation. There is also an observable trend
in Dutch policy to provide more funds to the private sector and less to NGOs. The international
lobbying and advocacy activities financed by the Dutch government could be an easy target for
budget cuts. These activities criticize the current policies of the EU, international organizations,
companies and the Dutch government and propose changes. Why should this be financed by public
money?
This is not a new question, but it needs a clear answer. The lobbying and advocacy activities are a
kind of “engine” or “powerhouse” for social innovation. In this evaluation changes in behavior and
policies were already observable because of lobbying and advocacy activities which are also channels
through which tensions in society are channeled. The question is: can we as a society do without
them? What would happen if the public funding for these activities stopped? Would private funding
take over? If not, or if private funding would only partially take over, then what would be the
consequences apart from saving public money? This would probably contribute to an image of an
inward looking nation, but is that a problem for the Netherlands? Certain tensions could build up, but
would that lead to something like an “explosion?” These are questions about the role of Lobby and
advocacy in our (national and international) society that go beyond this evaluation but which we
think need attention.
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5

Thematic Cluster: Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights

5.1

Overall contextual factors

Sexual and reproductive health is widely recognized as a key component of overall health and
wellbeing for both women and men, but the fulfillment of sexual and reproductive health and rights
(SRHR) remains controversial. Both internationally and at the Dutch National level, this is a critical
moment for international lobbying and advocacy on sexual and reproductive health and rights.
The 1994 International Conference on Population and Development (ICPD) in Cairo identified sexual
and reproductive health and reproductive rights as a key precondition for development.180 Following
the Cairo Consensus, there has been significant development of international legal standards
acknowledging sexual and reproductive health as part of a human rights framework. However,
despite these international efforts, large scale deficiencies persist at the global level on a range of
SRHR issues. Adequate improvements in SRHR are crucial in order to achieve the commitments set
forth in the Cairo Consensus, and later taken up in the establishment of the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs). The strengthening of SRHR is widely recognized as essential for meeting all MDGs, 181
but the most directly linked are promoting gender equality (MDG 3), improving maternal health
(MDG 5), and combating HIV/AIDs and other diseases (MDG 6).
Key SRHR issues vary extensively, depending on region, country, or population of focus. The range of
issues includes maternal mortality and health, free choice in decisions related to sexuality as well as
family planning, access to contraceptives and SRHR information, sexually-transmitted infection
prevention and treatment, cervical cancer prevention and screening, safe and legal abortion, and
sexual and gender-based violence. A 2011 United Nations report 182 indicates development assistance
for family planning has dropped globally since 2000, while unmet contraceptive need remains high in
many developing regions (especially in sub-Saharan Africa and the Caribbean, where unmet need
was estimated above 20%, with no significant decline between 1990 and 2008). Although SRHR
issues are clearly of universal relevance, the heaviest burden of SRHR challenges is often faced by
women, the increasing population of young people worldwide, individuals with fewer economic
resources, and those living in less developed countries. Both between and within countries,
inequalities in access to SRH information and services are striking. 183 A further issue involves the
integration of sexual health into comprehensive reproductive health programs, a call which has been
taken up inconsistently and unevenly in practice, worldwide. 184 Additionally, international divisions
present at the time of the Cairo conference, particularly on topics of contraception, abortion, and the
rights of women and young people, have persisted in public debate and have at times presented
obstacles to the funding of SRHR programs.
As the 20th anniversary of the ICPD approaches, policymakers at the national and international level
are being called upon to renew commitments to sexual and reproductive health and rights.
Recognizing the amount of work remaining, the UN General Assembly decided to extend the original
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA). 1994. Report of the International Conference on Population and Development
(A/CONF.171/13). Cairo: United Nations. Available:
http://www.un.org/popin/icpd/conference/offeng/poa.html
181 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 2005. Population, Reproductive Health, and the
Millennium Development Goals. Washington, DC: United Nations Development Programme. Available:
http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/documents/SRHbooklet080105.pdf
182
United Nations. 2011. The Millennium Development Goals Report 2011. New York: United Nations.
Available: http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/MDG/english/MDG_Report_2011_EN.pdf
183 McKinnon, Brittany, Sam Harper, and Spencer Moore. 2010. “Decomposing Income-related Inequality in Cervical Screening in 67
Countries.” International Journal of Public Health, 56(2):139-152; Ronsmans, Carine and Wendy J. Graham. 2006. “Maternal Mortality:
Who, When, Where, and Why.” The Lancet, 368(9542):1189-1200; UN Millennium Project. 2006. Public Choices, Private Decisions: Sexual
and Reproductive Health and the Millennium Development Goals. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Available:
http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/documents/MP_Sexual_Health_screen-final.pdf.
184
World Health Organization (WHO). 2006. Defining Sexual Health: Report of a Technical Consultation on Sexual Health. Geneva: World
Health Organization. Available: http://www.who.int/reproductivehealth/topics/gender_rights/defining_sexual_health.pdf.
180
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20-year ICPD initiative and convene a special session to assess progress towards ICPD goals in 2014.
At the same time, the MDGs are set to come to an end in 2015. Interlinked global review processes
are currently underway to track achievements and to set out the new global frameworks that will
guide development cooperation in the coming decades. Lobbying and advocacy groups have
identified this as a critical moment for SRHR in the international policy arena and are intensifying
efforts to impact agenda setting in this sphere to refocus international attention on relevant SRHR
issues. Vocal opponents of SRHR at international level include the Holy See, conservative Christian
NGOs from the United States, for example Family Watch International, and certain Arab nations.
Certain national economies growing in influence over recent years, for example India and the Russian
Federation, are also associated with a conservative stance on SRHR issues. These opposition groups
are increasingly well organized in their advocacy activities. Those working in favor of SRHR include
strong coalitions of civil society organizations spanning the globe, with European nations often taking
a leading role. A number of additional actors, such as Indonesia and some Latin American countries,
have more recently begun to speak in favor of SRHR issues in international forums. Lobbying and
advocacy groups concerned with SRHR are also responding to increased worldwide concern with
sustainability and global public goods, working to frame SRHR issues as central in these debates.
At the Dutch national level, this is also a critical moment regarding the approach to development
cooperation on SRHR. Although SRHR continues to be one of the core priority areas for the Dutch
government, economic pressures and political change create an uncertain situation. Recent
significant changes include a changing view on development cooperation, shifts in governments, and
severe budget cuts shaped by the widespread economic crisis. The Netherlands has a long history as
one of the leading countries providing development assistance in terms of the percentage of gross
national income spent on Official Development Assistance (ODA). The Netherlands has a particularly
strong international reputation for its strong development cooperation on SRHR issues. However, in
the current economically difficult situation, development cooperation is often seen as an easy target
for budget cuts – avoiding public disapproval and immediately yielding funds, at least in the short
term. 185
In 2010, the right wing government (Rutte I, 2010 – 2012) decided to cut the annual ODA budget by
one billion euros. The Rutte I government also degraded the position of Minister of Development
Cooperation to a State Secretary within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This position was filled by Ben
Knapen, who also had European Affairs as part of his portfolio. Cuts introduced by Knapen resulted in
a stepwise reduction in the budget, from 0.8% in 2010, to 0.7% in 2012. 186 Knapen also introduced
massive reforms to development cooperation, reducing the number of partner developing countries
from 33 to 15 and focusing policy on 4 priority areas (compared to the former 11): security and the
legal order, food security, water, and sexual and reproductive health and rights. 187 In April 2012,
official discussions about budget cuts broke down, leading to the government’s collapse. Before the
election of the new government, the “Kunduz agreement” asserted that the Netherlands would
adhere to promises to spend 0.7% on ODA, 188 and the official policy on SRHR was released by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 189
185 Van den Boom, F. (2012). 1 miljard bezuinigen is kortzichtig. Nederlandse kennis- en adviescentrum voor burgerschap en internationale
samenwerking (NCDO). http://www.ncdo.nl/artikel/1-miljard-bezuinigen-kortzichtig; Carabain, C., Spitz, G., Hogeling, L. (2012).
Nederlanders & overheidsbudget ontwikkelingssamenwerking. Nederlands kennis- en adviescentrum voor burgerschap en internationale
samenwerking (NCDO), Amsterdam, maart 2012. http://www.ncdo.nl/artikel/nederlanders-en-overheidsbudget-os.
186 Knapen, B. (2010). Bijlage - Kamerbrief inzake basisbrief Ontwikkelingssamenwerking
Kamerstuk | 26-11-2010 http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-en-publicaties/kamerstukken/2010/11/26/bijlage-kamerbrief-inzakebasisbrief-ontwikkelingssamenwerking.html
187 Knapen, B. (2011). Focusbrief ontwikkelingssamenwerking 18 March 2011. http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-enpublicaties/kamerstukken/2011/03/18/aanbiedingsbrief-focusbrief-ontwikkelingssamenwerking.html
188
De Jager, J.C. 2012. Stabiliteitsprogramma Nederland. 27 April 2012. http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-enpublicaties/brieven/2012/04/27/geactualiseerde-stabiliteitsprogramma/geactualiseerde-stabiliteitsprogramma.pdf
189 Knapen, B. 2012. 7 Kamerbrief over Beleidsvoornemens Seksuele en Reproductieve Gezondheid en Rechten. May 2012.
http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-en-publicaties/kamerstukken/2012/05/07/kamerbrief-over-beleidsvoornemensseksuele-en-reproductieve-gezondheid-en-rechten/kamerbrief-over-beleidsvoornemens-seksuele-en-reproductieve-gezondheid-enrechten.pdf
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At the end of October 2012 the new government (Rutte II) published a coalition agreement bridging
the stances of the VVD (People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy) and the PvdA (Labor Party). 190
This agreement appointed a Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation (Lilianne
Ploumen, PvdA). The new government aims to promote the connection between trade and
development cooperation by emphasizing defense, diplomacy, and development (3-D approach,
introduced in 2002-2007). A fund of €750 million will be raised to stimulate investment by private
companies in developing countries. However, to finance this fund and to contribute to resolving the
economic crisis, the yearly budget for ODA will be gradually cut, reaching 1.25 billion by 2017. In the
coalition agreement, the new government also stressed continued commitment to the four
development priority areas (security and the legal order, food security, water, and sexual and
reproductive health and rights).
The renewed official commitment to SRHR by the government and the active multiparty support for
SRHR issues in parliament allow for the continued implementation and advancement of SRHR policy
and programming. However, the planned Dutch budget cuts will result in the Netherlands being the
first leading country to fall below the internationally agreed 0.7% for development cooperation. 191
With intense cuts planned to overall ODA in response to economic pressures, many feel that Dutch
funding for SRHR is also at risk in spite of the renewed commitments to SRHR as a priority area.

5.2

Methodological issues

5.2.1

Approach

The unit of analysis for the evaluation of the ILA program of the SRHR Alliance is the individual
lobbying and advocacy projects, as defined in the Call for Proposals. This required investigation of
Alliance work towards long term goals at national and international levels. As part of our work to
illuminate the Alliance’s efforts towards these two goals, we selected three cases for further
exploration of the ILA work of the SRHR Alliance: Dutch national level, Indonesia, and Malawi.
The first case involves the lobbying and advocacy efforts of the SRHR Alliance at Dutch national level,
focusing primarily upon influencing Dutch ODA policy. The Dutch case was selected because of its
importance in the Alliance’s planning and the opportunity it provides to examine the effectiveness of
multiple strategies.
The work of the ILA program outside the Netherlands primarily relates to the goal of influencing
international frameworks. This work was examined through exploring the spectrum of the Alliance’s
related efforts, especially towards influencing UN processes. Indonesia and Malawi were selected as
cases for additional exploration in discussion with SRHR Alliance representatives. These cases were
selected because they represent two very different contexts for lobbying and advocacy, due to
factors both internal and external to the Alliance. An important internal factor is the working
structure. In Indonesia and also two other countries, Pakistan and Vietnam, field offices have been
set up where local staff is employed. The field offices have close contacts with (potential) partner
organizations and local government. In most other countries, including Malawi, the projects are
supervised from the Netherlands, carrying out field trips whenever necessary.
In Indonesia the SRHR Alliance national program coordinator is Rutgers WPF Indonesia. The SRHR
Alliance in Indonesia involves a large number of civil society organizations participating in a larger
movement for SRHR in the country. As the largest Muslim-majority country, Indonesia is expected to
Rutte, M., Samsom, D. (2012). Bruggen slaan: Regeerakkoord VVD - PvdA. 29 oktober 2012.
http://www.kabinetsformatie2012.nl/actueel/documenten/regeerakkoord.html
191
Onsman, T. (2012). ‘Bruggenbouwers slaan kloof in armoedebestrijding’. Radio Nederland Wereld Omroep.
http://www.rnw.nl/nederlands/article/%E2%80%98bruggenbouwers-slaan-kloof-armoedebestrijding%E2%80%99
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play a key role in the International UN processes over the next years. In Malawi, in contrast, the SRHR
Alliance currently operates with no national program coordinator. Of the six civil society
organizations originally participating in the Alliance in Malawi, four remain involved. These
organizations have differing levels of capacity for and interest in internationally-geared lobbying and
advocacy. The public stance of the new president of Malawi towards SRHR issues may provide
opportunities for progress, but resource constraints and other challenges present obstacles.
Although the two non-Dutch cases were selected in order to provide useful information about
Alliance work in two very different contexts, it must be stressed that the findings of this evaluation
cannot be generalized to all international partner organizations of the Alliance as the study is limited
to the two selected case countries.
5.2.2

Data sources

The baseline report is built on in-depth interviews and analysis of documents. In total, 15 interviews
were conducted with respondents internal to the Alliance 192, and six interviews were conducted with
external respondents. Fourteen of the 15 interviews, 193 were audio recorded and partially
transcribed for analysis.
Within the Alliance, interviews were conducted with all six members of the working group on
lobbying and advocacy, including 1-2 members of each of the Dutch member organization involved.
An initial interview took place with three Alliance members and mainly served to get insight into the
work of the Alliance and to further plan evaluation processes. Next, a series of 1-2 in-depth
interviews were held with each member of the working group. These semi-structured interviews
closely followed an interview guide designed to collect information on the Alliance’s theory of
change, outcomes realized at T1, facilitators and obstacles, as well as changes between T0 and T1. In
most of these interviews (4 of the 6), photos were made of the visually constructed theories of
change. In Malawi, representatives of three of the four active civil society organization partners were
interviewed (7 staff members). An interview with the national program coordinator for Indonesia
took place in Amsterdam. All interviews lasted at minimum 1 hour, up to two hours.
Six additional in-depth interviews were conducted with external experts: five in the Netherlands and
one in Malawi. Within categories defined by the evaluation team, Alliance partners were invited to
suggest experts who were aware of the SRHR context internationally or nationally. From the list of
suggestions, the evaluation team selected interviewees from the different spheres based on
demonstrable knowledge of the SRHR situation. In total, 11 Dutch experts were asked for an
interview by e-mail. In case of no response, the initial request was followed up by a second e-mail
and/or a phone call. Five of these Dutch experts agreed to be interviewed, but one withdrew at the
last moment because of ‘not being the right person’. Two experts suggested another person, of
whom one was interviewed. The other four experts were either too busy or gave no response.
External experts included in this baseline report were a former parliamentarian, an experienced
lobbyist working on related issues through an organization external to the Alliance, and three
Ministry of Foreign Affairs representatives working on SRHR issues (two current and one former). The
external expert interview in Malawi was with a representative of UNFPA Malawi.
The Dutch expert interviews were held by phone and lasted 30 to 45 minutes, depending on the
breadth of the expert’s knowledge on the SRHR context. The external expert interview in Malawi was
These 15 interviews gathered information from 14 individual respondents. Most Dutch Alliance representatives were interviewed twice,
and although most interviews were one-on-one, because of time constraints those in Malawi were conducted at the organizational level,
with 2-3 respondents participating in a group interview. Due to scheduling difficulties, only the national program coordinator in Indonesia
was interviewed at this stage.
193 In one case, voice recording equipment failed to record most of the interview with one of the partner organizations, and this was
discovered only after completion f the interview. However, the interviewer had taken detailed notes, and was able to reconstruct most of
the interview using these notes immediately following the interview. This reconstructed transcript was then sent by e-mail to the
individuals interviewed for verification and comment.
192
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face-to-face and lasted two-thirds of an hour. All of the semi-structured interviews with experts
followed a guide and aimed at revealing the most important changes and outcomes in relation to
SRHR (behavior, policy, mindset) during the last two years, the actors involved in these outcomes,
and other influencing factors. The interviews began broadly, asking about significant changes and all
actors involved, and then asked specifically about the contribution of the SRHR Alliance.
Documents used as data sources for this baseline assessment included the original and revised MFSII
applications, meeting minutes and Skype call summaries internal to the working group, information
published on the websites of organizations participating in the Alliance, publicly available documents
of the Dutch Parliament and Ministry of Foreign Affairs (e.g., parliamentary questions and answers,
parliamentary letters, policy statements, amendments filed), internal monitoring documents, and
informational emails sent to international Alliance partners and collaborators.

5.3

SRHR Alliance

5.3.1

Reconstruction of T0

SRHR Alliance as a whole
AMREF Flying Doctors, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality, dance4life foundation, Rutgers WPF, and
Simavi are the five organizations participating in the SRHR Alliance, with Rutgers WPF as the lead
agency. The lead agency serves as administrator, point of contact, and primary representative of the
Alliance. Each member organization is represented by their executive director (or his/her delegate) in
the Steering Committee, which is headed by an independent chairperson and is responsible for
decision making for the Alliance. On programming issues, the Steering Committee is advised by a
Program Manager, a Program Team, and Country Program Teams.
The overall program of the SRHR Alliance, entitled “Unite for Body Rights” (UFBR), works towards
equal access to sexual and reproductive health information and services, as well as the freedom to
make informed choices about their own sexuality, for all people. The mission of the Alliance is “to
strengthen and support civil society organizations in Africa and Asia to promote SRHR of boys, girls,
men, women and marginalized groups.” 194 The UFBR program aims to contribute to the realization of
the ICPD Programme of Action and the fulfillment of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
especially MDG 3 (gender equality), MDG 5 (maternal health), and MDG 6 (HIV/AIDS, malaria, and
other diseases). To achieve this, the Alliance focuses on four priority areas: “(1) improved sexual and
reproductive health services; (2) comprehensive sexuality education; (3) combating sexual and
gender-based violence; (4) freedom of expression of sexual diversity and gender identity.” 195 The
programmatic strategy includes improving the quality of and access to education on SRHR, the
quality and use of SRH services, and creating an environment conducive to the realization of SRHR.
Combating sexual and gender-based violence and encouraging freedom of expression of sexual
diversity and gender identity are mainstreamed in each of these areas. Specifically, the Alliance
focuses efforts towards young people, women, and marginalized groups. Through collaboration
between the different participating organizations, the UFBR program was envisaged to take on the
full range of SRHR issues, with the main focus of strengthening Southern civil society partners to
work towards improvements in SRHR in a sustainable way.
The SRHR Alliance was formed in reaction to the increasingly collaborative outlook on development
cooperation, expressed specifically for SRHR in Bert Koenders’ February 2009 memorandum on
HIV/AIDS and SRHR in foreign policy. The formation of the SRHR Alliance coincided with the 2011
merger of World Population Foundation (the lead organization on the preliminary MFS II application)
and the Rutgers Nisso Groep (initially a co-applicant). The process began with many civil society
organizations exploring possible partnerships, amidst a great deal of competition for the upcoming
194
195

SRHR Alliance. 2010. MFS II Application, Phase II.
Ibid.
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MFS II subsidy. Building upon previous collaboration, the five organizations were included in the
Alliance because of their complementary experience in terms of topical expertise, strategies
employed, and geographical focus. The initial meeting to discuss the formation of the SRHR Alliance
was attended by AMREF, Rutgers Nisso Groep, Simavi, and World Population Foundation in Spring
2009. In summer of the same year, dance4life and CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality joined the
burgeoning Alliance, adding needed expertise in mobilizing young people (dance4life) and
empowering young people to advocate for SRHR (CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality).
The five member organizations in the SRHR Alliance are quite diverse in terms of size, funding, and
experience, as well as thematic, strategic, and geographic focus. Each member organization was
chosen because of their specific areas of expertise and geographical range. AMREF is an African
health organization, which focuses on lasting health change. CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality is a
youth-led organization that focuses on capacity building to enable young people worldwide to stand
up for their sexual and reproductive rights. dance4life also focuses on youth, seeking to empower
young people through providing information about HIV/AIDS and SRHR. Rutgers WPF serves as a
center of expertise on SRHR issues, building capacity among partner organizations and advocating for
improvements in human rights and quality of life, especially in developing countries. Simavi works
towards widespread health improvements in developing countries and has a particular expertise in
maternal health and maternal mortality. Strengths of the member organizations include research and
international advocacy (Rutgers WPF); implementation (AMREF and Simavi); policy development and
advocacy (AMREF, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality); sexuality education, youth SRHR, and sensitive
themes (Rutgers WPF); and reaching target groups such as young people (dance4life). Because of
their different experiences, the five member organizations contribute good connections with diverse
actors, including stakeholders at local and government level (AMREF and Simavi), the corporate
sector (dance4life), academic and research institutes (Rutgers WPF), and international youth
advocates for SRHR (CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality).
The Alliance initially planned activities in Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Ghana, Malawi, India,
Indonesia, Bangladesh, and Pakistan, working with over 60 Southern partner organizations. In each
country, Southern partners were chosen based on the quality and fit with the UFBR program.
Member organizations in the Alliance were individually responsible for selection of their own
partners, drawing from existing partnerships and building new partnerships with Southern
organizations. Prior to and during the MFS II application process, the SRHR Alliance conducted
stakeholder consultations in each of the 10 countries, resulting in targeted context analyses. During
these context analyses, local needs were assessed, and responsibilities were divided correspondingly
amongst member organizations in order to implement tailor-made approaches in each country.
The initial MFS II proposal included a well-integrated ILA component – International Advocacy and
Campaigning Activities (IACA) – which was conceived as supporting one of the three pillars of the
Alliance’s overall theory of change by contributing to the realization of a supportive environment for
SRHR. Due to a reduction in funding, the IACA program was cut, as was the entire program in Ghana,
and targets were adapted in all countries, resulting in 30% fewer people reached by the overall UFBR
program and a slower pace for certain thematic developments. Several Southern partner
organizations in the remaining 9 countries withdrew, leaving 52 partner organizations.
During the MFS II proposal writing process, advocacy officers from the member organizations came
together to work on the strategy and an ILA context analysis. The group was later formalized as a
working group on lobbying and advocacy consisting of six members (one staff member with an
advocacy focus from AMREF, dance4life, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality, and Simavi, and two staff
members from Rutgers WPF, one with a national focus and one with an international focus). One of
the Rutgers WPF representatives chaired the working group. Unlike most of the other organizations
in the Alliance, Rutgers WPF has a long history of advocacy work, and naturally took the lead in the
initial phase of the program. Within the member organizations, advocacy officers are also closely
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linked to the country programs, either through providing capacity development for advocacy directly
to Southern partners, or through giving input to program officers for this work.
The ILA program of the SRHR Alliance focuses on two complementary and intersecting projects, one
at international level and one at national level. Based on experience and capacity, as well as
feasibility following intensive budget cuts to the ILA program, three member organizations in the ILA
program mainly focused their work on either the national or international level. CHOICE for Youth
and Sexuality, dance4life, and Rutgers WPF are involved in lobbying at the international level, while
AMREF, dance4life, Rutgers WPF, and Simavi are involved at the national (Netherlands) level. Rutgers
WPF and dance4life are the only organizations that work across both projects. In Rutgers WPF, this is
managed by having two advocacy officers, one focused on national issues and the other on
international issues. Within dance4life, a single advocacy officer works on both projects. In practice,
the international and national levels are intertwined. As the Netherlands is clearly a participant in
international discussions, with its own role to play, international level processes can be influenced
through action at the national level.
Objectives and strategies: theory of change
Separate goals, and separate (but linked) theories of change are used for the two Alliance projects.
On the national level, the overall objective involves maintaining an enabling environment for SRHR in
the Dutch government. In the Alliance’s planning, this is measured by examining whether or not the
percentage of the Dutch development cooperation budget allocated to SRHR is
maintained/increased each year through 2015. The percentage of the Dutch official development
cooperation (ODA) budget in 2010, before the SRHR ILA program began, was 3.23%.
In order to reach this overall objective, several things must be in place. In the national level theory of
change, at the highest level, SRHR must be mentioned as one of the issues in new policies. This, in
turn, is influenced by support for SRHR both in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and in parliament.
Additionally, linking to the international level theory of change, international agreements and EU
commitments on SRHR and ODA, generally, also influence the extent to which SRHR is mentioned in
new policy in the Netherlands.
To achieve the overall goal, steps must be taken in order to ensure expertise, support, and positive
action for SRHR among members of the parliament and officers at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as
they are the most crucial actors. Good working relations between the Alliance and both groups are
the foundation of their lobbying and advocacy work. Media coverage on SRHR issues and expressions
of public interest can be useful in building support for SRHR in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
parliament. In terms of influencing parliamentary debate, cooperation with civil society from the
HIV/AIDS and health sectors can help to ensure that SRHR remains a priority in official parliamentary
debates.
On the international level, Alliance efforts and outputs are mainly shaped by the two important
international development frameworks coming to an end shortly: the ICPD Programme of Action,
and the MDGs, which end in 2014 and 2015, respectively. The ILA program’s overall objective at this
level is to ensure that there is a renewed progressive agenda on SRHR at UN level after 2014.
Reflecting the complex nature of the processes in question, the theory of change of the Alliance
around this project is multi-layered. At the highest level, in order to achieve a renewed agenda on
SRHR after 2014, the language on SRHR issues in the new UN framework outcome documents should
advance or maintain the language agreed in the ICPD Programme of Action. In order for this to
happen, SRHR must be considered key in different development topics by national governments and,
in turn, the UN. Good contacts between Alliance members and UNFPA (the United Nations
Population Fund) and other UN agencies can also facilitate appropriate representation of SRHR in
outcome documents. As a separate pathway, it is also important that country delegations to relevant
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UN meetings are informed about SRHR and convinced of the need for progressive SRHR. This is
achieved through the involvement of civil society organizations from the global South in advocacy at
the international level (mostly through their own national governments) and through civil society
working towards progressive SRHR speaking with one clear message. The SRHR Alliance can facilitate
those changes if they have good contact and a high level of trust with diverse civil society partners.
As the overall objective of the Alliance at international level concerns UN processes, there is a direct
pathway of influence through national governments and regional bodies. Specific to the work of the
SRHR Alliance, there is an important pathway involving the government of the Netherlands and the
EU. If these entities prioritize SRHR in UN processes, the overall objective is more likely to be
achieved. A key step to ensure this outcome is that the Dutch government approaches SRHRprogressive civil society organizations as dialogue partners, seeking their input for relevant decisions
and events, and inviting them to be part of official national delegations to UN processes. In order to
reach these outcomes, the SRHR Alliance must establish good working relationships and trust with
both the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and mission staff.
Planned activities
As good relationships with parliamentarians and individuals in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs are the
basis for much of the work the Alliance does, especially at the national level, a significant number of
the activities planned are aimed at building or maintaining these relationships. These activities
involve hosting one-on-one meetings, participating in roundtables, and organizing events. Public
campaigns around scheduled events, such as Moedernacht or the Estafette voor Wereldmoeders, are
aimed both at awareness raising amongst the public and, crucially, generating support from
parliamentarians. With the same target groups, the Alliance also uses press releases and media
attention to raise awareness. Some organizations in the Alliance are active in bringing their Southern
partners in to act as spokespeople before the general public as well as parliamentarians. Beyond
relationship building and awareness raising, the Alliance seeks to provide information about key
SRHR issues by sending factsheets and suggested parliamentary questions to parliamentarians,
providing input documents to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and writing letters to the embassies. In
order to strengthen their message, the Alliance plans to maintain collaboration with and membership
in a number of related networks (such as WO=MEN, the Dutch gender platform, Share-Net, a Dutch
network on SRHR and HIV/AIDS, and Partos, an association for international cooperation).
Continuous monitoring and analysis of policy and the budget for development cooperation is
necessary in order to provide relevant information at the right time.
Many planned activities go into the international level project. A key activity is attending and being
active at international level meetings, such as the Commission on Population and Development (CPD)
(annual), the Commission on the Status of Women (annual), the UN General Assembly High-Level
Meeting on Youth (2011), the UN General Assembly High-Level Meeting on AIDS (2011), and AIDS
2012. A related activity is involvement in national and international civil society networks (such as
EuroNGOs and the International Sexual and Reproductive Rights Coalition) in order to strengthen the
message. Significant time is also planned for monitoring activities, such as following all developments
in relevant language in UN-level outcome documents. It is also necessary to monitor the activities of
other civil society groups, including those with opposing messages. The Alliance plans to conduct
continuous monitoring of UN processes underway and to stay on top of progress at national levels, in
addition to the overall international level.
Several activities in this project are directed towards Southern partner organizations. The Alliance
plans to provide relevant and timely information to representatives of partner organizations
regarding international processes. Activities geared towards developing the capacity of partner
organizations for advocacy at national and international levels, providing support for these partners
to attend international meetings, and integrating partners into international networks of advocates
also contribute to this overall goal.
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Budget and financial management
From initial planning, the SRHR Alliance has had budget control mechanisms in place, with any overexpenditure being reported to and resolved by the Steering Committee. The total amount initially
requested under the MFS II scheme was €69,188,000, but the amount awarded was significantly
lower. Additionally, the Alliance was notified in mid-January 2011 that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
had cut this budget by 11.3%. 196 In total, the overall Alliance budget was reduced by approximately
35% (to €44,957,500). The program on global campaigning and advocacy was originally to receive
approximately 6.5% of the overall subsidy (€4,387,000, in the Phase II application). However, due to
the reduced funding, the Steering Committee decided to cut this program in order to focus on the
country programs.
After funding for the IACA program was withdrawn, the advocacy working group began to explore
other possibilities for funding. Discussions took place regarding planned allocations for advocacy
from the “general” line in the MFS II budget within each member organization. The five member
organizations were able to make different allocations from this budget, leading to a new MFS II
budget for international lobbying and advocacy work 2011-2015 of €2,505,923. This represents a
57% cut in the original IACA budget. 197 Approximate MFS II funds available for ILA became clear only
in mid-January: AMREF had no MFS II budget for ILA but does draw upon other resources to allocate
staff hours and some seed funding for activities. CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality would have €38,500
in 2011, with no personnel paid through MFS II. dance4life would have €155,000 in MFS II funds and
€225,000 additional funds available for the five years. Rutgers WPF had approximately €88,000 for
2011, excluding personnel costs. Simavi would have €150,000 MFS II funds per year to spend on ILA,
which was to include the salary costs of a new SRHR advocacy officer. At the start of the program, it
remained unclear exactly how much non-MFS II money was available for ILA.
5.3.2

T0 Reflections

External challenges and opportunities
The MFS II proposal framed SRHR funding as very much at risk, as political attention is increasingly
being directed toward widespread concerns regarding the climate and environment. The SRHR
Alliance began its work in an economically difficult context, characterized by growing public
skepticism about development cooperation effectiveness and efficiency. The IACA program included
plans to work broadly on public awareness-raising on the benefits of SRHR investments, but at T0 the
extent to which the advocacy working group would be able to proceed with those efforts remained
in question.
The Alliance was presented with an important opportunity to shape the SRHR and broader
development cooperation policies of the new government, and to begin to have an impact at the
international level, as the end dates for the ICPD Programme of Action and the MDGs approached.
Also working to their advantage was the international reputation of the Netherlands government on
progressing SRHR worldwide.
Internal challenges and opportunities
In the IACA Program outlined in the MFS II proposal of the SRHR Alliance, international advocacy and
campaigning is framed as a key part of creating an enabling environment that is crucial for
reinforcing the other pillars of the overall SRHR Alliance’s work. The large amount of adjustments
necessary regarding budget changes quite late in the planning process have presented a major
challenge to the ILA program. Following the large cuts in the budget of the ILA program, many
strategies and activities had to be largely redefined. With major uncertainties about available budget,
SRHR Alliance. 2012. Unite for Body Rights Programme, SRHR Alliance: Annual Report 2011.
SRHR Alliance. 2011. Revised MFS II Application, Appendix 1. Explaining the Adjustments in the MFS II Application “Unite for Body
Rights” of the SRHR Alliance. 28 February 2011.
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staff time to be allocated, and expectations for the advocacy working group remaining at the start of
the program, advocacy plans were initially not very developed. The group began working together
largely on an ad hoc basis.
A difficult internal challenge foreseen at the time of the proposal writing involves the diversity of
organizations participating in the Alliance. Although the member organizations were selected
precisely for their diversity and breadth, the differences in focus and expertise have the potential to
create tension. With organizational emphases ranging from, for example, human rights, to youth, to
health service delivery, it can be difficult to identify common interests and approaches for ILA action.
Amidst these challenges, advocacy working group members demonstrated high commitment to
realize a collective work plan in order to strengthen their statements, gain legitimacy in their work,
and expand the types of actors they could reach across the political spectrum.
5.3.3

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics
At T1, most of the planned organizational structure for the overall Alliance is unchanged, with one
major exception. At country level, an attempt was made to recruit or assign a national program
coordinator (NPC) in order to manage communication and Alliance activities of the partner
organizations. However, in several countries, the recruitment of an NPC was delayed, or the position
was vacated and remains unfilled. Based on case study field work in Malawi, the funds available for
the NPC’s salary may be too low to hire an appropriately qualified person.
Within the ILA program of the Alliance, there have been several changes regarding the advocacy
working group. In spring 2011, it became clear that expectations and roles for the working group
needed to be clarified, given the termination of the overall IACA program and the significantly
reduced funding for ILA work within each of the member organizations. It was decided within the
working group that, given the lack of funds for Alliance work, there were no grounds for the
existence of a formal, institutionalized working group on international advocacy. However, as all
members of the advocacy group saw an added value in continuing to work together in certain cases,
they submitted a request to the Steering Committee to clarify expectations of the group.
In autumn 2011, the Steering Committee decided to maintain the advocacy working group, also
noting that the main expected role of the group was to coordinate information and joint action and
that the work associated with the group should be better distributed across organizations in the
future. To enable staff to fulfill the tasks required in conjunction with work in the group, the Steering
Committee gave a commitment that in principle every member of the advocacy working group could
spend half a day per week on Alliance work, and that the chair could spend 1 day per week to allow
for completion of additional organizational duties. In order to ensure a shared workload, the Steering
Group suggested rotating responsibility for chairing the working group on advocacy. Rutgers WPF
chairs the advocacy working group for 2011-2012, followed by dance4life in 2013, Simavi in 2014,
and AMREF in 2015 (2013-2015 leadership decided in February 2012). Each year, the chair for the
following year serves as the current vice-chair, taking over the chair’s duties if necessary. Although all
Alliance member organizations were actively involved in the ILA activities from the start of the
program, Rutgers WPF initially took a leading role overall, as well as within both national and
international focus areas. The organizational dynamics within the ILA program have changed over the
first stage of Alliance work, as organizational and/or individual capacity and experience have grown
in all member organizations. Increased incorporation into extended national and global advocacy
networks has also contributed to this shift.
To distribute the workload further, the advocacy working group decided to appoint a coordinator for
each joint activity. Although much of the contact between members of the working group continues
to be on an ad hoc basis, the current aim is to meet once every six weeks and to inform the Steering
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Group about their activities through summaries of these meetings. Members of the advocacy
working group are in daily contact with each other, primarily via email, but also using telephone or a
voice over IP service.
While contact with Southern partner organizations regarding international lobbying and advocacy
operates mostly through individual Alliance member organizations contacting their own partners,
there is now broader communication with partner organizations on key international issues that are
directly relevant in their countries.
Contextual factors
Both nationally and internationally, ILA work within the SRHR Alliance has been faced with
challenging changes in the external context since the start of their program. The recent political
instability within the Netherlands has resulted in significant policy shifts regarding development
cooperation. Overall, negative views of development cooperation have also risen in past years.
Following the collapse of the former government, early elections were held in 2012. When the SRHR
Alliance ILA objectives were formulated, the Netherlands was spending above 0.7% on ODA.
However, with the coalition agreement of the new Dutch government, this spending will be reduced
significantly in coming years.
The international reformulation of development, which increasingly focuses on economic
development and prioritizes issues of health or education less, is gaining power as a dominant
discourse as the economic crisis deepens. Other hot button issues, notably issues of climate change,
sustainable growth, and social protection, are garnering more attention in discussions of
development. As other issues move to the forefront, advocates working on SRHR issues face the
challenge of keeping SRHR high on the international agenda. One Alliance member summarized the
effect of the changing development priorities and shifting discourses: “I think years ago, you could
make a case that access to reproductive health is key to development… Now, with so much of a
changing world, it’s becoming increasingly more difficult to make such arguments.”
At the same time, the review processes around the end of the ICPD Programme of Action (2014) and
the MDGs (2015) have become clearer since the start of the SRHR Alliance’s work. The General
Assembly has mandated UNFPA to coordinate the operational review of the ICPD Programme of
Action in all countries. Once completed, the operational review results at national level will be
aggregated into regional level reports by the UN Economic and Social Commissions (Africa, Asia and
the Pacific, Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Western Asia). These reports will serve as
the basis for negotiations at the CPD 2014 (April), which will precede the UN General Assembly’s
Special Session on ICPD Beyond 2014 (September 2014). 198
For the new post-2015 agenda (following the MDGs), a separate process has been initiated, being led
by United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Worldwide, certain countries have been
selected for national consultations on the MDGs and the post-2015 agenda. Additionally, thematic
consultations are going on globally on a range of topics including health, inequalities, education, and
population dynamics. Although there remains some lack of clarity regarding relations between
aspects of the process, all of these activities are intended to contribute to discussions among the
High Level Panel convened by the UN Secretary General and to a special UN General Assembly event
to be held in September 2013. 199

198 ICPD. 2012. “ICPD Beyond 2014 Review Timeline.” Available: http://icpdbeyond2014.org/key-events/view/15-icpd-beyond-2014-reviewtimeline
199
UN System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda. 2012. “Realizing the Future We Want for All: Report to the SecretaryGeneral.” New York: United Nations. Available: http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/Post_2015_UNTTreport.pdf
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Activities and output
Responding to the changes in the Dutch national context, the majority of Alliance activities to this
point have been directed towards national advocacy. As key moments such as parliamentary debates
regarding the budget or the formation of the new government’s foreign policy are fixed in time, it
was necessary to restructure planned activities to have an impact at the right moment. Alliance
members had many contact moments with parliamentarians and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
especially around the budget debates in 2011 and around the time of the 2012 elections. This
contact included one-on-one and group meetings; contact through phone calls, email, and social
media; special events for parliamentarians; and public events and campaigns. To provide information
and policy suggestions, the Alliance also created factsheets and provided topical input. The time of
the budget discussions in parliament was particularly active for Alliance members, who organized 16
meetings with representatives of 8 different parties, raised the budget cuts during a meeting with
State Secretary Ben Knapen, had several contacts with people from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
sent 8 preliminary parliamentarian questions to clarify the budget cuts, sent another set of 21
parliamentarian questions during the budget discussions, redirected a public event to garner broad
political support for SRHR (Estafette voor Wereldmoeders), and broadly circulated several factsheets
on budget cuts related to SRHR within parliament, in addition to telephone and electronic
communication with parliamentarians. In several of these activities, the SRHR Alliance worked
together with other sectors and platforms, especially HIV/AIDS and health.
Regarding policy influence, letters were sent to political parties and embassies, as well as to the
informateurs negotiating the new governmental policy. Alliance members also organized several
public events: A photo exhibition, “Unite for Body Rights,” at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
parliament in conjunction with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs SRHR month in April-May 2012; the
Moedernacht campaign and event in 2011 and 2012; the Estafette voor Wereldmoeders in 2011 and
2012; and the 1 December dance4life Event in conjunction with World AIDS Day in 2011 (and
planned for 2012).
At international level, all Alliance member organizations working in the international sphere were
active participants in multiple international-level meetings. The main focus was on UN-level
meetings, with Alliance members participating in the Commission on the Status of Women (2011),
the CPD (2011 and 2012), the High Level Meeting on HIV/AIDS (2011), the High Level Meeting on
Youth (2011), the UNFPA Civil Society Consultation on ICPD Beyond 2014 in Istanbul (2011), and the
EuroNGOs Annual Meeting (2011, 2012). Other meeting participation included AIDS 2012, the
International Conference on AIDS and Sexually Transmitted Infections in Africa (2011), the
International Conference on Female Condoms (2011), and the UNFPA Launch of State of World
Population 2011 and Day of 7 Billion (2011). Meeting participation of SRHR Alliance members was
strengthened by close collaboration with international networks of civil society active on SRHR
issues. Especially for the CPD, Alliance members were heavily involved in extensive preparations with
international SRHR civil society organizations through the International Sexual and Reproductive
Rights Coalition (ISRRC). Two Alliance representatives were invited to be on the official Dutch
delegation to the CPD 2012, and other involved members were active in working to influence the
proceedings through the language and youth working groups. An Alliance member organization also
contributes support to YouAct, a European youth-led organization active on SRHR at international
level.
In several cases, the SRHR Alliance sponsored the participation of representatives from partner
organizations to attend key meetings at international level, in order to develop capacity towards
international advocacy, to contribute directly to the inclusion of diverse civil society organizations in
international processes, and to increase the opportunities of partners to work with their own
governments for positive SRHR outcomes. Additionally, beginning in 2012, briefing papers were sent
to partner organizations in the 9 countries where the Alliance is active. These briefing papers
included updates about key international processes and specific information about proceedings in
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certain partner countries. Alliance members also worked to build and maintain good contacts with
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, including the work of two Alliance member organizations with the
Ministry on the Youth and ICPD Partnership.
Southern partner organizations are involved in international and national advocacy in several ways.
In national advocacy, certain partners are involved through contact with the Dutch embassies in their
countries and through sharing their experiences with parliamentarians and representatives of
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In international advocacy, partner organizations provide useful contextspecific information to be used in the Alliance’s international work. Partners are also encouraged to
lobby at their national level toward international issues and also, in some cases, to participate
directly in international processes.
Changes in strategy
Certain changes in strategy and planning were taken up between T0 and T1. With the collapse of the
former government and need for elections in 2012, the Alliance unexpectedly lost many of their
former contacts in parliament, including the chair and vice-chair of the Multiparty Initiative on SRHR
and HIV/AIDS. Reacting to the new situation, ILA program planning was changed to focus on
rebuilding connections at parliamentary level, both leading up to and following the election, and on
reviving the Multiparty Initiative two years before it was expected.
In the development cooperation budget for 2012, SRHR was newly combined with HIV/AIDS and
health under one budget line. In response to this, the advocacy group of the SRHR Alliance intensified
efforts towards good cooperation with the HIV/AIDS and health sectors. This strategy was adopted in
order to strengthen their joint lobby message and to avoid infighting for the limited funds available.
As processes surrounding the end of crucial international frameworks involving SRHR issues (ICPD
and the MDGs) become clearer, SRHR Alliance members have been able to plan activities more
concretely. Although many aspects of the processes remain unclear, Alliance members have been
able to identify and act on key entry points for civil society.
Other changes in strategy and planning were made as the advocacy working group continued to
make concrete plans under the changed funding situation for ILA. The original proposal detailed a
major role for strengthening the advocacy capacity of Southern partners in international advocacy.
However, with funding no longer available for the overall IACA program, this strategy had to be
somewhat scaled back and the linkages between country-level advocacy initiatives and change at the
international level were reduced to this point.
The original proposal described a series of public campaigns carried out in order to “facilitate the
involvement of the Dutch public in international cooperation.” 200 Although the advocacy group does
organize key public events that garner significant media attention, plans in the original MFS II
proposal to reach out to the general public and incorporate communications and media have been
significantly scaled back. This is due to the reduced funding for such activities and the related lack of
involvement of communications officers in the ILA program. For most Alliance members, politicians
and policy makers, as opposed to the general public, are the primary target group for media outreach
in the program.
Outcomes
A significant number of outcomes, planned and unplanned, have been achieved between T0 and T1.
At national level, results included new public commitments to advancing SRHR policy from the Dutch
government and many political parties, achieving an unprecedented level of cooperation between
SRHR, HIV/AIDS, and health sectors, and Alliance member organizations receiving invitations to
“closed” meetings in parliament relevant to SRHR (agenda setting); selection of SRHR as a priority
200

SRHR Alliance. 2010. MFS II pre-proposal.
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area for development cooperation in two new governments, the publication of a comprehensive
policy on SRHR by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the inclusion of SRHR as a priority area by
embassies in 8 of 15 partner countries (policy influencing); the avoidance of a threatened €35 million
cut to the SRHR budget, the allocation of an extra €8 million to SRHR through an amendment, and
the revival of the Multiparty Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS (changing practice).
At international level, results included the demonstrable mobilization of international civil society
organizations working on SRHR, a growing coordinated youth presence at UN meetings, and
invitations to “closed” meetings regarding changing international frameworks (agenda setting);
maintenance or advancement of progressive language on SRHR at several UN-level meetings (policy
influencing); invitations for civil society to join official Dutch delegations to several UN-level
meetings, the formalization of the role of civil society in policy formulation through the appointment
of a youth ambassador for SRHR and the establishment of the Youth and ICPD Partnership, and
invitations to partner organizations to participate in key international consultation processes
(changing practice). These changes, their significance, and the Alliance’s contribution to them are
described in further detail in section 5.3.5.
Budget and financial management
Primarily due to the fact that part of the money was reserved for a conference in 2012-2013, not all
allocated budget was spent in 2011: €243,498 of the available €318,455 MFS II funding was spent in
2011. The remaining €75,000 is to be spent on ILA in 2012-2015. 201 The planned budget for 2012,
separated by member organization and MFS II or other funding, is shown in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1. SRHR Alliance MFS II Advocacy Working Group 2012 Total Budget
Organization
Budget (MFS
Budget (other Staff (MFS II)
II, exclusive of resources,
personnel)
exclusive of
personnel)
AMREF
€10,000
CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality €39,975
dance4life
€30,000
€37,500
0.1 FTE
Rutgers WPF
€100,000
0.4 FTE
Simavi
€70,000
1.0 FTE
Total
€239,975
€57,500
1.5 FTE

Staff (other
resources)
0.2 FTE
*
2.8 FTE
2.2 FTE
5.4 FTE

*CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality advocates contribute time on a voluntary basis to work on
international advocacy activities.
5.3.4

T1 Reflections

Even with a somewhat late start and a very limited budget, the SRHR Alliance ILA program has
accomplished a great deal between T0 and T1, registering results across all three priority result areas.
External challenges and opportunities
The recent political instability in the Netherlands presents a clear external challenge to SRHR Alliance
work. Since 2010, there have been two national elections. For those active in lobbying and advocacy
work focusing on the Dutch parliament, this means a loss of crucial relationships with policymakers.
Extensive time and energy investments are required to build these relationships with new
parliamentarians. Another external challenge involves the insufficient capacity for international
advocacy of most Southern partner organizations. This is especially relevant for civil society working

201
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on SRHR in Africa, as the power of the G77, and African nations in particular, continues to grow at UN
level.
Internal challenges and opportunities
Continuing internal challenges to a large extent reflect continued ramifications of the budget cuts at
the start of the program. Though the ILA program has worked towards building a joint strategy,
planning within the program has often been ad hoc. According to one advocacy group member, “Of
course it’s still not that we work from a kind of joint strategy and that there is a whole plan for the
timing of the funding. We very much work on an ad hoc basis. We have mentioned to each other that
we should try to get more of a strategy in order to make sure that we are ahead of things, instead of
on an ad hoc basis, but that is quite difficult with people who have their work outside of MFS and
don’t have time allocated for MFS – apart from 8 hours which we already need to [manage
coordination of activities].” The continued ad hoc nature of meetings and activities planning to some
extent stems from last-minute changes required by the dramatic budget cuts to the ILA program.
However, leaving space in the program to react to unexpected events is a conscious, and effective,
strategy.
Broad and inclusive joint activities involving Southern partner organizations (including advocacy
workshops and timely communication on advocacy opportunities) are coordinated by some Alliance
members. However, based on interviews with partners in the selected non-Dutch cases, much of the
communication and work with Southern partner organizations continues to be between individual
SRHR Alliance members and their own partners in the countries, but there is some movement
towards more centralization of communication. This has been somewhat hindered in several cases
by the lack of a national program coordinator. It is important here to note again, however, that we
cannot make claims across all partner organizations of the Alliance, given that our study of this work
was limited to two selected case countries.
The commitment of the Steering Committee to allocate staff time for membership and coordination
of the advocacy working group was an important step forward for the group. This commitment
essentially allotted funding to support activities that were already expected of members of the
working group. Although the allocation for staff was less than the advocacy working group had
hoped, this commitment from the Steering Committee has made their task more feasible.
Tensions occasionally emerged regarding conflict between the interests of individual member
organizations vs. the overall Alliance. These were dealt with quickly and efficiently, and the advocacy
working group has made efforts to deepen their understanding of the focus and approach of
different member organizations in order to find more common ground. At times, the advocacy
working group have also faced difficulties in their collaboration because of very different budget and
staff allocations from the different member organizations.
Progress was facilitated despite the many challenges by the effective communication and high
degree of trust that has been built between Alliance members over the past two years. All Alliance
members and external informants commented on this characteristic of the advocacy working group.
The group has worked together closely, sharing information and contacts, in addition to joint work
on specific activities.
5.3.5

Analysis of priority result areas

It is useful to consider changes related to SRHR by the three priority result areas for the evaluation of
international lobbying and advocacy, as defined by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and to elaborate
on the uniform and specific outcome indicators used. Also in this section, initial reflections are
specified regarding major changes, contribution, relevance, and explanatory factors. The SRHR
Alliance has objectives at each of these priority result areas, though much of the ultimate focus is on
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policy influencing and changing practice. As much ILA work, by its nature, is a response to external
events, it should be highlighted that the amount achieved in a particular time period is highly
dependent on the current contextual opportunities and challenges.
Agenda setting
Changes. Continuing previous trends, there have been several negative changes in public discourse
related to SRHR, affecting both national and international levels of agenda setting efforts. General
public support for development cooperation has continued to decline in the Netherlands as in many
other locations. Public sentiment on development cooperation has contributed to shaping
discussions and decisions about ODA within the Dutch government. At international level,
conservative forces working against SRHR have continued to improve their organization and gain
influence in international agenda setting with regard to SRHR issues, and the increasing break in
consensus amongst EU countries (due to opposition from Malta, Poland, and Ireland) has created
difficulties.
At national level, despite an increasingly difficult environment for development cooperation, SRHR
has been, and remains, firmly on the Dutch policy agenda. This is evidenced by public commitments
made by the Dutch government to dedicate funding to continue to work to improve SRHR (at
Moedernacht in 2011 and the London Summit on Family Planning in 2012). Additionally, leading up
to the September 2012 election, most political party plans included some statements on SRHR,
health, and/or HIV/AIDS.
There has been an unprecedented level of cooperation between SRHR interest groups, the health
sector, and especially the HIV/AIDS sector in the Netherlands. This cooperation began around
threatened budget cuts for 2012. There was previously not always good cooperation between the
SRHR and the HIV/AIDS sectors due to disagreements on how to the approach HIV/AIDS and broader
sexuality-related issues and a high level of competition for a limited development cooperation
budget. However, when facing joint budget cuts for 2012, civil society actors representing SRHR,
HIV/AIDS, and health agreed to work together to combat the overall cuts rather than competing with
each other for the remaining funding available. Although some tensions remain, these groups
continue to collaborate on relevant issues.
Additionally, Alliance members working at the national level were successful in securing invitations to
invited parliamentary meetings related to SRHR. Three Alliance member organizations were invited
to a roundtable session in parliament on HIV/AIDS an SRHR in spring 2012. Alliance representatives
were also given the opportunity to propose names of additional experts, who were subsequently also
invited to the roundtable session. Although the session was originally planned to focus exclusively on
HIV/AIDS, the focus was broadened to SRHR. One Alliance member initiated, organized, and was
invited to join a meeting between with the executive director of UNFPA and parliamentarians in the
Netherlands.
At international level, key changes with regard to agenda setting included increased mobilization of
civil society organizations working on SRHR and growing attention to young people’s SRHR. Around
the preparation for the CPD in 2011 and, especially, 2012, SRHR civil society organizations from
around the world were mobilized and organized into a powerful movement. The ISRRC is an
information sharing listserv for individuals working for organizations in the field of SRHR. Within the
ISRRC, a strategy sub-group was successfully organized, beginning at the end of 2010 and leading up
to the April 2011 CPD meeting. The group consisted of several different working groups, who focused
on specific issues at the CPD 2011. This structure was again employed in preparation for the 2012
CPD, but efforts were intensified and planning began much earlier. At the CPD 2010, only 10 SRHR
advocates participated. In 2011, a much larger group of 100 advocates were organized into a unified
movement to influence the agenda. This number increased to approximately 150 in 2012.
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Beginning in 2011, coordinated youth presence has been increasingly visible at UN meetings (High
Level Meeting on Youth, CPD 2011, CPD 2012), including joint statements by youth organizations.
Civil society organizations were invited to participate in consultation meetings around the
international processes involved in developing new international frameworks (post-ICPD, MDGs).
All of the broad indicators for agenda setting identified in the uniform outcome indicators for this
evaluation are relevant for the SRHR Alliance. Specific outcome indicators used (and their
corresponding broad uniform outcome indicators, as in section 3.1.6 - UI) are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Extent of participation and/or leadership of Alliance members and partners in national,
regional, international networks (including cross-sector networks) (UI 1.1)
Extent of awareness of partner organizations and other Southern civil society regarding
international framework processes (ICPD and MDGs), as well as the extent of their
participation in these processes (UI 1.2)
Number of young people informed about international framework processes or mobilized to
participate in these processes through activities of Alliance members (UI 1.2)
Number and nature of public commitments of decision makers to defend SRHR in Dutch
policy (UI 1.3)
Number of invitations received to “closed” national and international meetings of relevance
to SRHR issues (UI 1.4)
Number and kind of parliamentarian questions asked, amendments filed, or points taken up
in debate (UI 1.5)

Contribution. Within the agenda setting priority result area, much of the Alliance’s work at national
level is directed to changing the policy agenda. The task is not so much to get SRHR on the policy
agenda, but to make sure it remains high on the agenda and to influence the way it is framed.
Through continuous lobby, all SRHR Alliance members working on lobbying and advocacy at the
Dutch national level have contributed to keeping SRHR on the political agenda, both at the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and in the parliament. The Alliance also contributed at this level through organizing
public events targeted at parliamentarians and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (e.g., the SRHR photo
exhibition, Moedernacht).
All SRHR Alliance members active in Dutch national level lobbying and advocacy participated in
influencing the agendas of political parties leading up to the 2012 election. Together with health
organizations, the SRHR Alliance sent a letter to all parties suggesting SRHR as a continuing priority
for development cooperation, and individual Alliance members had multiple direct contacts with
parliamentarians, party bureaus, and working groups on international cooperation within the
different parties. At the opening of the SRHR photo exhibition in the parliament (May 2012) and at a
pre-election event hosted by Simavi (One Minute against Maternal Mortality), multiple
parliamentarians committed themselves to keeping SRHR high on the political agenda.
The SRHR Alliance was central in organizing the collaboration with the HIV/AIDS and health sectors
(including Wemos, AIDS Fund, and Stop AIDS Now!), initially in response to budget cuts announced in
2011 and to give inputs to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ SRHR policy. The cooperation continued in
a joint contribution of information and suggestions for experts to a parliamentary round table on
SRHR and HIV/AIDS, which clearly made the link between SRHR and HIV/AIDs (May 2012). The SRHR
Alliance also worked with the HIV/AIDS sector to put the Multiparty Initiative on SRHR back on track
in 2012. Also, the groups collaborated during the discussion of the SRHR policy in July 2012, where
Simavi and Stop AIDS Now! jointly visited parliamentarians to provide them with input and especially
to secure their support for the new policy.
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Rutgers WPF was involved in initiating the strategic organization of SRHR advocates through the
ISRRC in preparation for the CPD 2011. CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality also took up an active role in
mobilizing and strategizing with young people attending the conference, including involvement in the
organization of a youth caucus, the development of youth statements, and taking part in side events.
For the CPD 2012, Rutgers WPF again took a leading role in the core planning group, language group,
and mission seminar group; CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality in the youth group; and dance4life in the
youth group and the language group.
The SRHR Alliance has contributed to putting young people’s SRHR on the agenda in several ways.
CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality representatives were active participants consistently advocating for
youth involvement in the CPD 2011, CPD 2012, the civil society stakeholder meeting and the High
Level Meeting on Youth. They also supported participation of members of partner organizations in
CPD 2012 and AIDS 2012. Two Alliance member organizations (CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality and
dance4life), along with the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, developed the Youth and ICPD
Partnership to enable young people, NGOs, UN organizations, and national governments to work
together at national level towards advancing young people’s SRHR (further implementation of the
Programme of Action, participation of youth in the review process and ICPD beyond 2014 process).
These two organizations were also active in the youth participation working group in preparation for
and involvement in the CPD 2012 and continue work on awareness raising on young people’s SRHR.
Based on their previous involvement in the CPD and other international-level meetings, two Alliance
member organizations were invited to participate in “closed” consultation meetings related to the
ICPD process (Rutgers WPF and CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality to the UNFPA ICPD Beyond 2014 Civil
Society Stakeholder Meeting and CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality to the Global Youth Forum).
Building upon previous good relationships, these invitations were obtained following email
conversations with UNFPA about both organizations’ consistent involvement in the shaping,
implementing, monitoring, and reviewing of the ICPD Programme of Action.
Relevance. With support for SRHR under threat, it is important that the Netherlands continues to
uphold its strong international reputation for development work on SRHR. Public commitments
regarding funding intentions are important as they indicate the current stance of the government
and can also be employed to hold officials accountable in the future. With the change in government
in 2012, it became especially important to assure continued political support for SRHR as a policy
priority. The election programs form the base for negotiations for the new coalition government, so
it is crucial that SRHR is included as an important issue there. The work of the SRHR Alliance with
HIV/AIDS organizations has strengthened their joint message and ability to defend their interests.
The growth of a broader international movement of diverse civil society organizations working on
SRHR is important, as this feeds into influence of multiple national governments, who, in turn, play a
major role in decision making within the UN. The large and coordinated presence of many SRHR
advocates at the CPD 2011 and 2012 sent a clear message to delegations worldwide. Reaching a
critical mass of active individuals also allowed the group of advocates to divide tasks and accomplish
much more than in previous years. Civil society in different countries was able to work with their
governments to prepare their countries for the CPD process, and then to use the CPD resolution to
advocate towards their own governments based on what was achieved. Relationships and trust built
amongst this international network of SRHR advocates enables them to continue working together
around other SRHR-related events and processes as well as future CPD meetings.
Although youth constitute half of the world population, in the past decades their perspective on
SRHR issues has been insufficiently included in international decision making. The agreements made
at UN level and their translation into national policies and actions have a huge impact on youth. In
order for these policies to better meet the true needs of young people, their perspective must be
considered and young people should be engaged as equal partners in decisions that affect their lives.
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Coordinated action by youth organizations furthers a stronger youth voice with regard relevant SRHR
issues.
Explanatory factors. Contributing to the Alliance’s achievements in agenda setting were good
working relationships with the parliament, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, UN agencies, and national
and international networks of civil society organizations as well as very effective internal
communication and cooperation. In some cases, flexibility was important, and in others, longer term
strategy was effective. Willingness to collaborate with a wide range of actors was also helpful.
Especially regarding parliamentarians, the diversity of organizations participating in the Alliance
allowed for a wider reach.
Policy Influencing
Changes. At national level, a highly significant outcome, mentioned by every external informant
interviewed about national level, was that SRHR was chosen as a policy priority area by both the
former government and the new coalition government. In March 2011, State Secretary Knapen’s
focus letter was released, detailing the four spearhead development priorities of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs: food security, water, and sexual and reproductive health and rights, and security and
the rule of law. All members of parliament confirmed the importance of SRHR as a focal point. In the
coalition agreement of the new government (October 2012), SRHR is maintained as one of the four
priority areas for development cooperation.
Another significant development between T0 and T1 is that parliament did not declare SRHR
controversial after the collapse of the former government, enabling the release of a policy on SRHR.
This policy reinforced the position of the Netherlands as a strong supporter of SRHR, establishing a
focus on improving 1) knowledge and choice for young people about their own sexuality, 2) access to
contraception and medicine, 3) healthcare related to pregnancy and childbirth, and 4) respect for
sexual and reproductive rights. The policy was approved by parliament with no major changes.
Additionally, of 8 of the 15 partner countries for development cooperation selected SRHR as a
priority. These choices were made public through the Multi-Annual Strategic Plans of the Dutch
embassies in the partner countries. In April 2012, State Secretary Knapen announced that
Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Ghana, Mali, Mozambique, Yemen, Benin, and Burundi had selected SRHR,
focusing primarily on preventing maternal mortality, unwanted pregnancy, and HIV/AIDS through
improving access to information and contraceptives, as well as improving care during pregnancy and
childbirth.
At international level, the major outcomes in policy influencing still lie ahead, in the reformulation of
the international frameworks coming to an end in 2014 and 2015. In the meantime, the most
important changes in the sphere of policy influencing at international level involve progressive
language in the two CPD meetings that have taken place since the Alliance was formed (2011 and,
especially, 2012). The CPD 2011 negotiated outcome document represented a mixed result, as it
reflected a renewed commitment to SRHR but included no new progressive language. Another
negative outcome was the addition of a new paragraph on the sovereignty of countries to implement
their own national policies. A reference on the rights of parents in relation to young people seeking
sexual and reproductive health services was also added. At the CPD 2012, the theme was
“Adolescents and Youth,” and SRHR advocates celebrated an outcome document that included new,
progressive statements on young people’s rights. The outcome document of the CPD 2012 is the first
and only UN resolution that recognizes adolescents’ and young people’s sexual and reproductive
health and reproductive rights.
The specific outcome indicators used for policy influencing map onto the broad indicator identified in
the uniform outcome indicators for this evaluation. Specific outcome indicators used are as follows:
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•
•
•
•

Extent to which SRHR is stated as a priority in Dutch development policy overall
Extent to which SRHR is chosen by specific embassies in Multi-Annual Strategic Plans (20122015)
Number and kind of instances of changes (or prevention of proposed changes) to language
on SRHR at UN-level meetings (especially in ICPD beyond 2014 and interim CPD meetings)
Extent and nature of inclusion of SRHR in the beyond 2015 framework (replacing the MDGs)

Contribution. The maintenance of SRHR as a priority in Dutch policy is the result of long term joint
lobbying and advocacy activities, to which SRHR Alliance member organizations certainly
contributed. All Alliance member organizations participated in efforts to influence the Dutch
development policy in 2011 and 2012. In 2011, Alliance representatives recorded a total of over 20
contact moments related to the new development policy with decision makers and policy makers at
national level (January-June 2011), including contact with Ministry of Foreign Affairs staff in the
Netherlands and at embassies and members of parliament from all parties. Contact included
organizing formal group meetings as well as formal and informal individual meetings; providing
factsheets, suggestions for parliamentarian questions, and input on key issues; and email and
telephone correspondence. All contacted parliamentarians were involved in asking parliamentary
questions and, in one case, filing a motion linked to SRHR. During the 2012 elections, the SRHR
worked to keep all parties aware of issues at stake regarding SRHR, e.g. PvdA, VVD, CDA, Groenlinks,
SP, and D66. Individual contact with parliamentarians and public events targeted at parliamentarians
(the SRHR Alliance photo exhibition – entire Alliance, One Minute against Maternal Mortality –
public event organized by Simavi, followed by briefings on SRHR for parliamentarians coordinated by
the entire alliance). Based on conversations with some external experts linked to parliament and the
MFA, the impact of recent lobbying activities on the decision to retain SRHR as a priority by the new
coalition government (2012) is less certain. In the words of one expert, this important outcome was
“the result of a joint lobby and advocacy in former years. I don’t know why this happened, and I
would also like to know… I understood that the negotiators did not read all the [lobby] letters… I
assume there was no reason to abandon this priority. Lobby had no influence.” However, another
expert interviewed asserted that parliamentary pressure and support for SRHR as a priority was
instrumental.
Regarding the Dutch policy on SRHR, the Alliance worked with NGOs from the health (Wemos,
Cordaid) and HIV/AIDS (Stop AIDS Now!) sectors to develop and send input for the new SRHR policy
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for policy on SRHR (spring 2012), addressing links between health,
SRHR, and HIV/AIDS. Alliance members were in regular contact with parliamentarians and the
Ministry, first to prevent SRHR from being declared controversial and then to influence the
development of the new policy.
SRHR Alliance efforts to influence the embassies’ selection of SRHR as a priority area included
organizing and participating in meetings with the embassies as they were deciding on their focus
areas. The Alliance also jointly sent letters to all 15 embassies stressing the importance of focusing
on SRHR in their countries. Rutgers WPF had meetings with ambassadors in The Hague during their
yearly return to the Netherlands (January 2012). During the discussion of the Multi-Annual Strategic
Plans in the Dutch parliament, Simavi and Rutgers WPF were involved in addressing the issue that
SRHR was not chosen in certain countries with a great need, such as Kenya and Rwanda, through
writing a factsheet and meeting with parliamentarians. However, no amendments were made. The
embassies develop their policy autonomously, and external informants felt that the role of the
Alliance in this process is limited. However, the Alliance does have a significant role in assisting
certain embassies in defining the specifics of their SRHR policies.
As presented in the previous section (agenda setting), the SRHR Alliance has been very active at the
CPD meetings in the last two years, with their involvement expanding over time. Their extensive
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work on building and organizing an international coalition of SRHR advocates had an impact on the
nature and strength of the messages brought forth through this network. At the CPD 2011 and 2012,
Alliance representatives lobbied for progressive SRHR including sexual rights recognition and
comprehensive sexuality education. During the meetings, Alliance members had contact with almost
all country delegations. They also lobbied against initiatives of opposing groups, including the
insertion of paragraphs on state sovereignty and parental rights regarding young people’s access to
sexual and reproductive health services.
Relevance. The Netherlands has a strong reputation worldwide in supporting sexual and reproductive
health and rights. Although both of the most recent Dutch governments (2011, 2012) made severe
changes in development policies, it chose SRHR as one of its four priorities. SRHR remaining a policy
priority area has concrete implications, especially in the face of drastic budget cuts, as it strongly
influences the funding allocated to SRHR and the SRHR-related activities that are possible within the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Likewise, having a strong policy on SRHR was of high importance. It has
ramifications for the Ministry’s support for SRHR, new calls for funding proposals, and actions to be
taken in order to build the expertise of embassies. The new policy reconfirmed the effort of the
Dutch government related to SRHR, as well as a solid integration of SRHR and HIV/AIDS in their
policy. As this policy was put through just before the former government left office, timing was
critical. The selection of SRHR as a priority by 8 embassies was also critical, as it determines the focus
of work in the countries. Although SRHR is a policy priority at the Dutch national level, little can be
accomplished locally if embassies do not select SRHR as one of their priority areas.
Internationally agreed documents at UN level in the last few years have implications for the ICPD
Beyond 2014 process. Although CPD resolutions are not binding and not as significant as resolutions
passed by the UN General Assembly, they can provide advocacy tools for further work on SRHR
issues around the world. Civil society organizations working on SRHR internationally direct a great
deal of energy towards progressing or maintaining language on SRHR in UN documents. After the
mixed results at the CPD 2011, the newly progressive language on adolescents and youth in the CPD
2012 document built morale and confidence among the global SRHR movement, which is increasingly
faced with strong opposition forces, very difficult negotiations, and a world polarized on SRHR issues.
Explanatory factors. Contributing to the Alliance’s achievements in policy influencing were good
working relationships with the parliament, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, UN agencies, and national
and international networks of civil society organizations as well as very effective internal
communication and cooperation. We have found substantial evidence that each of these groups has
a high degree of trust in the SRHR Alliance and values and seeks out their input, which was especially
relevant for achievements in this priority result area. Also key for achieving positive outcomes was a
high degree of flexibility in strategy and planning, enabling a quick response to unexpected events.
Especially regarding parliamentarians, the diversity of organizations participating in the Alliance
allowed for a wider reach.
Changing practice
Changes. At the Dutch national level, the past two years have been highly active in terms of changing
practice relevant to SRHR. Although SRHR was selected as a priority area for development
cooperation, in September 2011 the proposed budget for 2012 included a cut in funds to SRHR of
€35 million. After heated exchanges in the public sphere and in parliament, and a great deal of crossparty parliamentarian support expressed for SRHR, these cuts were canceled. Furthermore, a
parliamentary amendment increasing the original budget for SRHR by €8 million was taken up,
increasing the amount of funding for SRHR and HIV/AIDS to €370 million.
A second important change at national level involved the re-establishment of the Multiparty
Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS. When the government collapsed in April 2012, many

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

141 van 237

parliamentarians that were vocal on SRHR, including the chair and vice-chair of the Multiparty
Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS, stepped down. The new parliament officially decided to revive the
Multiparty Initiative in October 2012, announcing the election of a new president and a new vicepresident and expressing renewed commitment to the Multiparty Initiative across parties.
At international level, key outcomes related to changing practice involve concrete changes in the
way in which policy is formulated. The SRHR Alliance as a whole, as well as some member and
partner organizations separately, were invited to be part of official delegations to two UN-level
meetings (UN General Assembly High Level Meeting on HIV/AIDS in 2011 and the CPD 2012).
Although the Dutch government has historically taken civil society to the High Level Meetings in
relation to HIV/AIDS, 2012 was the first time that civil society organizations were invited to join the
Dutch delegation to the CPD.
Another instance of changing practice linked to the formalization of the role of civil society in policy
formulation is the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs appointing a youth ambassador for SRHR and
HIV/AIDS in 2012 (Two-way Mentorship with the Dutch SRHR and HIV Ambassador). The
establishment of the Youth and ICPD Partnership (described above under agenda setting) also
represents a formalization of collaboration between civil society working on SRHR and the Dutch
government.
Relevant outcomes linked to changing practice were not confined to the Netherlands; SRHR Alliance
partners in Indonesia, Pakistan, and Uganda were invited by their governments to work with UNFPA
in the consultation process that is part of the review of the ICPD Programme of Action.
All of the broad indicators for changing practice identified in the uniform outcome indicators for this
evaluation are relevant for the SRHR Alliance. Specific outcome indicators used are as follows:
•
•

•
•
•

Number of invitations extended to SRHR Alliance member organizations, partners, and other
networked CSOs working on SRHR to serve on official national delegations to international
decision making meetings (UI 3.1)
Number and nature of invitations extended to SRHR Alliance member organizations,
partners, and other networked CSOs working on SRHR to participate formally in and/or
shape consultations surrounding setting new international frameworks (including the human
rights consultation in the Netherlands next year)( UI 3.1)
Number and nature of formal pathways (e.g., formally advertised positions created, long
term partnerships established or formalized) established to bridge civil society and
government around SRHR issues (UI 3.1)
Number and amount of UN- and Netherlands-funded initiatives for SRHR issues (UI 3.2)
Funding allocated for SRHR, as a percentage of the Dutch ODA budget for SRHR each year,
and overall funding level for SRHR (UI 3.2)

Contribution. All Alliance member organizations working at national level (AMREF, dance4life,
Rutgers WPF, and Simavi), along with several other organizations involved in SRHR, were extremely
active around the proposed budget cuts. Working towards this outcome represents the first major
coordinated activity across the entire ILA program of the Alliance. Working together, Alliance
members carefully monitored the budgetary process and identified a potential reduction in funding
for SRHR development cooperation. This process was difficult, as budget allocations for SRHR,
HIV/AIDS, and general health were newly merged beginning with the budget for 2012. Because the
budgetary categorizations of thematic areas used by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs had changed, it
was difficult to establish the exact amount of funding for SRHR in order to compare this across
previous years. A key contribution of the SRHR Alliance was achieving clarity on allocations (including
through suggested parliamentary questions) and specifying changes compared to previous years in
factsheets distributed among parliamentarians. Alliance members launched a multi-pronged
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resistance to the proposed budget cuts, combining media attention with individual and group
meetings and other contacts with parliamentarians. In relation to the budgetary cycle, they
organized a total of 16 meetings with representatives of 8 different parties, sent 8 preliminary
parliamentarian questions to members of 8 different parties, sent an additional 21 parliamentarian
questions during the budget discussions, (re)directed a public event to garner support for SRHR
funding (Estafette), and broadly circulated a factsheet on the budget cuts related to SRHR within
parliament. The parliamentarians contacted by the Alliance asked parliamentarian questions on the
budget and the budget cut related to SRHR, addressed the SRHR budget cut during the November
2011 budget discussions, and prepared and filed three amendments related to the budget (including
the one that was taken up by the Ministry). As part of this activity, the SRHR Alliance entered a broad
collaboration with organizations representing HIV/AIDS, SRHR, and health. As one external informant
remarked, “[The SRHR Alliance] supported writing amendments and resolutions. That has resulted in
an adapted budget. Clearer results cannot be registered in the parliament. It is a very obvious
success. That is very clear.”
Both before and after the 2012 election, the SRHR Alliance was active in informing (potential) new
parliamentarians about the Multiparty Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS and asking for commitments
to continue the Initiative. This work included informal meetings, phone calls, and discussions with
parliamentarians about who would take up the newly vacant roles. At an event just before the 2012
election (One Minute against Maternal Mortality, hosted by Simavi), the continuation of the
Multiparty Initiative was one of the focuses. At this event, nine politicians committed themselves to
SRHR as a policy priority, and others promised to serve as chair, vice-chair, or member of the
Multiparty Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS, if they had the opportunity. Following the election, the
announcements of the election of the new chair and vice-chair for the Multiparty Initiative were
made at a breakfast event jointly hosted by the SRHR Alliance and Stop AIDS Now!
Work towards being invited to participate in official delegations to UN meetings cannot be
accomplished overnight. The member organizations of the Alliance, and more recently the Alliance
collectively, have put a great deal of work into building an excellent reputation and very good
working relationships with the Dutch government, especially within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Although the SRHR Alliance members had not previously been part of the CPD delegation, they did
work closely with the official delegation in 2011, demonstrating the value of officially including civil
society and youth in the delegation to formalize their collaborations.
The SRHR Alliance members focused on young people’s SRHR (CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality,
dance4life) also worked together to contribute to the establishment and formalization of two clear
links between civil society working on young people’s SRHR and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Twoway Mentorship with the SRHR and HIV Ambassador and Youth and ICPD Partnership). These
outcomes, too, are related to the extended history of good contact and collaboration between SRHR
Alliance members and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
A history of good working relationships with government and UN organizations also played a role in
the SRHR Alliance country representative in Indonesia being invited to participate in the ICPD review
process going on there. The combination of her prior contacts as well as relevant information and
capacity building for international advocacy provided by the Alliance regarding the ongoing processes
allowed her to secure a place in the consultations. The SRHR Alliance sponsored this partner’s
attendance at the CPD 2011, where she gained experience and also strengthened her relations with
the Indonesian government. In Uganda, the link to Alliance activities is even more direct. SRHR
Alliance partners there gained access to the consultation meetings through the international network
of one of the Dutch members of the SRHR Alliance. The SRHR Alliance was directly responsible for
ensuring the involvement of the Ugandan SRHR Alliance partners in the consultation meetings.
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Relevance. It is important that, in addition to being listed as a formal policy priority, concrete
resources are reserved for development cooperation on SRHR by the Dutch government. SRHR was
the only priority area in which budget cuts were proposed in September 2011. The final 2012 budget
(with cuts to SRHR reversed) provided a solid starting point for budgets in years to follow. However,
given the cut in ODA from 0.65% to 0.55%, funding levels in 2014 are uncertain.
The Multiparty Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS is important because it generates public
commitments from all parties with regard to SRHR. The Multiparty Initiative acts to keep SRHR on the
agenda in a systematic way, encouraging the entire parliament to support SRHR. This is crucial for
defending the place of SRHR amongst the policy priority areas.
Inclusion of civil society in official delegations to UN-level meetings provides a huge opportunity to
have direct influence on the influential negotiated outcome documents of these meetings. This was
very important for the Alliance’s work, as Alliance members were able to take their high level of
knowledge on the issue directly into the negotiation rooms. Their presence on the delegation
contributed to the visibility of the Netherlands at the CPD 2012. Joining official delegations also
allows for a further improvement of working relationships between civil society and the Dutch
government.
The position of Two-way Mentorship with the Dutch SRHR and HIV Ambassador was created in order
to strengthen links between the Ambassador and youth-led SRHR organizations and networks. This is
important as it formally establishes a very clear pathway for exchange between young people and
the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, increasing possibilities for meaningful youth engagement on
SRHR.
Explanatory factors. For changing practice, trust and good contacts were absolutely crucial, for both
national and international level outcomes. Especially important were the Alliance’s contacts with
parliament, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and UN agencies. Particularly at the national level, very
good communication and cooperation between Alliance member organizations and a high level of
flexibility was central to their contribution towards changing practice. Especially regarding
parliamentarians, the diversity of organizations participating in the Alliance allowed for a wider
reach.

5.4

Future Perspective

Looking forward to 2013 and 2014, several emerging issues should be followed in addition to
continuations of the processes described above. Contextual shifts on the horizon that may require
adaptations in terms of strategy and activities include the growing importance of the private sector,
the new Dutch government’s agreement regarding ODA, worsening public opinion about
development cooperation, and better organized opposition to SRHR.
Alliance members are certainly cognizant of the growing importance of the private sector in
development. In individual interviews, Alliance members differed significantly in their outlook for
possible cooperation with the private sector. Some felt that SRHR issues are generally not amenable
to private-public cooperation, for example one Alliance member noted “The issues that cannot be
done by companies... human rights issues – that you have to do with true development
cooperation... Some things can be done by companies... but it can’t be this topic.” Others were more
optimistic about possibilities. While some of the difference may reflect organizational differences
within the Alliance, many members of the advocacy working group recognize the need to take on this
issue in the coming years. Nevertheless, regardless of outlook, Alliance members were willing to
work towards finding useful ways to collaborate with the private sector. Certain Alliance member
organizations have related experience that may be useful.
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The reduction in ODA from the Netherlands represents a clear external challenge to SRHR Alliance
work, including work on international lobbying and advocacy. Specifically, the reduction in overall
development cooperation spending may raise questions for Alliance members about the relevance of
their overall objective of maintaining the percentage of ODA dedicated for SRHR. In an interview
shortly before the publication of the coalition agreement, a member of the advocacy working group
commented, ”...you can defend the percentage of SRHR within ODA, but if ODA is going to be cut...
then 2.5% is not much... Because of the whole political context and economic crisis, the whole public
support for development cooperation has crashed, and that has an impact on SRHR. We actually
have to lobby on that....” Moving forward, the position of SRHR within Dutch development
cooperation is highly uncertain. Although the new government has maintained sexual and
reproductive health and rights as a priority area, it is unclear how this will translate to financial
commitments.
There is also substantial difference between Alliance member organizations in the extent they plan
to engage the public as part of work on international lobbying and advocacy, and also in the extent
they see it as useful to become more visible (whether as an Alliance or as individual organizations).
Although all Alliance representatives interviewed felt that public support is important in their work,
there is some variation in the extent to which they find public outreach and media attention
necessary to prioritize in Alliance activities. The differences are somewhat related to organizational
capacity, especially in terms of human resources available for related work. It will be useful to
monitor developments in this sphere across the next two years, especially as most external
informants interviewed on the Dutch context stressed the importance of building and maintaining a
strong base of public awareness and support on SRHR in order to ensure continued political support.
In the words of one external informant: “In the coming years, it is important to keep working on
public support and translate public support into political support. When you lose the support of the
public, the political support goes with it.” This may be challenging for the SRHR Alliance, made up of
five different organizations with diverse programmatic emphases. Related to maintaining widespread
support for SRHR issues, Alliance members note the importance of framing and explaining the
relationship between SRHR and current hot button issues such as sustainability, social protection,
and global public goods.
A key shift internal to the Alliance to monitor over the coming years is an expected shift from the
focus on national to international level in ILA work. Advocacy group members note that links
between national and international goals are expected to grow stronger in the coming years, as the
key international processes move further. As things calm down on the national level in the wake of
the recent election, the group expects to focus more on international level lobbying and advocacy
work. Those working at the national level plan to increasingly focus on the link with international
processes by facilitating Dutch participation in these processes. Moving forward from T1, As the
processes towards the formulation of new international frameworks progress, Alliance members
working on the international component of the ILA program plan to continue to strengthen relations
with the Southern partner organizations and enhance the link between capacity building and
international advocacy: “What you see in the last couple of years is that there’s a huge interest now
to be involved in those processes [among Southern partners], because people see how whatever is
decided in New York helps them in their advocacy in country. And also, they can see that they have
influence in this.” These sentiments were echoed by interviewed Alliance partners in both Malawi
and Indonesia, who credit the Alliance with building their awareness and capacity with regard to the
upcoming international processes.
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6

Thematic Cluster: Protection, Human security, and Conflict prevention

6.1

Overall contextual factors

International development: Protection, Human Security and Conflict Prevention
Insecurity and conflict constitute crucial development challenges as human security is strongly
affected by fragile contexts, continuing cycles of conflict, organized crime and economic insecurity.
Apart from the physical insecurity resulting from open violence, people’s life chances are affected in
many ways. Food insecurity distribution in the world largely coincides with conflict settings (FAO
2010), and 1.5 Billion people live in deep poverty in conflict affected areas, often deprived from basic
health and education services. 202 People suffer from the double jeopardy that conflict severely
exacerbates their vulnerability, while the institutional environment fails to provide safety nets.
Another major concern is that conflicts affect regional stability and the global economy, further
endangering the institutional enabling of human security. 203 In many cases human insecurity goes
hand in hand with a lack of good governance, impeding human rights and delaying economic
development.
Protection, human security and conflict prevention are thus interlinked to peace, development and
human rights and related to (inter-) national policy developments. Although they are not directly
labelled in the MDGs as major concerns, they are cross-cutting and interwoven in the MDGs. As the
MDGs are nearing their deadline in 2015 while the majority of the targets have not been reached,
discussions continue on the next phase, and advocacy efforts are apparent to incorporate reference
to the drivers of conflict.
Human security as a backbone concept for development policy is gaining in importance. The UN
Security Council Resolution 66/290 adopted in October 2012, for example, states: ‘Human security
calls for people-centred, comprehensive, context-specific and prevention-oriented responses that
strengthen the protection and empowerment of all people and all communities’. 204 The World Bank
World Development Report 2011 ‘Conflict, security and Development’ advocates trust building and
inclusive political processes focusing on human security, governance and economic development in
conflict affected areas. This is taken up further in the discussions on the drafting of the ‘New Deal for
Engagement in fragile states’ in Busan in 2011 where peace- and state building are given central
attention, with a focus on governance, legitimate inclusive political processes, security and economic
development. In line with these international developments around the thematic areas for this
cluster, the Netherlands have adopted ‘security and good governance’(veiligheid en rechtsorde)as
one of its four priority areas for development. This includes an emphasis on human security, good
governance, inclusive political processes, legitimate and capable government and peace dividend;
and seeks to implement an integrated approach (Diplomacy, Defence and Development). 205
Conflict-prevention policies emphasize the value of local ownership. This is hampered in practice by
donor structures that undermine the collaboration with local actors while violence recurs and new
and more effective collaborations are sought. 206 Because of the governance complications in conflictaffected and fragile states, the important role of civil society actors has been recognized and
enhanced since the 1990s 207, internationally and in the Netherlands. 208 While this mainly concerned
NMFA (2011).
World Bank (2011).
204 UNSCR A/RES/66/290, 3 (b).
202
203
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the implementation of programs by international NGOs, we now see the focus shifting on the one
hand to multi-actors alliances bringing together international and national governments and civil
society, and on the other to lobby and advocacy as important prerequisite to create sustainable
development operatives. Cooperation, connectivity and context have become recognized as key
issues, amongst others by the World Bank. 209
Lobby and advocacy programs are developed to raise public and political awareness on the most
outstanding issues in the field and may contribute to strengthening cooperation, knowledge sharing
and advancing effective programs on the ground. Lobby and advocacy derives both its agenda and its
legitimacy from frameworks of human rights, such as - in the case of the alliances to be evaluated children’s rights and UN resolution 1325 on women in conflict. The main objectives by the alliances in
the MFS II are directed to media outreach, public and political awareness raising and cooperation in
drafting policy and program initiatives, emphasizing networking and multi-actor collaboration for
structural and sustainable commitment to conflict prevention, peace building and human rights.
The engagement of the Netherlands with development provides increasing space to private sector
initiatives, including in post-conflict areas or fragile states. In the lobby and advocacy project under
evaluation in this cluster, this is not relevant and hence will not be taken into consideration.
On terminology and the concept of international lobbying and advocacy for cluster III

We define lobbying and advocacy in international development interventions as a “wide range of
activities conducted to influence decision makers at different levels” 210 towards the overall aim of
development interventions to combat the structural causes of poverty and injustice. Civil society
organizations are often in the frontline of advocacy (Wageningen UR proposal NWO call). Strategies
deployed include networking, media outreach, multi-stakeholder dialogues, mediation, knowledge
sharing, research, mobilizing people and politicians, and monitoring. These strategies sometimes
reflect an activist approach, and are public and/or politically focused, sometimes emotion based,
militant, informative, and/or content driven.

6.2

Methodological issues

6.2.1

Unit of analysis

The unit of analysis for evaluating the ILA program of thematic cluster III Alliances is the individual
lobbying and advocacy projects or programs as defined by the NWO Call for proposals. These units
fall under the intervention strategy of ‘policy influencing’ 211 and are funded by MFS II. Based on the
long term goals of the programs/projects at national and international levels, we have decided to
deepen our focus through two cases per Alliance, to get a better view of the lobby and advocacy
processes.
Our case selection is led by criteria discussed with alliance partner staff ensuring the relevance of the
criteria for both parties. In cluster III we apply a two-tier selection approach. The first set of criteria
we agreed to be applicable within each cluster includes: representativeness given the evaluation as
well as working program of the partner, traceability in terms of significant change as outcome,
change related to MFS II subsidized activities, feasibility in terms of time and resources, and having a
208
209
210
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start and an end date in MFS II period. At the second tier, we apply the criterion of comparability
across alliances in this thematic cluster. We assume that cases selected on these two sets of criteria
enable us to assess the process of advocacy and lobbying in more depth in order to better
understand contributions arising from MFS II.
6.2.2

Data sources

The baseline is built on in-depth interviews and analysis of documents followed by feedback
workshops discussing the draft version of this report. We assessed official MFS II planning and
strategy documents provided by the alliances and the responsible partner organizations within the
alliances. Additionally, we looked into monitoring and evaluation reports, yearly and half-yearly
reports and strategic planning documents, program reports, issue reports as well as meeting
minutes, reflection reports and other internal documents. We also reviewed external documents
such as media reports, publications by external organizations, publicly available policy documents,
and academic articles. We interviewed over 54 respondents both alliance staff and to a lesser extent
also external experts. Moreover for the T4C Alliance we paid a one week visit to Ethiopia to ACPF and
attended together with staff the 3rd Pan-African Forum on Child Wellbeing, which enabled us to
observe lobby and advocacy in action. (See Appendices 1 and 2 for a listing of interview respondents
and documents consulted.)
The next table presents the three Alliances and partners, budget and units of analysis.

Alliance
Together 4 Change

Lead CFA
International
Child Support

Freedom from Fear

IKV Pax Christi

Communities of Change

Cordaid

Partners
Wilde
Ganzen/IKON;
Wereldkinderen;
SOS Kinderdorpen
NL

Budget
Total budget:
€ 6,538,470

GPPAC; Amnesty
International NL;
Free Press
Unlimited
Mensen met een
Missie; IKV Pax
Christi; Impunity
Watch; WEMOS; NL
Red Cross; Both
Ends

Total budget:
€16,327,000
Of which MFS II:
€9,990,000
Total budget:
€1,575,000 (per
year)

Of which MFS II:
€ 3,524,058

Of which MFS II:
€ 1,575,000 (per
year)

ILA Program
Pan African
Lobby on Child
Rights

Networking for
conflict
prevention and
peace building
Women
leadership in
Women, Peace
and Security
Issues

This final report gained from the comments, observations and joint reflections of Alliance partners
and their staff provided on the draft version of the report. In January 2013 three interactive
reflection sessions were organized (workshop type), one with each Alliance, in which mostly staff
participated from lead CFAs and/or the ILA implementing organization.
These interactive working sessions with an open learning approach enabled us to jointly reflect on
the content of and feedback received on the draft report, on remaining ambiguities and preliminary
findings as well on cross- cluster aspects and the methodology applied. We jointly identified learning
points which are partly incorporated in this report and partly to be taken on board in the next
evaluation phase at T2 and T3. These sessions responded to the learning focus of this evaluation as
explained in part I chapter 2.1.

148 van 237

Wageningen UR, Social Sciences Group (SSG)

6.3
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6.3.1

Contextual factors
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The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (1990) states a clear international moral obligation to
pursue and ensure the rights of the child. The convention defines children as any person under the
age of 18 and embraces a number of aspects important for children worldwide: civil, political,
economic, social and cultural rights. 212 According to the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child,
governments have a specific role to play stating that ‘Few, if any, government departments have no
effect on children’s lives, direct or indirect.’ 213 Furthermore the Committee underlines the
importance of monitoring to ensuring child wellbeing: ‘Rigorous monitoring of implementation is
required, which should be built into the process of government at all levels, but also independent
monitoring by national human rights institutions, NGOs and others.’ 214 Considering that a near 30 %
of the world population 215 consists of children under the age of 18, it is important to create an
enabling environment to ensure their rights, their human rights and as such the importance of
international cooperation is recognized to improve the conditions of children in all countries. 216
Also the European Union (EU) has a strong commitment to child rights and child wellbeing, and
placed the issue high on the European agenda as emphasized again in 2012. 217 This is a signal to
individual member states, such as the Netherlands who however have not shown a strong
commitment yet.
The Netherlands did ratify the Convention on the Rights of the Child, but child rights play a minor
role in their international development sector. The Netherlands claim to be host to the ‘Legal capital
of the world’ (referring to The Hague, as the City of Peace and Justice) and as such have a high
standard to uphold concerning human rights promotion. This contrasts to government development
policies 218, in which international child rights are not mentioned, beyond child labor and education.
Child wellbeing in Africa
Africa is “young in age,” its child population estimated at 477 million, which represents nearly half of
the continents’ total population. 219 Investing in this particular segment of the population is a genuine
investment in the future of the continent. Over the last two decades, African (individual) leaders took
significant steps in paving the way for their governments, CSOs, and others to work collectively
towards child protection and wellbeing all over Africa. Despite progress reported in Africa’s overall
socio-economic development (e.g. in health, education), life of children remains hard, insecure, and
fragile. For example, child mortality in sub-Saharan Africa has slightly declined, but more than half of
the worldwide out-of-school children can be found in sub-Saharan Africa. 220 Many African children
grow up in poor rural areas, urban slums, or refugee camps, and are still deprived of basic services, a

UN Convention on the rights of the child (1990); article: 3, 4, 23, 28.
UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, General Comment 5 (2003), article 27.
214 UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, General Comment 5 (2003), article 27.
215 UNICEF 2005 data (2,2, billion children worldwide against a world population of 6,4 billion)
216 UN Convention on Child Rights (1989; 1990), preamble.
217 Through the EU Children of Peace Initiative, President Barroso announces to help children affected by war and conflict in
December 2012. This is preceded by the launch of the Declaration of the Global Alliance against child sexual abuse also in
December 2012; and the speech by Catherine Ashton on Unversal Children’s Day in 2012, stating a strong commitment by
the EU to the promotion and protection of children’s rights.
218 Minister Knapen (2011) ‘Focusbrief ontwikkelingssamenwerking’, 18 maart 2011;.
219 AMC (2012) quoting UNICEF The State of Africa’s Children 2008, New York.
220 UN, ‘Millennium Development Goals Report 2012’.
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safe and secure environment, notwithstanding the promises made by Africa’s political and public
leaders over the past decades.
In 1990, African Heads of State and Governments adopted the African Charter on the Rights and
Welfare of the Child (ACRWC), meant to reinforce the 1990 United Nations Convention on the Rights
of the Child (UNCRC) and signed by nearly all African states. The Charter calls upon states to take all
necessary measures “to ensure protection, survival, development and wellbeing of children in their
countries.” 221 About ten years later, African Governments, CSOs, and international child institutions
gathered in Cairo (Egypt) to work towards the “Africa Fit for Children” framework (AFFC), endorsed
by the African Union (AU) a few months later at its 1st Pan African Forum for Child Wellbeing (2001).
It was a “strong policy commitment to realize children’s rights in Africa,” targeted at enhancing the
overall governance agenda (legal, policy and administrative) for children’s rights and life chances, as
well as overcoming AIDS and realizing education, the right to protection, and participation of children
in key decisions that affect their life. 222
Against this background, the African Child Policy Forum (ACPF) was founded. Since its inception it
closely followed the progress made under the “Africa Fit for Children” framework engaging in
research on various child-relevant topics, in statistical work, and in child law harmonization while
pursuing its mandate of Pan African evidence-based advocacy. At the 2nd Pan African Forum (Cairo,
2007), a call was adopted for accelerated action in 2008-2012 towards achieving the AFFC. To
enhance the capacity of AU states to monitor and measure progress, ACPF and others contributed in
developing a monitoring and evaluation framework.
In 2008, the ACPF started the production of the biennial African Report on Child Wellbeing, with the
theme child-friendliness of African governments. The 2nd report (2011) titled Budgeting for
Children, 223 includes a ranking of Africa’s governments showing their commitment and performance
in this respect. One indicator (developed by ACPF) is “provisions made in the national budget.” All 54
African governments 224 are subdivided into 5 categories from most committed to least committed.
Tanzania is amongst those marked as most committed, Nigeria as committed, Benin fairly
committed, Ethiopia and Malawi less committed. It is interesting to note that, comparing budgets
between 2004 and 2008, Tanzania and Benin belong to the category of countries with significant
budgetary improvements, while Malawi shows a sharp decline, as does Namibia.
Another related ACPF publication the booklet “The Economic Significance of Investing in Children,” 225
gives guidelines to those involved in evaluating and coordinating efforts to increase budget
allocations.
ACPF targets African governments, civil society organizations and international bodies, especially the
African Union (AU). Its outreach programs are realized through a collective of CSOs under the name
of Africa-wide Movement for Children (AMC) hosted by ACPF since 2008.226 The 2011/2012 progress
report of AMC 227 concludes that, despite all good intentions, the reality of many children in Africa is
far from ideal. African children are faced with numerous challenges such as poverty, diseases and
malnutrition, homelessness, conflicts, and exploitation. This is acknowledged by the AU. 228 Thus,
though progress is being made, there is still much to do to secure the position of children in Africa.
AMC (2012)
Ibid.
223 ACPF (2010b)
224 ACPF supplement 2011
225 ACPF (2010c)
226 ACPF, Program of work’ (2010)
227 AMC (2012)
228 AU (2012)
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For quality of life

Reconstruction of T0

As already explained in the methodology chapter, this part aims to reconstruct a T0, which is based
on the official MFS II application by the Alliances and as such draws mainly on the official MFS II
application documents, related working and internal documents
The Alliance as a whole
The Together 4 Change Alliance (T4C) is set up to alleviate poverty through strengthening NorthSouth and South-South relationships, focusing on the improvement of the wellbeing and protection
of children and young people. Embedded in the Alliance programs is the idea of community driven
change whereby communities and individuals are the agents of their own change. This program thus
focuses on the strength of individuals. Partners in the T4C Alliance are: International Child Support
(ICS), Wilde Ganzen/IKON, Wereldkinderen and SOS Kinderdorpen. The Alliance 229 is strengthened by
a variety of expert/strategic and implementing partners in the global North and South, like the
African Child Policy Forum (ACPF) in Ethiopia. T4C is working in eight countries in Asia and Africa and
South America. ICS takes the lead in T4C and is responsible for financial and overall management of
the Alliance program.
T4C seeks to contribute towards an enabling environment to improve the wellbeing of children and
young adolescents through family strengthening, capacity building, and policy influencing, in line
with the earlier mentioned MFS II intervention strategies. It therefore proposed three programs
under MFS II.
(i) Investment for Social & Economic Change (SOS Kinderdorpen/ICS);
(ii) Child Protection (Wereldkinderen/ICS);
(iii) Action for Children (Wilde Ganzen).
The three programs stretch from local community to a holistic community approach, raising
awareness on child issues, linking local needs to regional and international agendas. Program A has a
community approach to address root causes of poverty and marginalization through social and
economic development. Program B links local needs to regional and international agendas to
develop child wellbeing and child protection mechanisms and influence policy arenas. Program C
aims to develop and establish self-supporting local funding mechanisms for local child-centered civic
actions.
For this evaluation our unit of analysis is the Pan African Lobby on Child Rights, carried out by the
African Child Policy Forum that is part of T4C program B. This specific MFS II/ ILA component
encompasses both Pan African Lobby activities but also (maintaining) the organizational capacity of
ACPF. Our unit of analysis follows the T4C ILA component as implemented by ACPF 230.
It excludes the ACPF lobby and advocacy activities funded by 3rd parties (non T4C partners). These
activities are usually project driven and do not cater for institutional expenses. It also excludes other
T4C lobby activities that are not in the hands of ACPF.
Background ACPF
In 2003 Ethiopian and international professionals involved in children’s rights and protection
established the African Child Policy Forum (ACPF), based in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. It was partly set up
with the financial and technical support of PLAN Netherlands, later joined by ICS. ACPF presents itself
as a “Pan African Policy Research and Advocacy Centre on Child Wellbeing” and formulates its

229
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mission as to “help put children on the public and political agenda.” 231 Its overall guiding principle is
the best interest of the child, which it intends to serve through research, policy dialogue,
partnerships, and collective actions, in order to influence policy and bring about law reform.
To this end, ACPF engages in evidence- and content-driven advocacy based on knowledge building
about African children and using this to raise awareness on the important issues concerning children
while speaking out against violations of children’s rights. It works Africa-wide, regionally, and
nationally through research consultants and partnered civil society organizations (CSOs) from all over
Africa. ACPF commits itself to three overarching programs driven by an extended number of activities
and outputs.
(i) The child observatory;
(ii) The African child law program; and
(iii) The family and child program.
The focus of its advocacy activities are national African governments as primarily responsible for
children’s rights. Child wellbeing in the vision of ACPF depends very much on public governance. 232
Objectives and strategies 233
In line with current needs on Africa’s child issues, this T4C sub-program according to the 2010 MFS II
proposal aims to secure child protection through enabling an environment conducive to providing
adequate care and protecting children and young people. This overall aim is seen as starting point to
identify a theory of change (ToC) looking into the assumptions underlying the planning and strategies
intended to lead to pre-determined result. The ToC is being used as an approach to understand the
pathways to change underlying program planning 234. Based on the MFS II proposal, we first identified
the objectives and sub objectives, and assumptions, followed by the strategies as presented by T4C.
In addition we also looked at the official ACPF proposal that was incorporated in the MFS II proposal
by T4C.
The three focus (or thematic) areas of Program B: Child Protection mentioned in the MFS II proposal
are (i) strengthening families at risk; (ii) capacity building through the enabling of child protection
systems; and (iii) ownership through enabling an environment conducive to care and protection of
children and young people.
The main objective of this T4C program B component is to ensure adequate care and protection for
children through well-functioning child protection mechanisms that include families, communities,
and governments who take responsibility for this. Alongside this objective, the T4C Alliance
formulates sub-objectives in line with the three focus (or thematic) areas mentioned above: (i)
families have the capacity to provide adequate care and protection; (ii) quality child care and
protection mechanisms are available and accessible at all levels; and (iii) governments take their
responsibility to provide an environment conducive for child wellbeing.
Strategies mentioned in the MFS II proposal for this program are (i) Family strengthening; (ii)
Capacity building; and (iii) Policy influencing. ACPF the main strategic partner for this program is in
charge of implementing the T4C policy influencing strategy for Pan Africa only.
The assumptions as found in the MFS proposal relate to the entire program B but are just as well part
of the pathway to change as seen by the implementing agency ACPF.
ACPF (2010) ‘Towards an era of accountability for children in Africa: program of work 2010-2015.’
Interview ACPF staff November 2012
233 The information documented here is derived from the T4C official MFS II proposal (2010) and the ACPF MFS II proposal
‘Towards an era of accountability’ (2010).
234 Danielle Stein and Craig Valters (2012) ‘Understanding ‘Theory of Change’ in International Development: a review of
existing knowledge’, July 2012.
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The MFS II proposal is written in broad general terms following the official MFS II proposal protocol.
As was explained by our interviewees there was little space for detailing and so the distinction
between focus or thematic areas, sub-objectives and strategies is marginal, while strategies actually
proposed are nor very specific. When comparing this to the ACPF proposal that was used as input for
the final MSF II proposal 235, the level of detail provides ample room for elaboration and explanation
on themes and strategies.
This ACPF proposal or program of work 2010-2015 identifies five (instead of three) themes
(i) monitoring government performance on child wellbeing; (ii) promoting legal protection and access
to justice; (iii) strengthening family and social protection mechanisms; (iv) giving a voice to young
people; and (v) promoting partnership at Pan-African and international level .
Subsequently, ACPF identifies five
strategies to come to the overall goal to Assumptions as extracted from the MFS II documents:
‘promote an Africa that embraces a
1) Strong partnerships are necessary in order to succeed.
culture and regime of rights both in law 2) The effectiveness and sustainability of child care and
and practice’ 236:
protection mechanisms are assumed to be dependent
on: formal family responsibility, and state and CS
(i) Building knowledge on the
responsibility.
situation of children and the
3) A safe and enabling environment is key to civic-driven
governmental capacities;
change and contributes towards societal change.
(ii) Speaking out against child rights 4) Skilful parenting is important for child wellbeing and will
be improved through family strengthening.
violations;
5) Knowledge, advocacy, policy dialogue and collective
(iii) Contributing to legal and policy
action around the issues on child wellbeing are key to
reforms and their effective
effect change.
implementation;
6) By focusing on the best interest of the child, a culture
and regime of rights will be promoted in Africa.
(iv) Building an alliance of child rights
7)
Building strong partnerships is key to effect change.
organizations within Africa as well
as in the South to forge a common
voice at the international level; and
(v) Working with the African Union and international partners to promote the cause of children.
The strategies enclose an interpretation of the assumed pathways to change (ToC) and as such will
be discussed separately underneath. Regarding our unit of analysis (the Pan-African Lobby on Child
Rights, and organizational capacity of ACPF), we consider these strategies as key for their work and
see the assumptions as partly and inherently linked to these strategies. For a good interpretation of
the baseline assessment (T0) and the ToC identified, it is to be kept in mind that ACPF and ICS already
worked together prior to MFS II under MFS I. Implementation of strategies in most cases is a
continuation of previous years unless otherwise stated.
Strategy 1: Building knowledge on the situation of children and the governmental capacities
All ACPF activities and output can somehow be linked to this specific strategy that entails
strengthening knowledge and awareness on child issues in Africa. This is linked to the 3rd assumption
(see the above box) to create strong partnerships. ACPF aims to strengthen exchange and facilitate
knowledge on children’s issues in Africa through research, monitoring, reporting, policy briefs, and
public events, thus raising awareness which is assumed fundamental for structural change.
A number of concrete examples illustrate the activities carried out in support of this strategy.

235
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Ibid., p. 6.
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Firstly, ACPF conducts research and monitoring in preparation of reports such as the earlier
mentioned African Report on Child Wellbeing (published every other year). But also in preparation of
regular thematic reports for example on violence against children, children with disabilities, or
children in crisis. The International Journal on Children in Africa that ACPF intended to host as a new
activity was skipped due to MFS II budget cuts.
Secondly, ACPF facilitated the African Child Information Hub and knowledge forum that contributes
to knowledge strengthening. The Hub is an internet forum that brings together multiple stakeholders
and shareholders working on or interested in African child wellbeing.
Thirdly, ACPF organizes and promotes meetings, which can be expert meetings, multi-shareholder or
multi-stakeholder meetings, CSO meetings, or government focused meetings. An example of this are
the International Policy Conferences (IPCs), organized regularly on different thematic focus issues.
Strategy 2: Speaking out against child rights violations
This strategy is closely related to the first strategy. By means of research, monitoring, facilitation of
meetings, and gatherings of various actors working on child issues, the ACPF aggregates information,
identifies the important issues playing out on the different levels, and voices this through reporting
and in meetings with other important shareholders, and via media outreach and (public) events. The
assumption underlying this is the idea that speaking out against child rights violations, collective
action and knowledge about the issues will eventually turn the tide towards ensuring an enabling
environment for sustainable child wellbeing.
The public launching of the African Report on Child Wellbeing -holding governments accountable for
living up to their commitments on child rights and wellbeing-, is a typical example in this respect,
although its scope is wider than child right violations. Issues of child rights violations are also
submitted through other publications and launches, conferences and meetings especially the
International Policy Conferences that aim to promote dialogue at country and Pan-African level.
Another way of speaking out against child rights violations is by giving a voice to the children through
polling, monitoring, and arts. In their planning document for MFS II, ACPF envisages a new activity
using art and music by children for advocacy, communication, and self-development, thus promoting
understanding of African children by voicing their perceptions. In addition, (also new) festivals and
competitions are planned to be organized and facilitated.
Strategy 3: Contributing to legal and policy reforms and effective implementation
Building on the above strategies, ACPF aims to change perceptions and behavioral patterns that
influence the situation of children in Africa in order to create an enabling environment to ensure
child wellbeing. The main approach to do so is through advocating for legal and policy reforms and
the effective implementation of these reforms.
ACPF therefore researches and monitors harmonization of law reform in Africa, while also seeking to
share and aggregate knowledge via meetings, discussions, and presentations targeted at policy
makers at regional and governmental Pan Africa levels. As such, findings and facts arising from
research are put forward to the African Committee of Experts on the Rights and Welfare of the Child
(ACERWC), 237 an advisory body to the AU.
Another example referring to this strategy is the continued lobby for building children’s legal
protection centers.
Strategy 4: Alliance building of child rights organizations forging a common voice
internationally
237
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Strong partnerships are assumed (assumption 7) to underlie effective and sustainable change. ACPF
therefore seeks to build on existing and developing alliances and partnerships to help bring forward
the issues concerning children in Africa. These partnerships, both Pan-African and inter-country,
identify and aggregate issues of concern, which enables network members to speak with one strong
voice so as to pressure governments and provide a platform for collective action. This also reduces
the risk of individuals or single organizations being restricted in their work or threatened, and it
prevents tensions in societies.
A network supported and launched by ACPF in 2008 is the Africa wide Movement for Children (AMC),
consisting of over 300 (individual and CSOs) members across Africa. The AMC is coordinated by a
team of Custodians while ACPF hosts its secretariat (through T4C funding). The mission of this
network is to campaign for realization and effective implementation of child rights and wellbeing in
Africa as enshrined in the African Children’s Charter. It therefore interacts with the African
Committee of Experts of the African Union, also promoting its visibility; undertakes campaigns in
their countries on the identified continent-wide issues of interest; and helps to expand the number
of advocacy and lobby groups for this cause.
Strategy 5: Collaboration with African Union and international partners
Another relationship assumed necessary for Pan-African change on child wellbeing is with the African
Union, just as relationships with other International actors are considered valuable. This is ultimately
linked to the 7th assumption that strong partnerships are necessary to share knowledge and effect
change. Through these partnerships, actors are able to pressure governments at national and
regional levels to act upon their commitments, and to promote ratifications and accountability. For
some years already ACPF has invested in interlinking working relationships with members of the
African Working Committee of the AU and AMC members.
Planned activities
The lobby and advocacy activities planned by T4C include
- research on specific thematic issues e.g. Report on child wellbeing; Research on law reform,
that help to establish the ACPF advocacy agenda,
- multi-stakeholder meetings (AU; African Committee of Experts (ACERWC); Africawide
Movement Committee (AMC), facilitation and organization but also participation in formal
and informal meetings, seminars, conferences (Report Launches; IPC Conference).
- network and partnership strengthening (AMC; ACERWC; Civil Society Organizations Forum)
and
- Investing in monitoring processes at the AU, at Pan-African level and at national levels in
order to follow progress on the issues concerned and track of (new) developments.
Significant time and research capacity is allocated for this. .
Budget and financial management
The overall budget proposed in June 2010 for T4C in the MFS II planning document was initially
€101.013.247, 75% of which was eligible for subsidy. The budget allocated to Program B amounted
to €24.490.000 of which €19.846.090 was MFS II subsidy. From this amount ACPF was to receive
€8.788.875, 238 but this was cut over 50% due to overall economic measures. In the agreement
between ICS and ACPF (signed on 30 May 2011) the final budget for ACPF totals €3.524.058.
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6.3.3

T0 Reflections

Taking due account that our reflections so far can only be based on T0, referring to the ex-ante and
thus (theoretical) contents of the MFS II, T4C, and ACPF working documents, the NWO terms of
reference for this ILA evaluation, and some track records of ACPF (until 2011), we note already a
number of interesting issues.
External challenges and opportunities
The ACPF is earmarked as a strategic Southern partner in the T4C proposal, but acts as full-fledged
Alliance member being entirely accountable for the implementation and management of this Pan
African ILA component of the Alliance. We were told that MFS II standards did not allow for
acknowledging ACPF as Alliance member. Whether this has implications for the visibility of ACPF in
the north (and for its acknowledgement as advocacy body) is yet to be investigated.
One of the challenges we noticed is the decrease in budget for the ACPF program after a flow of
budget cuts from the back-donor side in the Netherlands (NL MFA). This meant that ACPF needed to
adjust its program and cut back on some of the initial plans that were included in the official MFS II
proposal and divide costs between the other projects in the program. Possibly linked to this is the
absence of clear child right development policies at the back-donor side in The Netherlands; children
are not included in the focus areas of the NL MFA.
Life of children in Africa remains hard, insecure, and fragile. Many of the individual states in Africa
still lack focus on child wellbeing, despite progress by African governments towards child wellbeing
and enabling environments being reported in Africa’s overall socio-economic development (e.g. in
health, education),
Internal Challenges and opportunities
We identified (in the paperwork) a tension between the MFS II proposal of the T4C Alliance and the
actual Program of Work as submitted by the ACPF. This tension shows in the ‘translation’
(abstractions 239) of ACPF’s vision and mission, and subsequent planning and strategy to eventually fit
the framework of the MFS II proposal, including the program requirements, intervention strategies,
and monitoring protocol of the back-donor. Hence, the MFS II/T4C proposal did not fully capture the
specific and rigorous mission of ACPF, but discusses the program planning in a generic sense. The
distinction between objectives, strategies, and thematic (focus) areas of the ACPF work as endorsed
by T4C did not sprang clearly from the MFS II proposal, while discontinuity in terminology was noted.
Study of the Alliance working documents behind the MFS II proposal reflected more convincingly the
respective roles, the Theory of Change, the strong and consistent commitment to advocacy on child
rights and wellbeing at a Pan-African level, accompanied by a thorough and interlinked plan of work,
seeking synergy between strategies and underpinning ACPF’s mission for evidence-based advocacy
clearly and directly aiming at child wellbeing.
This tension acknowledged by the lead CFA is explained to be a result of the rather (strict) MFS II
protocol that did not leave much room for detail, and thus could lead to a misinterpretation of the
program focus (ACPF as interventionist, rather than lobby agency) when viewed and assessed from a
northern perspective for example at the level of the back-donor.
Moreover, reflecting on the three priority result areas (agenda setting, policy influencing and
changing practice) as given by NWO, it emerges that the advocacy-oriented work of ACPF always
focuses on evidence-based and content-driven approaches to both agenda setting and policy
influencing. In implementing its advocacy work, ACPF alternates focus between agenda setting and
influencing policy in an iterative process, to eventually change practices. ACPF applies different
239
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approaches to agenda setting and policy influencing, though always aiming at evidence-based issues.
With CSOs the agendas are shared in partnership, tabling issues through presentations and
conferences, thus elevating it to a Pan African level. The AU agenda is influenced via investments in
building and maintaining relations and e.g. preparing draft notes, while the international agenda is
supposedly influenced via international organizations.
No indications are found on paper that alliances such as T4C and Child Rights Alliance (in which ACPF
cooperates with PLAN Netherlands as lead partner) are perceived as possible channels for southnorth international lobbying and advocacy and learning.
ACPF’s policy influencing and agenda setting logically follow national and Pan-African levels while
ACPF adds to the process of changing practices by pursuing law reforms at national level. Its program
of law harmonization, the contacts with the African Committee of Experts, and the government
ranking are venues for such change. Changing practice is understood by NWO (see call) as effective
implementation going beyond policy influencing, However, we noted from our interviews with
Alliance staff members in the Netherlands that the bridge between policy influencing and agenda
setting and subsequent changing practice is not yet clearly built or clear enough. Meaning that
Alliance staff struggles with clarifying how and to what extent specific lobby and advocacy activities
and output attribute and/or contribute to the priority areas. In this first round of data gathering, we
have noted already cases where contribution can be established. A case in point of ACPF activities
changing practice -dating back prior to MFS II- is Swaziland, scoring rather low in the ACPF ranking on
Child Wellbeing. UNICEF took it up with the Swazi authorities, assisted in the background by ACPF
and as we were told Swaziland embarked on the process of reforming their laws in conformity with
the AFFC framework. It is still “changing practice in action,” despite progress being reported. We will
look further into learning how to clarify and establish contribution, together with the involved
organizations.
Also under MFS II program ACPF receives institutional funding for implementing the Pan-African
lobby and advocacy activities, and to run the organization and keep the office well-staffed. The work
program of ACPF (2010-2015) and other documents do not elaborate in detail on this aspect of the
funding, but deal with it in an implicit manner. The ACPF capacity was build up under MFS I funding.
Time and means did not allow revisiting with ACPF management the situation of their organizational
capacity in relation to T0.
6.3.4

Construction of T1

In close cooperation with T4C, ACPF staff, and external persons, we sought to identify and validate
the state of the art in the implementation of ACPF activities under MFS II from 2011 until 2012 (T1
according to our methodology). As mentioned above, the approval and kick off of the 2011 MFS II
activities could not always be sharply distinguished from the previous phase (MFS I), as the work of
ACPF continued along the same lines. In the following section we review the changes between the
start of MFS II and the year 2102 as we distilled from document study, interviews and the workshop /
reflections sessions conducted in 2012.
We looked beyond the Theory of Change at the “Practice of Change,” the practice of implementing
scheduled activities as spelled out in our methodology. Thus we could better appreciate the change
achieved and trace the process of output leading to outcome and effect and identify the relevant
interfaces in this respect. Through reflections we formulated and analyzed the findings and as Cluster
Team identified the forward looking issues to be addressed.
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Organizational dynamics
Institutional dynamics referring to the institutional setup of the MFS II program under review may
positively or adversely affect program planning and implementation and as such are important to
take into account for T1. For this baseline we identified for the time being two levels of dynamics,
namely Alliance level and organizational level. Other relevant levels may surface in the process e.g.
between the back donor NL MFA and T4C, or between other Alliance partners or other donors and
ACPF.
On Alliance level, one of the main objectives behind the Alliance building was strengthening
cooperation between North-South, South-South, as well as amongst Northern CFAs. According to
MFS II criteria, to qualify for government funding an Alliance (partnership) should be composed of
NGOs statutory seated in the Netherlands. 240 Programming was ruled by guidelines such as working
along three intervention strategies: civil society strengthening, poverty alleviation, and policy
influencing. 241 These donor requirements of Dutch Alliance building seem to have compromised the
principle of local ownership over development programs, as for example ACPF could not be included
in the Alliance as full-fledged partner. Notwithstanding, ACPF did fully contribute to the writing of the
proposal on program B and as explained before in reality became the main strategic and
implementing partner working on the Pan-African lobby on child rights.
Not being a full-fledged partner in the Alliance indeed had implications for the visibility of the ACPF in
that direct communication between ACPF and the other T4C Alliance partners seems lagging. An
example is Alliance member Wereldkinderen, where the awareness of ACPF as a strategic partner in
T4C was not fully integrated at the start in 2011 due to staff changes. Wereldkinderen came across
the organization while visiting their implementing partners in Ethiopia. To add to this, one of the
implementing partners of Wereldkinderen, OSSA (Organization for Social Services for Aids), working
in Ethiopia and funded partly by MFS II through the T4C Alliance, was not aware that ACPF was part
of the same program and had never been in contact although their work overlaps. In line with this, it
was interesting to notice that during the Third Pan-African Forum on Child wellbeing in Addis Ababa,
there were suggestions for the establishment of child parliaments as happened in Mali. However, no
one mentioned that this was already the case in Ethiopia, notably with the help of OSSA’s child
protection program funded with MFS II budget conform to an initiative and guidelines from the
Ministry of Women, Children and Youth Affairs (MoWA) and presented and executed in collaboration
with the local MoWA department. . It could not yet be verified whether there is any ACPF connection
to the guidelines.
Inherent to the set up and subsequent dynamics of the alliances is that southern organizations are
only indirectly involved in development programs of alliance partners, which has implications not
only for south-south communications (south-south not being aware of each other’s programs) but
also for streamlining and coherence amongst the various (southern) organizations subcontracted in
the alliances. The discrepancy noted at T0 between the documentation on alliance level and partner
levels and between field level program planning and MFS II planning also illustrates the risks of
rolling out plans north to south only from top to bottom (through multiple translations), which may
in T1 and further on eventually affect or influence south-south relations and possibly lobbying and
advocacy work.
At organizational level, the ACPF budget under the initial MFS II proposal needed to be downsized
due to the 2011 MFS II budget cuts from the back-donor; the initial funding of € 8.788.875 was cut by
over 60% to € 3.524.058, representing 75% of the total funding needed for this T4C component. This
directly affected the planned program. Of the initial seven countries in Asia and Africa, country
240
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programs had to be cut to five countries in Africa. Besides, ACPF needed to revisit and prioritize its
planning, which had serious implications for the research facilitation and outreach. The ACPF meant
to extend its research geographically to strengthen their Pan-African outreach; however this was no
longer feasible. Other implications were the deferral of a number of outreach instruments such as
the African Policy Journal, the observatories (representations in other countries), knowledge forum,
and the program on child-headed households. Some, but not all, of the activities were
complemented by other donors.
A sensitive issue brought to our attention by most (ACPF) interviewees is the modality of donor
funding. Most donor funding is project-based instead of organization-based (institutional funding).
The latter type of funding gives space for pursuing their own agenda instead of a project agenda, this
is supported by ICS who provides institutional support to ACPF and at the same time also aims to
support strengthening of capacity development. ACPF is nearly 10 years old, building upon a strong
commitment to advocacy through continuing cycles of research, reporting, networking, and other
activities. It is important for the organization for effective lobbying and advocacy to maintain a
certain independence, making its own decisions on activities to be undertaken driven by needs of
their Pan African partner organizations rather than by policy priorities of other donors. However, we
were informed that most donors work through project-specific funding, often leading to revision of
projects or new project initiatives in compliance with donor policy, which may adversely affect their
own advocacy agenda. T4C, through ICS, supports contrary to other donors the ACPF through
institutional funding, meant for building and maintaining their organizational capacity as well as the
Pan African lobby agenda as agreed upon.
Contextual factors
Especially nationally but also African-based the ILA work for Child Protection and thus within the
Alliance - to be precise at ACPF level- was confronted with minor changes in the external context.
In Ethiopia NGOs that receive more than 10% of their funding from abroad, are considered
international NGOs and thus not supposed to focus on national (Ethiopian) policy. ACPF however
with its Pan African mandate, its good national and international relationships and network, its
international stature and distinguished fellows has obtained and maintained the room to include also
Ethiopian child wellbeing in their work. No changes were reported here.
Also with the African Union it maintained a solid relationship, despite the departure (end of terms) of
the Social Commissioner who also was Board member of ACPF.
As to development policies in the Netherlands the focus in the new Government coalition accord
‘Building Bridges’ (2012) 242 fails again to mention child rights or children in international perspective
and the emphasis remains on investments rather than strengthening international cooperation; it
aims to ensure economic development and entrepreneurship. Taking into account the economic
downfall in Europe and the linked budget cuts in amongst others development cooperation, the
government policy climate in The Netherlands is not particularly conducive to child rights in
international perspective as the non-governmental (child focused) organizations conclude 243.
However, a great number of Dutch NGOs does focus on child rights issues amongst others the
Together 4 Change Alliance.
The continuing economic crisis in Europe and the need also for the Netherlands Government to
economize, will also affect the funds available (as percentage of the GNP) for international
Government Accord 2012, ‘Building Bridges’; Minister Timmermans and Minister Ploumen (2012) ‘Decemberbrief’,
December 2012
243 Kinderrechtencollectief (2012) ‘Kinderrechten in Nederland 2008-2012. De vierde NGO rapportage van het
Kinderrechtencollectief aan het VN kinderrechten comité’
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development cooperation. Whether this may have consequences for ongoing financial commitments
is yet unsure. However, the budget cuts in 2011 and those in the overall sector combined with EU’s
strong focus on child rights but lack of a child rights focus by the Netherlands Government provides
for a challenging climate for Dutch child rights organizations to bring their issues to the political
agenda. The economic crisis is a threat but at the same time also an opportunity for the Child Rights
lobby as it leaves much work to be done at the donor level in the Netherlands.
Achieved Results: activities, output and outcomes 244
The term results in this Cluster III is used as a “collective noun” for activities undertaken, as well as
the outputs arising from activities and the (intended and unintended) outcomes to which activities
and output directly or indirectly contributed. The results (activities undertaken, output and
outcomes) are inherently interlinked with the strategies followed by T4C. The results achieved by T4C
are best described along the lines of the strategies used, doing justice to ACPFs way of working
(avoiding alienation) while it also provides for a good insight into planning and the paths to change as
chosen in practice. This will be elaborated underneath where we discuss the activities, output and
possible outcome (results) per strategy.
Strategy 1: Building knowledge on the situation of children and the governmental capacities
One of the ACPF’s important mechanisms for knowledge building is their research work that builds
upon issues identified and shared at Pan-African level and is published in the African Report on Child
Wellbeing (funded under MFS II). The 2011 report was titled: “Rhetoric, Reality and the scorecard,”
and as mentioned previously it focused on budgeting for children in Africa. Where the report itself
can be seen as output of ACPF research activities, its outcome is found at the level of pan-African
organizations working on child wellbeing. The report contributes by way of its fact-based contents,
and country ranking contributing to the quality of dialogue with governments on their accountability
for child wellbeing. It helps to setting national agendas, to influence policy, and to change practice,
but not necessarily in this order.
Besides the earlier mentioned example of the Swaziland government reacting to their low ranking in
the 2011 report (and directly enacting their Child and Welfare Act after advocacy work of a/o
UNICEF), there is the promise of the Mozambique government, highly ranked in the report. During a
presentation hosted by ACPF in Mozambique, government officials expressed ambition to do even
better (improve their good practices) in the next report and as such make sure they live up to
children’s rights. The next report will be published in 2013 on child friendliness by African
governments.
Through its extended research ACPF also identified some gaps in child rights and focus issues, such as
on children with disabilities. This program builds on prior research stemming from 2008 and resulted
amongst others in a project to promote the rights of children with disabilities. ACPF is now preparing
to take this project forward through media outlets, the development of a documentary, and the
organization of a symposium which is planned for early 2013.
Another example of a knowledge building outlet by ACPF are their so-called Harmonization Reports,
giving an evidence-based overview of laws on child rights per country or region together with
progress and development of such laws and their implementation in accordance with international
conventions and governmental commitments. The reports identify the legislation gaps and priority
issues per country. This program is not specifically supported by MFS II funding but gives a good
perspective on ACPF work.

For this part we drew extensively on the working document by ACPF, ‘Programs – outreach – impact’ (2012); ACPF, ‘Half
year report 2012’ (2012); ACPF, ‘Program of work’ (2012); ACPF ‘Program highlights 2011’ (2012).
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Law and law reform is taken up by ACPF as a priority as they understand laws to be the “single most
powerful instrument for the protection of human and children’s rights.” These reports are used to
open doors for further dialogue with government officials. In 2011 the ACPF reviewed the
Harmonization Report for Ethiopia and arranged a meeting with the relevant Ministry of Women,
Children and Youth Affairs (MOWCYA) to present the findings, which led to an extended dialogue
with other partners and government officials finally resulting in a first National Consultation
Workshop on Child Rights held in April 2012. The effect of these meetings and subsequent
consultations brought MOWCYA to initiate and support a national project to prepare a consolidated
bill on children. This seems a case contributing to agenda setting by raising awareness and
influencing government practice on the basis of content. Its impact (in terms of better legal child
protection) may be seen in the future, but the contribution by ACPF in advocating, facilitating, and
supporting dialogue through the evidence-based report and outreach to the government is clear.
Strategy 2: Speaking out against child rights violations
The above mentioned research reports are spread through outreach mechanisms, giving ACPF a
voice to speak out against child rights violations. The report on Child Wellbeing for example is carried
widely by media, by CSOs as well as governments because of its extended fact- and evidence-based
information on the situation of children in Africa. Research publications and seminars are used in the
same way to bring the issues and identified gaps to the table of policy makers, CSOs, and donors
responsible for children’s issues.
Another way to be heard and speak out against
child rights violations is as mentioned before
through International Policy Conference (IPCs),
(organized by ACPF with MFS II funding)
around thematic issues identified through
research and dialogue. IPCs are held every
other year since 2004. As such, the IPCs -an
output of ACPF activities- have become a
major outreach event influencing and
supporting the multiple actors working on child
rights and wellbeing, which can be seen as
outcome.

Nigeria Case on Inter-Country Adoption: an outcome
In Nigeria (child) adoption has not been an outstanding
issue on the government agenda. The country has not
ratified The Hague Convention on Inter-Country
Adoption although Nigeria is amongst the popular places
for international adoption.
The International Policy Conference (IPC) on intercountry adoption (May 2012) might have made the
difference for Nigeria. Supported by ACPF, Nigerian CSOs
pressured their government to send a representative to
this conference. The Nigerian Custodian to the AMC
vividly explained to us the role this conference played in
putting the issue of inter-country adoption on the
agenda of the Nigerian government, and the action being
taken by the Nigerian government, which is now looking
into the ratification of The Hague Convention. The AMC
custodian was asked to take a place in the committee of
experts dealing with the ratification and follow-up.

The 5th and latest IPC on inter-country
adoption (May 2012) amongst others
supported by Wereldkinderen and ICS, built on
ACPF strategies in that evidence-based
research demonstrated that inter-country
This IPC (a MFS II advocacy activity), established
eventually the working contact between ACPF and
adoption is an increasingly important issue on
Wereldkinderen.
Pan-African level and at the same time a gap in
policy and laws. Only 11 out of the 54 African
countries have ratified for example The Hague Convention on Inter-country Adoption. This IPC drew
over 500 participants to Addis Ababa: CSOs, government representatives, AU officials, and
international NGOs, donors, and media (CNN/ABC). Direct outputs of the conference are the
guidelines on inter-country adoption disseminated during the conference, the publication on intercountry adoption, and the conference report. This led to a number of outcomes. ACPF, in
collaboration with the Ethiopian Justice and Legal Systems Research Institute of the Ministry of
Justice and the Federal First Instance Court, will undertake a national research project with the
intended objective to look into the practices of inter-country adoption in order to ensure child
wellbeing and improve inter-country adoptions. An effect of this work has been the public outreach

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

161 van 237

through worldwide media. In December 2012 both CNN and ABC will air a documentary “An
uncertain journey” that was shown at this conference.
Another important component ACPF tries to incorporate in its work is the voice of children and
youth, considering young people ought to speak out against unrighteousness and on what they deem
important and relevant for themselves. Since 2005, children and youth polls are conducted through
carefully designed interviews and this is continued under MFS II. Raising children’s voices has,
however, ethical and sensitive aspects as it can easily result in tokenism as pointed out by way of
warning during the 3rd Pan-African Forum on Child Wellbeing (November 2012), where children
participated in promoting dialogue with children and for children.
Strategy 3: Contributing to legal and policy reforms and effective implementation
Contributions to law and policy reforms (a strategy aiming directly at policy influence) are informed
by the output of ACPF research and outreach activities. Mentioned already is the Swaziland case,
which resulted in law reform (to be seen as outcome), but also the IPC on inter-country adoption led
to policy reform, in Nigeria (envisaged ratification of The Hague convention) and even in the
Netherlands (who took the initiative towards a review of their own adoption process). Another
outcome is the drafting of the consolidated bill on child rights (Ethiopia). The harmonization reports
that typically depict gaps in laws and law alignment with international commitments and help to
establish dialogue with policy makers could be considered as contributions to agenda setting to
eventually influence policy.
An example of implementing policy reform (and changing practice) is the re-establishment of the
Children’s Legal Protection Centers (CLPC) in Ethiopia, with the objective to enable children’s access
to justice and strengthen child protection mechanisms. This program started in 2005, supported by
PLAN Netherlands, while the centers were run by ACPF, and forced to close down in August 2010 due
to a change in Ethiopian law that listed the centers as foreign interference. Following this, ACPF
developed a project called the Ethiopian Children’s Legal Protection Program (ECLPP) supporting the
child justice aspect. From this project sprang a global conference on “Deprivation of Children’s liberty
as the last resort” in collaboration with Defence for Children International (DCI), but also guidelines
on action for children in the justice system in Africa. In the meantime, ACPF was one of the front line
organizations working towards re-establishment of the CLPCs to ensure children’s access to justice.
Since September 28, 2012, the centers are up and running again with branch offices situated all over
the country and on the premises of and run by the Federal Supreme Court, through its Child Justice
Project Office. Although these activities were not funded under the T4C/MFS II, the outcome of the
ECLPP is a concrete example of implementation and changed practice.
- Strategy 4: Alliance building of child rights organizations forging a common voice internationally
Alliance building in the ACPF context serves to aggregate knowledge from the regions and countries
to raise issues and awareness on overarching themes and national gaps. As already mentioned, this is
feeding into research and the collaboration with national partners and consultants leading to various
publications. ACFP’s ability and strategy to build alliances combining strengths with grassroots
African CSOs working on children’s issues resulted in the establishment of the AMC, the Africawide
Movement for Children, the network reaching out geographically throughout Africa.

162 van 237

Wageningen UR, Social Sciences Group (SSG)

For quality of life

The objectives of this AMC are
1. to strengthen the African voice for and on behalf of children in Africa;
2. to strengthen African civil society and promote solidarity amongst child rights organizations;
3. to promote accountability amongst these
‘Lobby in Action’ at the Third Pan African Forum on Child
organizations; and
Wellbeing
4. to contribute to nurturing the panThe 3rd Pan African Forum, hosted by the African Union
Africanism
(November 2012), showed an obvious absence of state
representatives as most of the 54 African member state
seats remained empty. CSOs expressed their concern on
this issue, considering it to be a form of neglect or
disinterest by the governments, usually officially
represented at the AU. Triggered by this concern, the
Malawi custodian of the AMC contacted his government
through email confronting them with their absence. The
direct response stated that they had not known of this
forum and if he could be so kind as to let them know in
advance next time. However, ten minutes later the Malawi
representative took her chair in the meeting hall and sat
through the forum the rest of the day. This is a typical
example of lobby on the ground.

The AMC is facilitated by ACPF and promotes
sharing,
exchanging,
and
aggregating
knowledge. ACPF brings the coordinating
Custodians together, providing support in
aggregating issues to a higher level, defining
and articulating a common position, and
establishing contacts with other relevant
governmental, pan-African, or international
actors so as to lobby for the interest of
children.

During the 3rd Pan-African Forum on Child
Wellbeing (2012), we could observe how this
network functions, as the AMC custodians
were invited to the meeting and briefed by
ACPF. The AMC Chair presented the Forum
with their progress report, 245 and also
cautioned that “critical child rights programs
heavily depend on donor funding, which means that if donor policy changes, it affects the child
work.” Out of sight we noted other AMC members engaging in networking and lobbying to get their
absent government representatives to the Conference (see box).
Afterwards, ACPF and AMC decided to give follow up to
absentee governments by collecting comprehensive
information packages to send to their offices immediately,
including the conference papers accompanied by a letter of
explanation and questioning for a response. In the weeks
following the forum, this will be taken up with the
representatives individually.

We were informed of another example of Alliance building and networking namely the Civil Society
Forum for the African Child supported by INGOs such as PLAN International, Save the Children
International, and UNICEF, and hosted and facilitated by the ACPF for the past two years. This Forum
is meant to bring together international CSOs working on children’s issues in Africa. We did not have
the opportunity to further view how the CSO Forum is working in practice.
Important to note in this respect is also the T4C Alliance itself to which ACPF is a strategic and expert
partner bringing in their extended knowledge on advocacy, their strong Pan-African networks, and
the African perspective on children’s issues. This is not mentioned in any of the documents as a
manner of South-North learning, however, this has been the intention but we do not know yet
whether it works in practice.
Strategy 5: Collaboration with African Union and international partners
The ACPF works closely together with the AU Department of Social Affairs not only through the
above mentioned networks but also directly. They feed information into the system of the AU
through publications and contributions to AU conference papers and by working together with the
earlier mentioned African Committee of Experts (ACERWC). In turn, the ACPF involves the AU and the
ACRWC in their work via presentations and involvement in the IPCs and launches of reports. ACPF
assists in the selection of themes for e.g. the Day of the African Child (children with disabilities), the
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AU Pan-African Forum (Accountability for Investment in Children) for which ACPF lobbied through
their reports, and presentations to the AU.
ACPF organizational capacity
The organizational capacity of ACPF is financed through MFS II and thus is part of the unit of analysis.
We observed and learnt that ACPF staff is highly committed and knowledgeable, appreciated for the
quality of their work and their commitment by outsiders including African Union staff, AMC
committee members, the African Committee of Experts (ACERWC). Internally we noted clear distinct
tasks for staff members based on the various strategies, working in sub-teams and also in peer
review settings when it comes to making assessments on child wellbeing related issues. Full team
meetings – content driven- are part of the operational work of ACPF.
We considered it too early to enter into discussing their organizational capabilities and its strengths
and/or weaknesses to deal with the ILA activities under review. Before doing so we need to have the
picture of what their work entails and what changes and results ACPF is aiming at, and what has been
achieved. Hence, the organizational capacity of ACPF will be part of phase 2 of the evaluation.
Changes in strategies and planning
During this first assessment we have not clearly established a change in strategies. We have seen the
adaptability and flexibility of the organization to quickly respond to changing circumstances such as
the lobby activities during the 3rd Pan-African Forum whereby state representatives were summoned
to the meeting or were send information packages last minute due to their absence. Another
adaptability that we have identified is the flexible response to the budget cuts, whereby the ACPF
together and T4C as a whole needed to re-prioritize their planning for the coming years.
As previously mentioned, the strategies have not changed, however activities and output realized
were not always planned. An example of this is the follow-up of the IPC on inter-country adoption by
Nigeria, Ethiopia and through focus research in which ACPF is one of the leading partners. The lobby
and advocacy activities and as such the linked output and outcomes show therefore a certain
flexibility to adapt to changes quickly and to respond to opportunities and threats swiftly.
Table 6.1 underneath shows the activities planned by ACPF for the Pan African lobby on child rights
as part of Program B within the T4C program. This list is not complete yet, but provides an overview
of the main focus areas under the five ACPF strategies in this ILA program. Many other activities and
meetings have taken place on the site in formal and informal settings.
In the middle column you can see the planned activities; in the left column it shows the inheritance
from prior MFS. The right column shows the state of the art of the planning (as far as we have been
able to see now in 2012). Part of the planned activities continued, some did not (aborted due to
budget cuts such as children youth polls) or were handed over (Children Legal Protection Centers),
other new (not planned for) activities were taken up. From this table you can see the consequence of
the budget cuts as some of the programs,
Already existed Prior to
MFS II
X

T0 Planning output ACPF
African Report on Child Wellbeing

T1 2011-2012 continuation is marked with
X
X The next report launched early 2013

Child Headed Households
The Africa Child Policy Journal

Stopped

X

IPC on the African Child

X Continuation

X

AMC

X Continuation

X

Reports on Children in Crisis

X Continuation
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X

Law Reform and Hamonization

X Continuation

X

ACERWC

X Continuation

X

Children Legal Protection Centers (CLPC)

Established and now running in Ethiopia

Ending all forms of Violence in Africa

X Continuation

Creating a Safe environment for Children
X
X

Children Youth Polls
Protecting children with disabilities

Stopped
X Continuation

X

Working with the AUC

X Continuation

Knowledge Forum
X

Larissa Award

Became an online HUB instead, due to
budget cuts
X Continuation

X

AU partnership

X Continuation
Civil Society Forum
Girl Power - protection of girls and young
women against violence
Award by the International Juvenile Justice
Observatory (IJJO)

Give children a voice through arts and music/
performances and competitions

Stopped

Table 6.1: Overview of planned activities and its state of the art for Pan African lobby on child rights by ACPF (2011-2012)

6.3.5

T1 Reflections

A number of findings are emerging when reflecting on the current situation and the period of T1.
ACPF and thus T4C Alliance built upon their MFS I cooperation and continued to accomplish results in
lobby and advocacy between T0 and T1 in all three priority result areas.
These priority result areas are part of the work and strategies of the T4C ILA program, but are not
distinguished as such by the Alliance. Mostly they are interwoven in the overall lobby and advocacy
strategies implemented by the ACPF and supported by a strong network and content-driven research
by the organization.
Agenda setting
A number of issues have been brought to the agenda of regional, national or international policy
makers through this ILA program.
The inter-country adoption is such issue whereby the T4C Alliance amongst others through ACPF (but
also through Wereldkinderen) played an important role in researching the topic for the agenda,
organizing and facilitating meetings and finally an International Policy Conference bringing together
important stakeholders. As a result of this meeting inter-country adoption was taken up by
numerous stakeholders, among these the national governments of Nigeria, Ethiopia, Australia and
the Netherlands and regional international organizations (African Union, United Nations, and CSOs).
Another contribution by ACPF through the T4C Alliance is placing the issue of child wellbeing on the
Pan-African agenda of regional and national policy makers through the Report on Child wellbeing. As
described previously, this report can be seen as a push factor for governments to work on their child
care systems and as an instigator for discussions at the level of the African Union. By working closely
together with the AU and its African Committee of Experts (ACERWC), ACPF also pushed forward the
issue of children with disabilities to be discussed and taken up in the agenda as a matter of regional
interest. Through the various networks of ACPF such topics are spread nationally and end up on
policymakers’ agendas.

MFS II Joint Evaluation of International Lobbying and Advocacy

165 van 237

The outcome indicators relevant to this priority result area are the following:
• Internal: the extent to which the relevant members to the ILA program determine, share and
keep up to date their strategies (including: network strengthening; internal meetings between
the relevant partners; program coherence, strategy coherence and determination) (UI 1.1/UI
1.2).
• Internal: the extent to which the relevant partners share and develop a coherent agenda and
strategy.
• Internal: to what extent and the number of times regional, national or local voices are
represented and officially included in the agenda at (inter-) national decision making meetings
of the relevant partner to determine strategy and internal (lobby) agenda.
• Internal/interface: to what extent is the lobby agenda representative for the represented
partners (AMC; Alliance partners) or the target beneficiaries (African child)?
• External: to what extent is the internal advocacy agenda in line with or possible to incorporate
in the political arena, to what extent does the relevant partner anticipate opportunities and
threats.
• External: the extent to which lobby and advocacy targets are aware of the advocated issues by
the ACPF (internal agenda of lobby targets; internal briefs and policy documents; agenda point
at meetings; discussions by targets on the issues advocated) (U.I. 1.2)
• External: what actors have been targeted and why are these targets chosen?
• External: The extent to which lobby and advocacy targets react upon the issues advocated by
the ACPF (including: media outlets, agendas, policy statements, speeches) and what strategies
are effective (UI 1.3)
• External: the extent to which public debate is influenced and perspectives are taken up by
other relevant actors in the field or introduced into the policy debate (including: media outlets;
parliamentary discussions; amendments; policy documents) (UI 1.5)
• External: the extent to which the media are aware of the advocated issues by the ACPF.
• Interface: the extent to which ACPF meets with media to explain and provide insight in their
work and their advocated agenda issues.
• Interface: the number and kind of meetings with stakeholders to effectuate a shared and
coherent representative agenda for the ACPF advocacy.
• Interface: the extent to which ACPF or its relevant partners are invited by lobby/advocacy
targets to participate in, or organize formal or informal meetings relevant for the issues
advocated (including: type and frequency of contact; access to and relations with policy
makers; number of successful proposals; extent to which discussions are followed-up) (UI1.4)
• Interface: to what extent is the relationship between ACPF and its lobby targets sustainable
(participation in meetings; formal and informal contact; sustainability/structural; follow-up
processes)
• Interface: Up to what degree does the ACPF have connections or partnerships with other lobby
and advocacy organizations and other CSOs working in the same field and to what extent do
they advocate issues together.
Policy Influencing
The examples mentioned above resulted in policy influencing sometimes rather swiftly. In the case of
the inter-country adoption, discussions within government have led to policy reviews in the
Netherlands, Australia and Ethiopia. Extended further research into the issue is scheduled to take
place by the Ethiopian Justice and Legal Systems Research Institute in cooperation with ACPF. Also,
there are a number of countries in the stage of discussing the matter to see what action need and
can be taken (Nigeria).
Another form of policy influence ACPF contributed to is through the earlier mentioned Report on
child wellbeing, which has led to changes in policy and practice (Swaziland). The report is also used
by policy makers to pressure their governments (Sudan; Malawi). Besides, through the Pan-African
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AMC and through close cooperation with the ACERWC, the Ethiopian Ministry for Women, Children
and Youth Affairs and the AU, ACPF contributes to both agenda setting and policy influencing,
eventually leading to a change of practice.
The outcome Indicators relevant for this priority result area are:
• External: the extent to which policy makers/lobby targets are aware of the issues advocated by
the ACPF or its relevant partners.
• External: the extent to which policy makers/lobby targets react upon the issues advocated by
the ACPF or its relevant partners (formal and informal meetings; policy briefs; policy agenda;
amendments; public discussions)
• Interface: the establishment of a structural relationship with lobby targets (UI 2.1
• Interface: the number and kind of meetings resulting from this (UI 2.1)
• External: shifts in budget allocation as a result of issues advocated by the relevant partners (UI
2.1)
• Interface: number and nature of meetings with policy makers and other lobby targets.
• External: number and kind of meetings the ACPF is involved in that contributes to output in
policy papers and policy changes by lobby targets or other actors (UI 2.1)
• Interface: to what extent does ACPF ‘practice what they preach’ (exchange and
communication; number of meetings invited to participate in; extent to which there is room
for discussion in the meetings)
• Interface: number of times the advocates work closely together with the lobby targets and the
kind of meetings or documents used.
Changing Practice
One of the changes of practice we have come across during our interviews and desk study are the
Children Legal Protection Centres (CLPCs)s in Ethiopia. ACPF has been one of the organizations
working to re-establish the centers when they were forced to close down and since September 2012
they are up and running again. This is an example to which the lobbying and advocacy by ACPF
contributed to change the practice and re-open the centers at the premise of the Ethiopian Federal
Court, although it is not a contribution of MFS II funding, as it started in the previous funding MFS
cycle. The Swaziland case, mentioned under policy influencing, can also be seen as a changes in
practice as the contextual situation for children has changed as a result of the work conducted by
ACPF amongst others.
Relevant outcome indicators for this priority result area:
• Internal: concrete changes and adjustments in program planning and practice as to
externalities in the field (including: flexibility to adapt and maneuver; anticipating on changes
in practice including lobby targets’ agendas and public or policy arenas)
• External/Interface: to what extent are the issues advocated taken up by policy makers
changing practice on international, national or local levels (implementation of certain laws;
policy changes; creating room for policy change; providing support or tools for taking up
advocacy on national or local levels).
• External/Interface: to what extent are the advocated issues by ACPF taken up or taken further
by partners on national and local levels (media, advocacy and lobby)
• External: concrete changes in policy implementation practices by lobby targets through the
shared or exchanged development of tools.
• External: concrete action undertaken by policy makers using tools or instruments provided by
ACPF (such as monitoring tools and capacities; reports and documents and local knowledge
available) (UI 3.2)
• Interface: inclusion of the ACPF or relevant partners in decision making meetings by policy
makers on all levels (UI 3.1)
• Interface: number of consultations of ACPF by policy makers (UI 3.1)
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Future perspective and external and internal challenges
External challenges
The early implementation of the T4C program was influenced by a number of external factors and
actors. Budget cuts required revisiting program priorities and putting a number of activities on hold.
Besides this, a number of new activities not listed came up in due time, such as the Civil Society
Forum, the secretariat of which ACPF hosted. The developments around the Children Legal
Protection Centers made ACPF invest in a strong lobby for the re-opening and in collaboration with
the Federal Court and Child Justice Project Office. The ACPF contribution in preparing the 3rd PanAfrican Forum, the launch of the AMC progress report are all external events that influenced the
ACPF working practice and show how the progress of the advocacy work depends on unexpected
developments and feedback loops. ACPF seem to have the capabilities to quickly respond to these
unforeseen and sudden emergences, essential for effectiveness and relevance but -as we assumenot reflected in the monitoring protocol.
New challenges and opportunities emerge also in interagency interactions, in the interfaces,
between ACPF and other actors, of which we identified a great number but which we did not review
as yet in depth. Reviewing the interfaces will give more insight into the processes of lobbying and
advocacy and mutual exchange and learning and how control and influence mechanisms are
deployed. It will provide for a better understanding of effectuating outreach. The following interfaces
are perceived to be at the core of the ACPF work: between T4C partners; between ICS and NL MFA,
between ACPF and ICS; between ACPF and AMC, AU, the ACERWC, the governments, the
international INGOs, embassies, and bodies such as the UN.
Linked to this is the opportunity to further network and develop partnerships, which are strong
characteristics of the work ACPF conducts. ACPF practice shows the importance of networks for
lobbying and advocacy. It matters who you know and how or where you can link in order to put
issues on the table for discussion and to enter the circles where you can make a difference through
agenda setting and policy influencing. To speak with one voice, coming from a wider network (a case
in point is AMC) strengthens the cause of child wellbeing.
Another aspect that provides both an opportunity and a challenge is the issue of donor funding
approaches that came up a number of times, linking to the extensive debate on donor dependence
by grassroots CSOs. The ACPF mentioned that institutional funding is very important as it supports an
overall agenda, and a flexible way of working , as opposed to project-specific funding, which might
address only certain aspects of their work and issues the donor may favor but are less relevant to
ACPF overall agenda. Hence, the ACPF is rather selective where it concerns its own funding modality
in that adhering to overall planning and strategic vision is leading.
Many donors favor project funding over institutional funding which may be aggravated by the recent
economic situation among donors, which poses a clear external challenge, affecting development
budgets and policy focus.
Drawing the attention of African governments to the issue of child wellbeing is an ongoing challenge.
The issue of child wellbeing competes with issues of (high tech) technology and agricultural
development and trade as became evident also during the 3rd Pan African Forum. Not many
representatives of African governments frequented the Conference, and as was explained by
Custodians the child issue has no priority on the agenda.
Internal challenges and opportunities
Reflecting upon the advocacy work and lobby in action of ACPF we identified the three priority result
areas as being inherently linked while influencing agendas and policy and changing practice are not
observed as sequential steps but alternating and crossing steps. The process of achieving results in
these areas may be first influencing policy makers and public, so as to come to a new agenda. Or it
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may start with a public leader who became aware of a need (changing his/her practice) and
embarked on re-setting a public agenda. Whatever the sequence in the priority areas, it surfaced that
content driven advocacy and outreach and individual commitment and personal contacts are
crucial ingredients. From this, we identified that advocacy seems more content driven, embedded in
learning, cooperation, dialogue, and content-based pressure, whereas lobby may be seen as power
play through persuasion and pressure.
It is a challenge for both the Alliance and ACPF to keeping the balance between lobby and advocacy
activities and gain understanding of its internal dynamics to enhance its effects and to be able to
account for results doing justice to the complexity of the ILA program.
The discrepancy noted and mentioned between MFS II documentation of T4C Alliance and the actual
ACPF program and work “on the spot,” but also the strict MFS II guidelines and monitoring protocol
made us realize how these facts may have a bearing on the entire profile of the southern partner,
ACPF in this case. The official MFS II T4C documentation does not leave much room for details and to
make a clear distinction between the development oriented (grassroots based) way of working and
the lobby and advocacy by ACPF. Besides, ACPF performs as a full-fledged Alliance partner, without
the formal recognition of the back donor in this respect, affecting its visibility in the north. It is a
challenge for ACPF to present itself to the Western donors as the Pan African lobby agency on Child
Wellbeing that other donors could mobilize for international lobby and advocacy on child wellbeing,
strengthening the south-north interactions.
In Africa ACPF is considered a 100% advocacy driven organization as opposed to an intervention
oriented organization. The Forum directs its lobbying and advocacy work at African governments, the
AU, and international bodies and civil society to raise the African voice for the wellbeing of the
African child. Developmental (grassroots) work is left to development oriented CSOs such as OSSA in
Ethiopia and SOS Kinderdorpen in Kenya. Enhanced understanding of these differences and
subsequent working manners may shed light on the scope, dynamics, and effects of international
lobbying and advocacy for poverty alleviation. This could provide opportunities for strengthening
partnerships and cooperation between the multiple stakeholders in the field.

6.4

Alliance: Freedom From Fear (FFF)

6.4.1

Contextual factors

Violence, conflict, and poverty constitute major threats to human security 246 and in a rapidly
globalizing world; these threats cannot merely be taken up by states, if only because governments
themselves can pose serious threats to human security. 247 As such, a merely state-centered focus on
security would fall short in addressing deeply rooted issues in societies that are inherently linked to
trust building, feeling safe, health, and environment. The developments in the field of human
security and conflict prevention therefore have shown a growing emphasis on the role of civil society
herein.
Since the 1990s the development sector has seen a rise of civil society organizations working on
peacebuilding and conflict prevention. The assumption that civil society is a significant actor has been

T. Owen, ‘Measuring human security. Methodological challenges and the importance of geographically referenced
determinants’, in: P.H. Liotta et al (eds.), Environmental change and human security (2008), p. 35-64, p. 43.
247 Thania Paffenholz, ‘Civil society and peacebuilding’, CCDP Working Paper (2009), 14.
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accepted. 248 Studies have shown the identification of a number of roles they pursue, dependent on
the context and the type of civil society organization (CSO): early warning, protection, monitoring,
advocacy, socialization, social cohesion, facilitation, and service delivery. 249 It is widely supported
that civil society engagement can indeed contribute positively to peacebuilding and conflict
transformation in a supportive manner. 250 In this light, CS engagement is seen as essential and strong
state-society relations are recognized as a significant factor for conflict prevention.
These developments can be seen in the progressing Declarations on Aid Effectiveness in Paris (2005),
Accra (2008), and Busan (2011), underlining an increasing importance of the roles civil society (CS)
has in conflict transformation. Whereas CS played a minor role in the Paris Declaration in 2005, the
inclusion of CS in the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States as agreed in Busan in 2011 has
become essential recognizing the necessity of constructive state-society relations and emphasizing
local ownership.
Gender is hereby a cross-cutting issue, relating to the previously mentioned Declarations that
emphasize local ownership, multi stakeholder collaboration, and country leadership demanding a
gender perspective in line with the UN Security Council Resolution 1325 adopted in 2000, on women,
peace and security. The inclusion of gender relates to a specific understanding of social and cultural
conceptions of masculinities and femininities and beyond this, conflict prevention programs often
strive for gender equality. 251 Since the UNSCR 1325, gender equality and gender mainstreaming have
become aims of conflict prevention in their own right, widely carried by CSOs and leading to
numerous action plans, tools and mechanisms to pursue gender sensitive programming. Especially
considering the UNSCR 1325, this is a globally constituted commitment trickling down to
international, national, and local levels, whereby CS can again play a significant role.
Often, however, CS is still excluded from formal strategic peace processes or not accepted as
legitimate partner due to limiting factors such as: a strong repressive and violent state, widespread
violence, negative media attention, or lack of free speech, distrust or not being recognized, or
restrained access. 252
6.4.2

Reconstruction of T0

The Alliance as a whole
The Freedom From Fear Alliance (FFF) was established in the course of 2009 – 2010, when the MFS II
program proposals were drafted and tested. The partners in the Alliance were chosen with the
purpose of strengthening capacity by collaboration. 253 The partners have strong thematic roots in
human security, human rights and conflict prevention and transformation. They all have widespread
networks on different levels, and they have the capacity to link local knowledge to international

Thania Paffenholz and Christoph Spurk, ‘Civil society, civic engagement and peacebuilding’, World Bank Social
development papers: conflict prevention and reconstruction, no. 36, October (2006).
249 Ibidem, 12; Martina Fischer, ‘Civil Society in Conflict Transformation: Strengths and Limitations’, in Austin, B., Fischer, M.
and Giessmann, H.J., eds. ‘Advancing Conflict Transformation: The Berghof Handbook II’, Barbara Budrich Publishers, 291294.
250 Thania Paffenholz, ‘Civil society and peacebuilding’, CCDP Working Paper (2009), 7.
251 See for example: Kimberly Theidon, ‘Reconstructing masculinities: the DDR of former combatants in Colombia’, Human
Rights Quarterly, 31 (2009) 1-34; Rosan Smits and Serena Cruz, ‘Increasing security in DR Congo: gender responsive
strategies for combating sexual violence’, Clingendael policy brief, no. 17, June (2011); Steven Schoofs, Rosan Smits and
Serena Cruz, ‘Men, masculinities and the development security nexus’, Peace Security and Development Network Working
Group on Gender & Conflict, March (2010).
252 Paffenholz (2009) pg 14
253 Interviews Alliance staff, October 2012
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agendas. The partners in this Alliance are: IKV Pax Christi (IKVPC), Amnesty International, Global
Partnership for Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC), and Press Now.
The lead CFA is IKVPC who has, in collaboration with the other partners, the economic and juridical
responsibility to comply to the MFS II obligations to the NL MFA on both monitoring and
operationalizing the programs. IKVPC collects the reports from the programs and reports back to the
NL MFA. FFF is an Alliance working on human security, human rights, peace and freedom for civilians
and communities in conflict affected areas where insecurity is an important issue. The Alliance is
organized around four thematic programs with a regional or global focus:
i. Human security and human rights in fragile states – regional focus (Amnesty
International/IKVPC);
ii. Human security and voice for civilians in repressive states – regional focus (Press
Now/IKVPC);
iii. Security and disarmament – global focus (IKVPC);
iv. Networking for conflict prevention and peacebuilding – global focus (GPPAC/IKVPC).
The main objective of the Alliance overall is a world in which human rights are respected, human
security and development are guaranteed, independent media are free, and citizens are able and
willing to cooperate in conflict prevention. 254 To work towards this objective, the FFF Alliance seeks
to strengthen CS in the South through: capacity building and linking and learning between CSOs and
facilitating the bringing together of multiple stakeholders at local, national, and international levels;
and to contribute to conflict resolution and peace building. The four programs in this Alliance are
structured to build on this main objective through their thematic and context-specific focus. The aim
of Program IV is to influence and mobilize UN, RIGOs, and state actors to undertake more specific
action from reaction to conflict prevention.
For this evaluation we specifically focus on Program IV, networking for conflict prevention and
peacebuilding, which was pre-selected for this evaluation by the MFS II Alliance as asked for by
Partos. 255 These specifications are included in the NWO call for proposals on the ILA evaluation. 256
Hence, we distinguish between the FFF Alliance overall and the ILA specific focus within the FFF
Alliance for this evaluation. When mentioning the FFF Alliance hereafter, we will refer to the part of
the Alliance which is under evaluation unless specifically stated otherwise. The partners in the
Alliance included in this evaluation are IKVPC and GPPAC.
IKVPC is responsible for the overall management and for programs flagged by the FFF Alliance, and
cooperates with GPPAC in Program IV In this program specifically, GPPAC has the lead and is
responsible for the thematic and financial coordination and implementation. Program IV can thus be
seen as part of the IKVPC agenda while it covers most of GPPAC's agenda and strategies. Hence, our
focus has been mostly on GPPAC and the cooperation between the two partners, GPPAC and IKVPC.
GPPAC 257
The Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) is a civil society led network
organized around fifteen regions and focuses on conflict prevention and peacebuilding. The network
FFF MFS II Proposal (2010)
Email on 28-04-2011 from Partos by Mirjam Locadia to the MFS II Alliances to ask for the specific ILA program
description of the program for evaluation, to add to the call for proposals.
256 NWO Call for proposals (2012).
257 Sources of information used for this section include: Official MFS II proposal from the FFF Alliance (2010); Freedom from
Fear Alliance (2012) ‘Annual Report 2011’; GPPAC Peace Portal website: http://www.gppac.net/ ; GPPAC (2008) ‘Assessing
progress on the road to peace. Planning, monitoring and evaluating conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities’, issue
paper 5, 2008; Several interviews with staff from GPPAC, September – November 2012.
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aims to establish a new international consensus from reaction to prevention of violent conflict,
building on local ownership and multi-stakeholder processes. GPPAC seeks to increase capacity of CS
in conflict affected areas, enable partnerships, and mobilize CS through networks in order to bridge
local with global agendas, carry out a gender specific commitment and jointly collaborate in conflict
prevention. This is enabled through Program IV, recognizing that on the one hand the cyclical and
widespread nature of violence, together with rapid globalization, demand a global response to
conflict prevention, while on the other hand context-specific approaches are increasingly
acknowledged as important for structural change from within societies. This includes gender-specific
responses.
GPPAC pursues a bottom-up approach, where a strong global network will be steered by its regional
members, implementing a cross-regional agenda and strengthening CS collaboration and multistakeholder processes. This also happens the other way around when promoting an aspect from the
international to the local levels; the UNSCR 1325 as a thematic priority area of GPPAC is an example
of this. The mission behind Program IV is to enable joint action through collaboration and to search
for global governance solutions, bridging local needs with global agendas. A global network can
facilitate bringing together the different stakeholders and enable international consensus on
peacebuilding and conflict prevention towards reaction
The network is set up to develop and execute regional and cross-regional agendas structured around
four thematic priorities (preventive action, dialogue and mediation, peace education and human
security) and four strategies (network strengthening, action learning, public outreach and policy &
advocacy), agreed upon by the network members and adapted to the context of each region. The
Global Secretariat facilitates international and regional interaction and supports regional networks to
act. Additional important structures shaping cooperation within the network are the Board, an
international steering group of elected representatives and a program steering committee
representing the regional voices. The Board and the steering groups identify the strategic plans
based on cross-regional issues derived from meetings of the regional steering groups and the
thematic working groups.
IKVPC 258
IKV Pax Christi (IKVPC) is an implementing ‘peace organization’ 259 working towards conflict
prevention, peacebuilding, and protection of human security in collaboration with civilians and
(grassroots) partners. Their main values are: human dignity and solidarity with those that bear peace
initiatives and those that are victims of armed conflict. It is an organization with a strong embedded
thematic focus on: security and disarmament, economic dimensions of conflict, and protection of
civilians. Through support, research, and lobbying and advocacy, IKVPC seeks to contribute to conflict
prevention and peace building.

Sources of information used for this section include: Official MFS II proposal from the FFF Alliance (2010); Freedom from
Fear Alliance (2012) ‘Annual Report 2011’; IKV Pax Christi website: http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/home ; Several interviews
with staff from IKV Pax Christi, September – November 2012.
259 IKV Pax Christi official organization website; Interviews October 2012
258
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Below, we elaborate objectives, strategies and planning as part of the theory of change (ToC). By
doing so we aim to identify the rationale behind the program planning and describe the strategies in
order to reconstruct T0 (MFS II planning). The strategies characterize the ILA program under
evaluation and in our discussion we include the three priority result areas across strategies (agenda
setting, policy influencing and changing practice).
Objectives and strategies
To briefly state the main objective in line with the above, this program seeks to contribute to
fundamental change and structural conflict prevention whereby CS plays a central role. By
strengthening the global network, the aim is to
Assumptions based on the MFS II proposal by FFF:
establish an international infrastructure of
collaboration between stakeholders on various
1)
The capacity of CS to contribute effectively
to conflict prevention will increase if CSOs actively
levels. The key assumption is that this network
join forces through strong regional and global
strengthening leads to conflict prevention through
networks.
its bottom-up approach. The network infrastructure
2)
A shift from reaction to prevention is
can
aggregate local needs and priorities through the
possible if the linkages and collaboration between
regional links and partnerships and provide for the
CS networks and the UN, RIGOs, and state actors
is improved.
opportunities to translate this into global agendas.
3)
Global level: if the UN acts to enhance its
Advocacy plays a key role in this translation, bridging
capacities for preventive action in collaboration
local, regional, and international actors (CS and
with
CS,
conflict
prevention
can
be
policy makers).
operationalized, locally grounded and more
effective.
4)
Regional level: if regional structures can
be mobilized to collaborate with CS counterparts,
they can build joint regional security mechanisms
5)
National level: If CSOs systematically
engage with state actors on conflict prevention
issues, states will invest in prevention within their
countries and regions, and will advocate for
regional and international organizations to do the
same.
6)
Local level: if a critical mass of citizens
campaign
for
conflict
prevention
and
peacebuilding, supported by media, this will build
the constituency for a culture of prevention and
strengthen the voice of CSOs.

From the MFS II documents 260 we identified six
assumptions (see the box at left) characterizing the
idea that a global network of CSOs is an important
tool for conflict prevention. The global network as
the facilitator to identify and coordinate the many
(cross-cutting) regional issues and present these
with one voice. The global network can thus be
seen as a tool to aggregate information, to identify
issues and to identify overlap in these issues in order
to prioritize at regional and global levels. In addition
to this, CSOs have a central function through their
various roles in conflict prevention: monitoring,
early warning mechanisms pressure or facilitate
constructive dialogue and engagement between the various stakeholders. Program IV is structured
around four main strategies:
1.
Network strengthening and regional action;
2.
Action Learning;
3.
Public Outreach; and
4.
Policy & Advocacy
These 4 strategies constitute Program IV and are supported by long term and medium term thematic
priorities: preventive action and dialogue and mediation (long term); and peace education and
human security (medium term). Cross-program there is a thematic focus on gender, which is seen as
an essential element throughout Program IV.
All four strategies contribute to the three priority result areas: agenda setting, policy influencing, and
changing practice and aim to contribute to network strengthening and conflict prevention: “from
260
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reaction to prevention.” The envisioned activities and
output under the first two strategies then serve as the
input for the strategy on public outreach and policy &
advocacy. The strategies and its planned activities and
outputs are key to international lobbying & advocacy in
Program IV and the pathways to change. This is why
the activities are discussed as part of the strategies in
reconstructing the T0.

Means to change through the 4 strategies:
1) Strengthening a well-coordinated regional
and global CS network through vertical and
horizontal connections through regional liaisons
and the global secretariat. These focus on
strengthening mutual coordination and action
through the Regional Steering Groups, linking
the international agendas to local needs and
experience of the network members.

Strategy 1: Network strengthening and regional
2) Linking and learning of regional experience
action
and needs to develop innovative approaches
Building a strong, accountable CS-led network has been and collaboration. This is facilitated by an online
GPPAC’s core focus since its beginning in 2002, linking Peace Portal and through thematic Working
regional priorities and aggregating this into a global Groups, connecting theory and practice.
action agenda. This has now proceeded into Program 3) Intermediation between the multiple
IV with an emphasis on network strengthening with the stakeholders in the field to identify common
main purpose of expanding and strengthening dynamic agenda points and raise awareness to
regional and global networks. The strategy is twofold: international key actors.
network strengthening and regional action. The first 4) Strengthening global citizenship by organizing
builds on internal structuring, coordination and and mobilizing international community
consolidation, capacity building, and embedding and involvement to prevent and react to armed
mainstreaming of cross-cutting issues such as gender violence.
into the network. Activity and output examples for this
are regular meetings of the International Steering Group and Regional Steering Groups to consolidate
coordination and communication within the network and to identify regional and global issues
relating to conflict (prevention). This is meant to set the internal agenda and to identify the advocacy
agenda; but also to establish broader support and influence external agendas on a regional or global
level (CSOs and other stakeholders). Other activity and output examples under this strategy are also
linked to internal agenda setting. On Alliance level, meetings and collaborative agenda setting for
example aim to enable intensification for improving cooperation and institutionalization between the
FFF partners.
Regional action, on the other hand, has both an internal and external focus. Through regional action,
the network seeks to strengthening partnerships through collaboration, the implementation of all
four strategies, and joint conflict prevention interventions. Output examples for regional action are
joint regional development of relevant policy and standards for conflict prevention and the
development of yearly strategies for conflict prevention developed and implemented by the regional
actors. Bringing together the multiple stakeholders and strengthening network capacity is part of this
strategy.
As for the priority result areas, internal and external agenda setting and policy influencing are
facilitated through a strong network and regional action. Policy influence is sought through formal
and informal engagements with lobby targets.
Strategy 2: Action Learning
This strategy builds on GPPAC’s bottom-up approach that implies that network strengthening and
eventually conflict prevention are rooted in action learning: generating local knowledge, aggregating
regional expertise, and linking this effectively to global theory and policy practice. Access to regional
expertise and aggregating knowledge from regional to global levels is facilitated by the global
network. The network has the ability to link theory, policy, and practice. Action learning is to play out
through cross-regional thematic working groups (on all four thematic priorities), producing
knowledge products, concepts, tools and mechanisms that can be tested and adapted in the regions.
These working groups are specifically set up to ensure a content-driven, focused, and collaborative
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approach. The length, long and medium term, varies to ensure a matter of flexibility added by a
learning oriented approach.
The four working groups are the main expression of this strategy: 1) Preventive Action has its roots in
early warning and early response mechanisms and seeks to develop tools to enable CSOs to conduct
assessments, develop action plans, mobilize CS, advocate action by other stakeholders, monitor the
situation, and evaluate in order to learn. 2) Dialogue & Mediation aims at bringing together
stakeholders in a safe and neutral environment through the global network in order to build
confidence, create mutual understanding, and relieve tensions. This can facilitate joint learning and
joint action by stimulating regional dialogue. 3) Peace Education is fed from the rich cross-regional
knowledge within the network and is carried out on a broad basis focusing on educational
institutions and other CSOs and stakeholders in the field. 4) Human security is an increasing concern
as this is specifically affected by conflict worldwide; however a global definition is still lacking.
Knowledge sharing is therefore important and this together with pressure mechanisms can be used
to influence global and regional agendas through the global network based on local needs.
A tool used for initiating and facilitating knowledge sharing and collaboration by bringing together
actors in the field of conflict prevention and peacebuilding, but also media and public outreach is the
online hub: Peace Portal. Other means under this strategy are internal evaluations and monitoring,
to improve action learning and network representation (and regional mainstreaming of the focal
points such as youth and gender). Hence, action learning facilitates external as well as internal
learning (network strengthening and agenda setting) and knowledge sharing (agenda setting and
policy influencing) and as such also aims for network strengthening, generating input for agenda
setting and policy influencing through public outreach and advocacy.
Strategy 3: Public Outreach
Through this strategy, the partners aim to raise awareness on issues coming from within the global
network and increase CS visibility in regional and global public and policy arenas. Through the Public
Outreach strategy GPPAC increases its capacity to enhance GPPAC's visibility as well as to generate
supporters/public constituencies that are actively engaged in the promotion of a culture of peace. At
the same time, GPPAC attempts to influence the public debate on issues related to conflict
prevention and peacebuilding, amongst others by connecting, engaging and collaborating with the
media. For example, the public outreach is facilitated through regional media trainings for partner
organizations and representatives and the development of a media toolkit. Apart from these planned
activities, the aim is also to develop a strategic communication plan, including public campaigning,
regular media outputs, and effective use of the Peace Portal. This will contribute to increased
visibility and the strategic use of media and media outreach by the network and its regional and
individual partners. Another example of public outreach are the global campaigns (3) which are
planned for the MFS II period 2011-2015. This will contribute increased visibility of the network and
its regional and individual partners. Public outreach is seen as one of the focal points of the ILA
program on which IPC and GPPAC complement each other. One of the priorities therefore is to
institutionalize the partnership. In terms of the priority result areas: public outreach is a direct way to
influence agenda setting and policy in the public and political arenas. Hence, it is seen as one of the
focal points of the ILA program on which IKVPC and GPPAC complement each other. One of the
priorities therefore is to institutionalize the partnership. In terms of the priority result areas: public
outreach is a direct way to influence agenda setting and policy in the public and political arenas.
Strategy 4: Policy & Advocacy
This strategy builds strongly on the other three strategies. Action learning and network strengthening
produce knowledge and products to inform and shape the advocacy agenda and bring in information
on local, regional and global issues to translate into global policy agendas. Public Outreach on the
other hand influences public and political arenas and as such implements a part of the advocacy
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agenda. Under this strategy, GPPAC and IKVPC seek to set up an international lobby infrastructure.
Two prominent output strategies stand out in the planning documents: 1) creating space for
interaction with policy makers at different levels and strengthen CS visibility and positions at these
levels. 2) Setting up of liaison posts close to the main targets (UN; EU; Washington; AU), in order to
facilitate the infrastructure and effectively monitor lobby targets and engage with policy makers. The
network also supports regional advocacy efforts and seeks to build capacity for partners by using
lessons learned and best practices in engaging with policy makers. Content (e.g. reports, action plans,
papers and recommendations) is developed cross-regionally as well as regionally, with regional
relevance being an important concern.
Planned activities
As discussed in the above section on strategies, at T0, plans for the ILA program included a variety of
activities: 1) Facilitating, organizing and participating in meetings, conferences; 2) media outputs;
developing communication strategies; media trainings; public campaigning; 3) training of partners,
monitoring and evaluating processes and internal organizational structures; 4) setting up of liaison
offices near the lobby targets (EU, UN, AU, Washington); 5) formal and informal engagements with
policy makers; 6) publications and reports; develop action plans; policy recommendations; 7) working
group meetings and outputs; and 8) monitoring of lobby targets.
Budget and financial management
The budget for Program IV is allocated according to the organizational set-up. GPPAC is responsible
for the financial allocation of the budget. The program is financed by both MFS II and additional
financial flows. The total of the budget is €19.771.000 of which 66% is MFS II. This does not include
€1.223.000 management and administration costs. The total budget is divided according to the
organizational set-up: 88% GGPAC and 12% IKVPC, and the total budget is divided per strategy:
Network strengthening & Regional Action – 50%; Action Learning – 12%; Policy & Advocacy -15%;
and Public Outreach -23%. (MFS II Proposal FFF Alliance, annex 5.4)
6.4.3

T0 Reflections

The T0 background analysis, based on the MFS II initial planning and documentation, leads us to the
following reflections concerning the challenges and opportunities we can identify at this stage.
Hereby it needs to be stressed that these are mere reflections based on the preliminary findings of
the ex-ante planning as is described in the MFS II proposal.
External challenges and opportunities
By focusing on partnerships and network strengthening and working through a CS network there are
a number of opportunities. The development sector has a strong focus on creating partnerships. CS
has an increasing role in international development and through a network it is possible to generate,
share and aggregate knowledge from regional to local and global levels. At the same time
opportunities are created for partners to address issues with a collective voice. External challenges
we identify are the current economic climate whereby budget cuts and sector re-organizations are
affecting the development sector, as also an increasing focus increasingly on economic investments
and national opportunities. Further external challenges are discussed in the next section on
constructing the T1.
Internal challenges and opportunities
Program IV ‘Networking for conflict prevention and peace building’ provides for a great opportunity
to strengthen complementarity as both organizations have different ways of working (strategies,
approaches, thematic focus areas), have extended networks and have as such different embedding in
international development.
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Considering the MFS II format and restrictions on reporting to which the proposals have been
subject, we identify the level of abstraction and we also identify that the levels of detail to
understand the multiple layers of complexity in which the program is embedded are subject to these
abstractions. Hence, from the documentation on planning and strategy, as officially indicated for the
MFS II period we identified a lack of clarity on the nature and role of content (that which is
advocated and its basis), and the way it relates to the mechanisms through which GPPAC seeks to
realize influence, such as the building of social capital among regional actors, the building of relations
between CSOs and government organizations, the creation of spaces where actors come together,
and the realization of CSO access to policymaking arenas and advocacy targets. We identify this issue
to be related to the level of reporting to which the MFS II proposal was subject.
The planning for MFS II (2011-2015) gives an idea on how to come to change. The three priority
result areas as given by NWO however had not been formatted as result areas in the initial reporting
to which the MFS II proposals had to adhere to and therefore do not seem to completely resonate
with this planning.
The four strategies as discussed above illustrate links with internal as well as external agenda setting
and policy influencing; however it does not seem clear yet whether and how this relates to changing
practice. This is also an observation relating to the main objective to contribute to fundamental
change in conflict prevention and consolidate the role of CS herein. Questions arise how is the
change of practice influenced by the specific activities under this program? What are opportunities
or next steps when agendas are set? Or when policy has been changed?
The above pertains to the GPPAC-led part of program 4. They do not pertain to the thematically
driven cooperation between GPPAC and IKVPC (on (South) Sudan, nuclear disarmament and
protection of civilians) that also has been decided for in this period.
6.4.4

Construction of T1

Organizational dynamics
IKV Pax Christi (IKVPC) and GPPAC have in the past two years explored possibilities for collaboration.
The two organizations found themselves confronted with each other’s differences (facilitating versus
implementing; networking versus content-based partnerships) and have had to learn to work
together. Considerable time has gone into this. However, presently the two organizations appear to
have found a modus operandi for cooperation, in which differences are respected and synergies are
sought. Thus far, they have realized advocacy liaisons in Brussels, Washington DC, and New York, and
the two organizations have decided to collaborate in a global campaign on nuclear disarmament.
Otherwise, as planned, GPPAC has taken up the leading role in developing and carrying out Program
IV, with IKV Pax Christi involved in some elements.
Contextual factors
GPPAC and IKVPC find themselves faced with developments that confront Program IV with
challenges but also opportunities. The political developments in the Middle East for example provide
challenges for civil society organizations working in the region to organize meetings and continue
their work as the area is affected by conflict. This also provides for opportunities, as civil society
organizations are breaking ground and gaining more access to the broader public and regional
institutions such as the Arab League that feel the increasing pressure of civil society to be heard.
Challenges are thus faced in regions where conflicts occur (Syria; North and South Sudan) and where
civil society is repressed (North Korea; China; Sri Lanka) but also in those areas where natural
disasters take place or regimes change. The latter can also mean an opportunity for CSOs to jump in.
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Other opportunities have arisen with an increased role for RIGOs in handling conflicts in different
parts of the world (African Union; Arab League). While adapting to the external circumstances and
developments, the organizations under Program IV have continued working on the basis of the
theory of change, developing organizational structures for the network, and approaches,
interactions, and interventions evolving from these.
Below, we will review these developments and their results. Our analysis is based on internal and
external reports by GPPAC and IKVPC, covering the period of 2011 and 2012, to the extent of
availability. In addition, we have studied a range of other documents and conducted interviews with
Alliance staff (GGPAC and IKVPC) indicating developments over these two years. The documents used
are internal Alliance (GGPAC/IKVPC) documents, for example: internal logs and meeting notes,
Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation documents, including dozens of planning documents, regional
as well as thematic reports, reflections and strategic discussions that have taken place within
GPPAC’s internal structures such as the Program Steering Committee, but also internal Alliance
discussions between IKVPC and GPPAC and interviews with Alliance staff.
The reasons for largely working with internal documents rather than external documents and
substantiations are twofold. First of all, we needed to understand the organization and specifically
Program IV, which has multiple layers and a global and broad outreach. GPPAC for example is a
global network, including many dozens, differently contextualized activities, involving many dozens
of different organizations, spread worldwide. Within the short time span available for our analysis,
we had to complete an evaluation of a global network, rather than a focused and delimited effort
involving a limited subset of actors and/or a thematic focus. The situation provided little opportunity
to establish what actors and processes to select, and through these establish a valid and reliable
picture and evaluation of Program IV. However, we soon learnt that GPPAC’s internal Planning,
Monitoring and Evaluation system could provide us with data that made it possible to develop
meaningful network-level insights, that another approach (like working mainly on the basis of a
selection of cases) could not provide. GPPAC’s PM&E documents and IKVPC public affairs internal
documents (to a degree supported with external documents) have given us insight into the planning
and implementation of activities as also the extent and nature of delay, adaptation or cancellation.
Reports also provided insight into different results to which they have led, including success as also
lack thereof. In many documents we were given access to, these are candidly presented and
discussed.
The dependence on mostly internal documents means that there are certain limits to our validation
We found little opportunity, at this stage, to substantiate our findings through external
substantiators and external documents. But the quality of documentation available helped us to
develop credible insights, nonetheless. To get a grip on the pathways to change in practice and in
theory, the results (activities, outputs and outcomes) will be discussed in line with the four strategies
enhanced under Program IV, because the strategies determine the chosen paths to change and in
this way it becomes more clear whether or not specific choices or adaptations have been made.
Achieved results: Activities, Outputs and outcomes
- Strategy 1: Network strengthening and regional action
Network strengthening has formed an important overarching theme in the activities over 2011 and
2012. A range of steps have contributed to the development of network structures and development
of action by members of the network. Internally for example, GPPAC formed a program steering
committee that is to focus on issues of program content and perform a steering role in this matter. In
addition there is a Regional Steering Group facilitated and supported by GPPAC Global Secretariat.
Within the network, members have interacted in these steering groups by providing input and
regional representatives. Furthermore the regional partners have interacted in many ways,
supported by the network and GPPAC and sometimes in cooperation with IKVPC: meetings, trainings,
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conferences, online discussions, research, internships, workshops, and online interaction take place
for the sharing of experiences, ideas, proposals, plans, methodologies, and development of joint
action. In addition to this institutionalizing of network strengthening, GPPAC aims to contribute to
this through defining its network strategy and vision in documents, handbooks, and by developing
monitoring and evaluation tools as well as contributing through specific research reports.
A number of regions report that GPPAC has contributed to their functioning and effectiveness in
different ways. One of these is the platform that is provided by GPPAC to strengthen cooperation,
networking and learning within and between regions and across themes. Thereby, GPPAC supports
network partners to gain and share knowledge, develop strategies and gain access to state actors,
RIGOs and other CSOs. Adding to this, the network provides financial and organizational support. The
network’s legitimacy is enhanced by its embedding in global civil society representation. An example
of how involvement in GPPAC helps shape members’ activities is that of Mexican CSOs. Participation
in the Human Security Working Group contributed to formulating a (policy) position regarding the
violence linked to organized crime in Mexico. The Washington Liaison then enabled these CSOs to
make advocacy visits to relevant US policymakers to inform them on their insights and perspectives.
Hence, positions and strategies were developed and access and links to policy makers were
established.
- Strategy 2: Action learning
Action learning as a strategy is linked to exchange of information and knowledge, learning, and the
development of concepts, tools, and methodologies. The working groups have been active in
exchanging and learning within the network with regard to GPPAC’s themes of dialogue and
mediation, peace education, human security, and preventive action. Concepts, ideas, and tools have
been taken up in the network for discussion, development, testing and adaptation to regional
conditions, and application. For example, the Human Security Working Group (set up to generate
knowledge and practices from a Human Security perspective that can influence and shape practice
while also informing policy) under Program IV, advocated to the UN for the ‘the adoption of [a]
Human Security (…) over-arching framework for addressing violent extremism other than
approaching it from a traditional counter-terrorism angle’ at a civil society meeting during the CTM
(Counter Terrorism Measures) Conference in New York in October 2011. This working group
identified a number of topics and areas in which the Human Security approach is explicitly
developed, applied and promoted. These include: 1) The role of CSOs in preventing violent
extremism; 2) Towards community based DDR; 3) Civil Society-Security Sector Relations; and 4)
Preventing organized crime and armed violence in urban areas.
In terms of more tangible outputs generated through the action learning program, we can think for
example of the Conflict Analysis Field Guide (a document representing a framework and associated
practical guidelines for conflict analysis), the GPPAC Conflict Alert (a process and format developed
to enable GPPAC regions to produce briefings on specific conflict situations and develop preventive
action plans in response), and GPPAC’s Preventive Action Framework which articulates the steps that
CSOs/GPPAC members can take in the direction of preventive action. Notably, a number of action
learning related activities involved not only GPPAC members but also many other actors such as
CSOs, governments, and intergovernmental bodies.
- Strategy 3: Public outreach
In order to realize and increase visibility and public support, the network under Program IV and in
cooperation with IKVPC has been active in media outreach and public campaigning. Activities have
been carried out on global, regional and national levels. An example of this are media trainings, one
of which focusing on gender and organized by GPPAC in October 2011. This training was organized in
New York, prior to the Annual UN Secretary Council open debate on UNSCR in October 2011. The
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training was efficiently organized as back-to-back meetings, stepping into the opportunity to
effectively implement the training outcome into the open debate on UNSCR1325. The GPPAC Gender
liaison, the GPPAC Gender Coordinator and the public outreach program manager attended the
training. Another example is the official international launch of the Peace Portal (already in use since
2010) in The Hague in January 2012. This online hub facilitates a global online network with the
mission ‘to be a main source and opportunity to share and integrate information leading to action
aimed at preventing conflict and building peace’. 261 Through this portal it is possible to follow
presentations or meetings and other discussions online and it gives information on interesting job
posts, information about campaigns and other activities (trainings, workshops, conferences). Hence,
this hub is used for both internal and external communication. In addition to this, Facebook, Twitter,
media blogs and e-bulletins are increasingly used and spread. The public media campaign ‘Breaking
the nuclear chain’, is a global campaign (in which both IKVPC and GPPAC are involved) that can be
followed through the Peace Portal, Facebook, Twitter and several blogs. Besides this, the events
supporting this campaign are organized globally and can be physically visited or followed through
social media. This campaign is an example of a content-driven cooperation between the Alliance
partners using their networks to aggregate an overarching issue and to increase visibility and
support. 262
The Global Secretariat has supported regions by facilitating and organizing training sessions on
engagement with the media, social media and campaigning, as also thematic training. In addition to
this a media training manual was developed and distributed. Most of the public outreach has been
related to specific events that sometimes led to newspaper, radio or (incidental) TV-coverage.
Broader media outreach activities have led to some coverage of Program IV activities. The Global
Secretariat and some regions have started to implement more consistent media outreach strategies,
which have led to more extensive media coverage. To what extent the involved media have taken up
specific frames in relation to conflict prevention as advocated under Program IV cannot be
established with the available information. Also the extent to which media outreach has contributed
to visibility and public support of Program IV cannot be established. Recently, however, GPPAC has
found that some media organizations have shown interest in partnering with GPPAC, and that
increasingly the Global Secretariat has been contacted by media.
- Strategy 4: Policy and advocacy
Considerable cooperation between GPPAC and IKVPC can be understood under this strategy and
much activity has been directed towards the realization of a lobbying and advocacy infrastructure,
oriented particularly towards realization of relations with RIGOs and a range of UN bodies.
Development of this infrastructure has been further strengthened by the establishment, in
cooperation with IKVPC, of advocacy liaisons in New York, Washington D.C., and Brussels to monitor
developments, organize meetings, follow up relevant policy debates, and identify entry points to
influence policy.
An example of a result and change in planning is the opportunity to establish a liaison post at the
Arab League (see the box). Over the past years under MFS II GPPAC and IKVPC followed the initial
planning and identified through meetings and field visits to Addis Abeba (Ethiopia) opportunities to
establish a liaison post at the African Union (AU). Since this turned out to be challenging and the
opportunity to focus on the Arab League instead led to a flexible adaptation in the planning to focus
on the Middle-East North-Africa (MENA) region now that the possibility has presented itself.
Currently, the door at the Arab League is ajar for civil society organizations. Following up a number of
previous meetings during 2012 (Madrid Conference, Lebanon Conference), GPPAC and IKVPC are
Peace Portal website: www.peaceportal.org
This campaign started only in the last quarter of 2012, which is why exact output and outcomes for this campaign cannot
yet be established.
261
262
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The MENA Case
The regional dynamics in the MENA Region, fuelled

GPPAC and IKVPC have been involved in lobbying and by the Arab Spring, have led to the opportunity to
work more closely together with the League of
advocacy at different levels, involving diverse actor Arab States (Arab League). This opportunity was
constellations. At the global level, a prominent triggered by the regional spilling of the Arab Spring
example of engagement with actors in policy process leading to a growing consciousness of the role
is the “Busan process,” following from the 4th High CSOs can play in both instigating these issues as
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, held in Busan, well as settling the unrest and giving a voice to the
people. Due to this awareness as well as the
South Korea in 2011. At this conference, multiple opportunity of involving the Arab League in one of
countries and international organizations endorsed the Madrid follow-up conferences in Beirut,
the “New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States.” This focusing on the MENA Region, opened the door for
has spurred the further advancement of a security further collaboration. This can be seen as an
agenda issue that came up due to external actors
agenda in development cooperation. GPPAC, in and factors creating an opportunity while at the
collaboration with Cordaid (under MFS II funding for same time the possibility of establishing a liaison at
the Communities of Change Alliance), is involved in the AU was rejected and thus pushed forward on
this process. Another involvement at the global level the agenda.
has been the First International Conference
Currently the door is opened by the Arab League
Strengthening Global Peace and Security for and this is followed up through meetings and
Development, held in Madrid in 2011. GPPAC co- dialogue by the regional GPPAC secretariat
organized this conference with the Organization of MENAPPAC as well as the global secretariat in
American States (OAS), with the objective of cooperation with IKV Pax Christi.
examining spaces and possibilities of collaboration
between regional intergovernmental organizations (RIGOs) and civil society. This conference led to
follow-ups towards further development of this role, including the establishment of a steering group
composed of representatives of RIGOs from different regions, a representative of the UN
Department of Political Affairs, representatives of the private sector and representatives of civil
society organizations, with the aim to identify options for the creation of a (permanent) consultative
forum of peace and security.
Also at national level, GPPAC and IKVPC have been involved in lobbying and advocacy activities. At
the NL and EU levels for example, IKVPC has a strong network and position and regularly participates
in meetings (formal and informal), provides input for meetings and has also influenced particular
amendments directed to NL Parliament (to name a few thematic areas on which IKVPC input has
been requested: Protection of Civilians; Non Nukes; Syria; Kosovo). At EU level IKVPC established a
liaison post in cooperation with GPPAC and as part of Program IV. This liaison monitors processes at
EU level, establishes contacts and participates in, facilitates and organizes formal and informal
meetings.
Furthermore, the engagement of civil society organizations of the different networks with regional
intergovernmental organizations in their respective regions has been supported through Program IV.
In this context, it has supported the discussion of issues such as the promotion of R2P (Responsibility
to Protect) in regions like MENA and the role of regional organizations such as the Arab League in
promoting this principle. The possibility of establishing other liaison offices to different RIGOs is kept
in view, as points of access that can support CSOs further in their quest for influence in these kinds of
policy arenas.
In some regionally-oriented lobbying and advocacy activities, regions and GPPAC’s global structures
as well as through the FFF Alliance, have been cooperating: the “Istanbul process,” a track 1.5
diplomacy initiative between Russia and Georgia in which GPPAC has a leading role, and the
development of a partnership with the North-Korean organization Korean National Peace
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Committee, arguably an important step forward in diplomacy in the context of the (aspired) shadow
six-party talks.
Many of these region-led activities were developmental in nature: the creation of regionally relevant
advocacy agendas, including selection of priorities, conceptual development, research and analysis,
and the development of policy positions and materials such as policy papers. Efforts have in many
cases involved interactions with decision makers: mostly these were state actors, but in a number of
cases also interactions with RIGOs and UN bodies have taken place. In many cases, the activities
reported consisted of visits, participation in consultations and conferences, and the distribution of
publications. In some cases, interactions have developed into more sustained collaborations.
Changes in strategy and planning
The strategies as set out in the original program plan for the period 2011-2015 by the FFF Alliance for
Program IV to support the FFF ILA agenda with a focus on network strengthening for conflict
prevention have not necessarily changed in this first period. The strategies remained the same,
however, some of the activities and output planned were changed due to external or internal
challenges (AU; Partnership strengthening and internal agenda setting) and opportunities (MENA;
UNDP BCPR; Busan) or the planned activities have not been carried out as planned yet (working
group establishment and active; liaison at AU; public media campaigns). The choice for a focus theme
for a global media campaign, of which two are scheduled in the initial MFS II planning, took some
more time than anticipated due to internal organizational differences between the partner
organizations within the Alliance and broader internally also within the global network. Hence, the
global media campaign ‘Breaking the nuclear chain’ has just started in the last quarter of 2012.
Pertaining to the functioning of the network, reports and interviews show adaptation of planning in
some cases in which results fall below expectations. We see this for example in adaptations in
standards for regions’ reporting, integration of gender in plans, and the set-up of a new team for
external communication to contribute to GPPAC’s visibility and public support to supplement the
existing public outreach strategy.
In the period under study, both GPPAC and IKVPC have identified a common agenda and sought to
identify complementarity in each other’s background, networks and content base. They have been
working on the development of insights into lobby and advocacy strategies, monitoring and
evaluating and they have strengthened their focus on collaborating with RIGOs and the UN through
liaisons, regular formal and informal meetings, and dialogue to develop future cooperation.
Interviews and documents suggest some shifting in focus in terms of the nature of activities. While to
a considerable degree focus in the recent past has been on the development of organizational
structures and advocacy infrastructure, several interviewees at the Global Secretariat suggested that
with these structures now in place, focus could shift towards the development of content that could
then lead to more demonstrable influence in the development of peace-building and conflict
prevention policy and practice. In addition, several interviewees expressed that with structures now
in place, GPPAC could afford itself some more flexibility in engaging with opportunities, in order to
achieve more demonstrable influence.
6.4.5

T1 Reflections

The analysis has brought a range of insights on the context of Program IV, the theory of change that
is worked with, strategies and outcomes. In addition, the analysis has led to insights on challenges
and opportunities that the Alliance is faced with in the development and implementation of Program
IV. Partly, these are insights already present and worked with in the Alliance, and shared with us in
documents and interviews. For another part, insights developed on the basis of the evaluator’s
Alliance, largely complementing those of the Alliance itself.
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External challenges and opportunities
Together with GPPAC and IKVPC we have identified a number of external challenges and
opportunities. The network has been faced with shrinking political space for CSOs in some countries,
while the role of CSOs in the broader field of peacebuilding and international development has
increased over the past years and opportunities for CS have increased in some cases (Arab League;
UN; NL MFA). Natural disasters, political instability and elections took up network members’ energy
which caused for numerous challenges. Interviewees have stated that challenges like these have
‘impacted some GPPAC members' ability to carry out activities’. Another challenge encountered by
GPPAC is the complexity and bureaucracy confronted in engagement with the UN. However, this has
been created into an opportunity to establish a liaison office to be closer to the UN lobby targets and
monitor the processes to determine opportunities to influence policy and agendas. External
opportunities can be found in (global) networking as a strategy. This provides for CSOs to learn crossregionally, exchange information and speak with a collective voice and as such, those CSOs working
under repression have the opportunity to contribute anonymously.
Internal challenges and opportunities
An internal challenge we identified during this first assessment is internal communication within the
network and within the Alliance. A recent external evaluation including a survey of members
indicates that on average, respondents communicate with members of the network outside their
region every three months, and concludes that ‘GPPAC appears to be a loose network of regional
networks that interact moderately with each other.’ The evaluators wonder whether possibly the
organization is ’spread too thinly’. 263 Apart from this, also GPPAC’s internal analyses of progress and
conditions point to issues of integration that are related to communication within the network.
Developments on this front may be of great significance since interlinking within the network is
central to GPPAC’s approach.
GPPAC reflects on these challenges and undertakes actions to improve. For example, GPPAC
identified, and responded to, challenges in the functioning of media outreach. These were addressed
in terms of the development of interconnection between global and regional levels, and the
development and execution of media outreach strategies throughout the network. GPPAC also
identified challenges in the realization of members’ integration of gender considerations. Also room
for improvement was identified, and acted on, with regard to regions’ reporting.
While we see engagement with challenges in network integration, GPPAC is confronted with the fact
that it is a network of organizations and not an NGO that has a larger measure of control over activity
within the organization. Furthermore, GPPAC takes regional relevance and ownership as basic to its
outlook and operations. These preconditions make the challenge of integration particularly complex.
This challenge is even more complex when we consider dilemmas that may arise in weighing the
ambition to achieve results (that may be enhanced by effective coordination among a small number
of well-informed and highly involved individuals and member organizations) against the ambition of
network integration.
A related insight pertains to the structuration of success that we see. GPPAC’s successes in the past
two years are largely concentrated in international policymaking arenas and embedded in the
flexibility to adapt to internal and external opportunities and challenges. Often activities in these
arenas involve members of leading GPPAC structures (Global Secretariat, Board, International
Steering Committee, Program Steering Committee). In regionally oriented successes, collaborations
involve member organizations rooted in the regions. While these successes will be related to
GPPAC’s increased focus on international arenas, certain other factors appear to contribute to these
263

GPPAC Evaluation Report (2012).
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successes: (1) capacity among some prominently leading structures and members to engage with
political developments and international-level actors such as UN bodies and RIGOs, (2) capacity to
bank on recognition of the potential role of CSOs in conflict prevention and peacebuilding in
international arenas, (3) recognition of GPPAC as partner representing CSOs in these arenas. While
available data do not allow for conclusions, GPPAC’s position and capacity to attain outcomes
appears to be relatively advantaged in international arenas as compared to national ones in the
abovementioned ways. Available documents on international level activity indicate the
abovementioned capacities and recognition whereas documents charting national level activity
(mostly regions’ reports and plans) often do not indicate comparable capacities or recognition.
Another internal challenge we identified and linked to communication is on Alliance level, relating to
the inter-organizational cooperation. The first two years of MFS II the two main partners working
together on this ILA program have had difficulties due to organizational differences and structures of
working. This can be seen as a challenge taken up as an opportunity in time, as the organizations
sought learning points and synergy and complementarity in their differences and in sharing the
added value of their networks and knowledge.
The challenges that we identify for Program IV when it comes to the achievement of outcomes in the
priority areas of agenda setting, policy influencing and changing practices are much in line with what
the GPPAC itself identifies as challenging, and has been working on. At the same time, we see these
challenges also involving some issues that we do not yet see addressed. Secondly, we also note that
GPPAC’s engagement with challenges pertain largely to the internal functioning of the network, in
terms of the ambition to realize effective network structures and processes, as envisaged within
GPPAC. It appears to us that GPPAC, with regard to some issues, might want to broaden its
reflections. We will illustrate these matters in the following discussion in terms of the three priority
areas.
Agenda setting
The development of organizational structures has strengthened GPPAC as a network. Agenda setting
plays an important role therein, both internally (within GPPAC and setting the agenda between IKVPC
and GPPAC) and externally (in the public and political arenas). Through these structures, links within
the network and between the Alliance partners have been developed, contributing to interactions
through which collectiveness could be developed and regional and content relevance enhanced.
While this does not mean that throughout the network globally furthered perspectives are taken up
regionally and vice versa and made relevant in all activities, progress can be observed. At the same
time, progress varies greatly between regions. Another observation is that the nature and extent of
progress in regions can often not be discerned from available reports.
Internal agenda setting
Over the past two years both GPPAC and IKVPC have focused on the development and establishment
on their internal agenda setting, which has been increasingly implemented over the course of 2012.
As such the program has been implemented to a lesser extent than was the intention from the start.
As a result the focus for Program IV has been mostly on GPPAC, while IKVPC also plays an important
role which has been increasing over 2012 and early 2013. The initial delay in the planning is taken up
by the partners and is as such taken into account in this evaluation, looking into challenges and
opportunities.
While we see in reports and plans many brief comments shedding some light on what GPPAC stands
for in terms of content, and also find a number of more extensive content-oriented documents
available, we do find that content often remains unclear. For example, it is not clearly communicated
to what extent a collective agenda has developed on the front of preventive action; how regional
relevance is worked on and to what extent this is being achieved; what GPPAC’s contribution to
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dialogue and mediation really is; what actually is advocated at UN tables about these matters; how
CSO voices are in fact grounding this. With the lack of clarity about what is being argued comes lack
of clarity about the basis of argumentation.
There may be different reasons for the lack of clarity, some which we can point out here. Firstly, lack
of clarity about content and its basis may be due to fact that GPPAC is a young organization, with
much focus in past years having been on network development and realization of advocacy
infrastructure rather than a specific thematic focus. Much content development is underway.
Secondly, lack of clarity may be due to the networked nature of GPPAC. Activities are carried out on
many fronts and in many contexts, with much knowledge about content matters likely for an
important part context-specific and largely remaining with the actual actors involved. Thirdly, and
related to the previous point, it may be going against the networked nature of GPPAC for the
organization to make singular claims as to what GPPAC stands for in terms of content. Finally, the
lack of clarity may be due to limitations in public communication.
Reports show that progress has been achieved in the development of collective approaches,
priorities, and tools, while engaging with the question of regional relevance. However, regional
reports raise some questions as to what extent GPPAC’s objective of mobilization of UN, RIGOS, and
state actors to undertake action for more systematic conflict prevention in cooperation with CSOs is
shared throughout the network. The same goes for its conceptualization of the role and
interrelatedness of the four strategies of network strengthening and regional action, action learning,
media outreach, and policy and advocacy.
In the FFF application (MFS II), agenda setting as part of the strategies of network strengthening and
regional action, action learning, and policy and advocacy are integrated, with mobilization of UN,
RIGOS, and state actors to undertake action for more systematic conflict prevention in cooperation
with CSOs as the ultimate objective to which the different strategies are to lead. Looking at regional
plans and reports, the nature and extent of integration of strategies is not always clear, and often
does not mirror the integration presented in officially guiding documents such as the FFF application.
Also a focus on mobilization of UN, RIGOs, and state actors in some cases cannot be discerned from
regions’ plans and reports pertaining to 2011 and 2012. In addition, while GPPAC and IKVPC have
further developed its emphasis on developing relations with and influencing RIGOs and UN bodies, a
number of regions’ advocacy, to the extent it has taken place, has focused on state actors rather than
RIGOs or the UN.
External Agenda setting and interface
Available information mostly only partly allows for insight as to what extent other civil society actors
and lobbying and advocacy targets have reacted to positions taken by GPPAC and (re-)set their
agendas accordingly. However, an indication of outcomes achieved in agenda setting can be seen in
the achievement of access to decision makers at state, RIGO, and UN level. Many of these activities
clearly evolve around GPPAC’s themes such as peace education, human security or gender, and help
advance GPPAC priorities and approaches. To what extent these interactions have led to a change in
perspective among decision makers can mostly not be established on the basis of available reports.
At the same time, a number of reports do indicate that collaboration between GPPAC and lobbying
and advocacy targets involves uptake of GPPAC perspectives, such as the decision of UNDP to work
together with GPPAC on prevention through crowd sourcing the signing of an MoU between UNDP
and CRIES (GPPAC’s Regional Secretariat in Latin America) to develop joint activities related to
citizens’ diplomacy, conflict prevention, and peacebuilding. Also worth mentioning here is
engagement between GPPAC, IKVPC and UNDP on preventive action in Kyrgyzstan working with the
GPPAC-produced Conflict Analysis Field Guide.
The outcome indicators relevant to this priority result area are the following:
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• Internal: the extent to which the relevant members to the ILA program determine, share and
keep up to date their strategies (including: network strengthening; internal meetings between
the relevant partners ; program coherence) (UI 1.1/UI 1.2).
• Internal: the extent to which the network members share and develop a coherent agenda and
strategy.
• Internal: to what extent and the number of times regional or local voices are represented and
officially included in the agenda at (inter-) national decision making meetings.
• Internal/interface: to what extent is the lobby agenda representative for the network
partners?
• External: to what extent is the internal advocacy agenda in line with or possible to incorporate
in the political arena.
• External: the extent to which lobby and advocacy targets are aware of the advocated issues by
the ILA program (U.I. 1.2)
• External: what actors have been targeted and why
• External: The extent to which lobby and advocacy targets react upon the issues advocated by
the ILA program (including: media outlets, agendas, policy statements, speeches) and what
strategies are effective (UI 1.3)
• External: the extent to which public debate is influenced and perspectives are taken up by
other relevant actors in the field or introduced into the policy debate (including: media outlets;
parliamentary discussions; amendments; policy documents) (UI 1.5)
• Interface: the number and kind of meetings within the network to effectuate a shared and
coherent representative agenda for the network partners.
• Interface: the extent to which Alliance partners or relevant network members are invited by
lobby/advocacy targets to participate or organize formal or informal meetings relevant for the
issues advocated (including: type and frequency of contact; access to and relations with policy
makers; number of successful proposals; extent to which discussions are followed-up) (UI1.4)
• Interface: to what extent is the relationship built with lobby targets sustainable (participation
in meetings; formal and informal contact; sustainability/structural; follow-up processes)
Policy influence
The aforementioned developed and institutionalized interactions with RIGOs and UN bodies
involving key priorities, perspectives and tools as in Program IV suggest potential progress in the
realization of policy influence in 2011. This potential progress can also be noted at a number of
regional levels, with some of GPPAC’s regions and the liaison posts indicating progress in their
interactions with RIGOS and regional UN bodies. Available information over 2012 indicates that this
trend has continued. At the same time, a large majority of regions reported no outcomes in the area
of lobbying and advocacy in 2011. We do need to consider here that many regions in the recent past
have been focusing on developing their agendas. Demonstrable policy changes have been reported
by the Western Balkans region that has worked with state actors and other stakeholders on peace
education. Peace education has been developed and implemented in cooperation with governmental
and other actors.
Achievement of the objectives cannot be expected to be attained through linear process, nor can the
time-frame involved in attainment of such broadly formulated objectives be realistically predicted.
Developments suggest progress in realizing policy influence. However, questions can be raised when
it comes, in particular, to regional engagement with the ambition to realize policy influence. This
issue is pertinent with regard to the centrality of regional ownership and global-local interlinking to
GPPAC’s outlook on its raison d’être.
Many of the regions’ reports and plans speak of advocacy in relatively general terms, indicating little
in terms of the nature of positions and recommendations, the targets that are being addressed, and
the policy process (that could potentially be) engaged with, nor do we see considerations of
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feasibility or the institutional context at hand, or CSO political space. Regions appear to address the
requirements to engage with GPPAC themes and strategies, but not on whether and how the
acceptance of positions will actually be furthered in engagement with a selected institutional context
or the overall relation to the FFF Alliance. It can be wondered whether GPPAC may not here be
confronted with a possible weakness in the network when it comes to the realization of policy
influence. Within the Global Secretariat, several interviewees stressed that the limited extent of
policy influence was apparent rather than real: this could be attributed to limitations in regions’
reporting. Regions sometimes do not report the results they attain, they stated, and knowledge
about what is achieved partly remains invisible even for the Global Secretariat. More influence would
become visible with improved reporting, which the organization is presently working on. Alternative
explanations are not mentioned in interviews, nor do we see discussions of such issues in available
documents. Such alternative explanations include: regions’ capacity to realize influence, GPPAC’s
ability to effectively support regions in their lobbying and advocacy efforts, and CSO political space.
One report does state, however, that “the Network Strengthening and Regional Action Subprogramme needs to improve the way it plans to achieve outcomes and consequently its reporting
on outcomes. This sub-program risks becoming ineffective.”
We would like to ask GPPAC to broaden and deepen its reflection on questions of regions’ ability to
influence policy. In particular, we ask to reflect whether and how current advocacy capacity and
support given to regions will be sufficient, also considering GPPAC’s ambition to maintain regions’
involvement and ownership. With many regions’ lobbying and advocacy appearing to have a minor
profile and influence so far, the question also arises to what extent regions will be ready to engage
with the more international advocacy infrastructure that that GPPAC/IKVPC have realized over the
past years. While we see that some regions are engaging with this infrastructure, we would like to
ask GPPAC and IKVPC to what extent this is a shared condition, and whether action needs to be
undertaken on this front. This question is also important since international arenas may offer to CSOs
opportunities to achieve change when faced with constricted political space at the national front.
The outcome Indicators relevant for this priority result area are:
• External: the establishment of liaison posts and the number and kind of meetings resulting
from this (UI 2.1)
• Interface: the structural or sustainable nature of relations due to the establishment of the
liaison posts.
• External: shifts in budget allocation as a result of issues advocated by the relevant partners (UI
2.1)
• Interface: number and nature of meetings with policy makers and other lobby targets.
• External: number and kind of meetings the network members are involved in that contribute
to output in policy papers and policy changes by lobby targets or other actors (UI 2.1)
• Interface: to what extent do the relevant partners in the ILA program ‘practice what they
preach’ (exchange and communication; number of meetings invited to participate in; extent to
which there is room for discussion in the meetings)
• Interface: number of times the advocates work closely together with the lobby targets and the
kind of meetings or documents used.
Changing Practices
Program IV activities through the GPPAC and IKVPC networks have resulted in enhanced access and
involvement of CSOs in conflict prevention and peacebuilding. A number of initiatives have
contributed to institutionalization of interactions with RIGOs and UN bodies, involving cooperation in
multi-stakeholder processes or relations with different UN bodies towards realization of the
objectives. We can think here of the “Busan process,” the interactions around RIGO involvement in
conflict prevention and peacebuilding, interaction, the establishment of liaison posts and
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collaboration between the FFF partners and different UN bodies as well as the shaping of
relationships with many UN bodies. An example: GPPAC's Gender Liaison, Sharon Bhagwan Rolls of
FemlinkPacific, is now a member of UN Women's Global Civil Society Advisory Group, launched in
2012 to facilitate regular consultations and dialogue between civil society and UN Women.
Many achievements are oriented at the global level, but also more regionally a number of successes
have been achieved in institutionalization of interaction between GPPAC and IKVPC and RIGOs, UN
bodies, or other actors of significance. We can think here of sustained engagement between
members in different regions (e.g. WANEP, CRIES, FemlinkPacific, MENAPACC) and UN bodies or
RIGOs (e.g. UNDP, ECOWAS, Pacific Islands Forum, League of Arab States). Also the aforementioned
diplomatic initiatives in which GPPAC and IKVPC have been involved have contributed to CSO
involvement in conflict prevention and an uptake of issues into meetings, agendas or policy (EU and
NL level by IKVPC on Kosovo; Syria; Protection of Civilians; South Sudan). At the same time, however,
a number of GPPAC regions that report that they have interacted with actors (most frequently, state
actors) do not report follow-up.
GPPAC has clearly progressed as a CSO partner for a range of international organizations including a
number of RIGOs and UN bodies. GPPAC’s ambitions to realize linkages and collaboration between
CS networks and the UN, RIGOs, and state actors are materializing, as is the ambition to promote its
objectives through these linkages and collaborations. While GPPAC and IKVPC have progressed in
realizing access to IGOs and RIGOs, it is as yet not clear to what extent this implies that local CSOs will
now be more able to realize influence through this access in practice. This certainly appears to be the
case for some regions. For others, the relevance of engagement with RIGOs and UN, as well as the
capacity to engage with these enhanced international advocacy opportunities, may be much less. The
present emphasis on international arenas makes adapting to external and internal challenges
pertinent to GPPAC’s success in maintaining itself as global network of CSOs that, among other
things, facilitates the linking between local and global.
Relevant outcome indicators for this priority result area:
• Internal: concrete changes and adjustments in program planning and practice as to
externalities in the field (including: flexibility to adapt and maneuver; anticipating on changes
in practice including lobby targets’ agendas and public or policy arenas)
• External: concrete changes in policy implementation practices by lobby targets through the
shared or exchanged development of tools.
• External: concrete action undertaken by policy makers using tools or instruments provided by
network members (such as monitoring tools and capacities; reports and documents and local
knowledge available) (UI 3.2)
• Interface: inclusion of the CS network members of GPPAC in decision making meetings by
policy makers (UI 3.1)
• Interface: number of consultations of network members by policy makers (UI 3.1)
Future perspective
From this analysis follow a set of insights pertaining to the future of Program IV. Important
challenges, acknowledged and worked on by the Alliance, lie in internal communication and
integration. We recognize that these challenges are a direct consequence of the networked nature of
the organization in the lead in Program IV, GPPAC. As evaluators, we see this challenge reflected in
developments. While we observe that progress has been achieved in the development of collective
approaches, we also see that progress in this varies greatly between regions, and that the nature and
extent of progress in regions is sometimes unclear. In addition, the nature and extent of integration
of strategies sometimes appears limited. We also observe that the nature of content, and its
generation, often remains unclear, at least to outside observers. Our analysis also suggests, however,
that this may also partly be an internal issue, again related to the networked nature of collaborations
by actors in Program IV
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At the same time, we see that the Alliance has achieved notable successes, and the networked
nature of GPPAC that brings communication and integration challenges, appears to be a key success
factor. GPPAC brings CSOs together and realizes a legitimate CSO role in conflict prevention and
peacebuilding. Increasingly, GPPAC is able to act as partner in policymaking arenas, bringing together
actors in new constellations, and being invited to take part in policymaking processes. We see a
number of developments that suggest more success in the future. Current and planned
collaborations between GPPAC and lobbying and advocacy targets involves uptake of GPPAC
perspectives. CSO access and involvement in conflict prevention and peacebuilding are enhanced
through the structures developed by GPPAC and IKVPC. Developments indicate progress in the
realization of policy influence. Current and foreseen realization of synergies between GPPAC and
IKVPC may, in the future, contribute to further success.
At the same time, the structuration of success so far raises a challenge. The Alliance’s successes in
Program IV the past two years are largely concentrated in international policymaking arenas. The
Alliance seeks to maintain and further develop its focus on international arenas in years to come.
Efforts and successes in this in the past two years have often involved prominent GPPAC structures
and members. Many regions’ lobbying and advocacy, on the other hand, appears to have a minor
profile and influence so far. The question arises to what extent regions will be ready to engage with
the more international advocacy infrastructure that that GPPAC and IKVPC have realized over the
past years. This question is particularly pertinent given GPPAC’s key ambition to maintain regions’
involvement and ownership. As with many other themes that we as evaluators have addressed:
GPPAC is aware of this challenge and undertakes actions to engage with it. In our view, following
these and other efforts of the Alliance offer a unique opportunity to learn about the intricacies,
challenges and success factors involved with international lobbying and advocacy through a global
network.

6.5

Alliance: Communities of Change (CoC)

6.5.1

Contextual factors: Women, Peace and Security Issues

Violence and conflict disrupt and affect societies. The most vulnerable groups in society often suffer
disproportionately the direct and indirect effects of conflict, and traditional roles change in its
course. Amongst these vulnerable groups are children, women, and elderly. 264 These groups,
especially women, are often depicted as passive victims of violence. In the past decade research has
shown the many roles women can pursue in conflicts, hereby keeping in mind that neither women
nor men are merely passive victims, “gender champions,” 265 or gender blind. It is not that black and
white in the complex dynamics of society. It is widely understood, however, that women
constructively contribute to peace building and conflict prevention when able to participate in such
processes. 266 As Kofi Annan stated in 2006: “As study after study has taught us, there is no tool for
development more effective than the empowerment of women. No other policy is as likely to raise
economic productivity or to reduce child and maternal mortality. No other policy is as sure to
improve nutrition and promote health, including the prevention of HIV/AIDS. No other policy is as

See: World Bank, ‘WDR 2011: Conflict security and development’.
Rosan Smits, ‘VN-Resolutie 1325: genderbeleid op een dwaalspoor. Vraagtekens bij toepasbaarheid voor gendersensitief
fragiele-statenbeleid’, in: Internationale Spektator, issue 64, no. 10, October (2010), p. 519.
266 UNSCR 1888 (2009); UNSCR 1820 (2008); UNSCR 1325 (2000); and Kathleen Kuehnast et al.(eds.) Women and war:
power and protection in the 21st century (2011); Donald K. Steinberg, ‘The role of women in peacebuilding and
reconstruction: more than victims’, Remarks to the Council on Foreign Relations, New York, 6 March (2003).
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powerful in increasing the chances of education for the next generation.” 267 Nevertheless, female
participation is not self-evident, and it remains a challenge to include women in processes of
decision making processes and negotiations about peace processes and security resolutions.
Based on the observation that whereas women are often absent from the decision making tables of
conflict prevention and resolution processes, they should have an equal participative voice, gender
equality has become a focus in development circles. Women participation is advocated through
tools, mechanisms, and national actions plans and has been inspired by the UN Security Council
Resolution (UNSCR) 1325 on women, peace, and security issues. This year, October 31, 2012, it was
exactly twelve years after the UNSCR 1325 on women, peace and security issues was adopted. This
period can be characterized by continuing gender lobby, using UNSCR 1325 as a tool to advocate for
gender equality and the promotion of gender sensitive and gender responsive conflict resolution. 268
Many activities on gender balancing and gender mainstreaming have been undertaken by a
multitude of stakeholders and have brought “new” life in the gender debate – especially regarding
the role of women, as the UNSCR 1325 specifically stresses “women, peace and security issues.”
The past couple of years have been characterized by rising awareness on the issue of women, peace
and security. This rising awareness is translated into national action plans 269, (academic) research270,
UN Security Council Resolutions 271, movies on women in conflict and rape as a war method 272 and
other media campaigns 273. This increasing focus on women’s (and also gender) issues over the past
decade has produced new insights in the role of both women and men in conflict prevention. The
UNSCR 1325 has been criticized for its specific focus on women’s issues referred to as gender issues,
whereby the notions of “gender” and “women” are used interchangeably. 274 Meanings of gender
and gender equality have often being taken for granted. In line with this, there has been criticism
regarding the policy adequacy when “1325” became the center for gender effective policy and
thereby becoming a tool for women’s participation, overlooking the meaning of gender in terms of
“masculinities” and “femininities.” Another point of discussion is the branding of “1325”; pursuing
this as a central goal on global level policy making could result in missing out on its linkages to actual
local issues as well as to social and cultural notions of gender. 275 The main challenge here is to
construct gender-inclusive conflict prevention and peace building. Although the UNSCR 1325 is
carried broadly on international levels by policy makers and it is acknowledged that gender is an
overarching issue and important to understand when working in conflict prevention, the actual
meaning of gender often remains ill defined. It is also important to acknowledge that both women
and men are victims of vicious cycles of conflict due to a lack of human security and protection.
Kofi Annan (2006) The state of the World’s Children 2007. Women and children: the double standard of gender equality,
New York, UNICEF (2006); in: Cordaid; WO=MEN (2010) ‘ Policy brief: Gender-responsive Peace and State-building.
Transforming the culture of power in fragile states’, September 2010, p. 21.
268 Ibidem., p. 517.
269 Instigated by UNSCR 1325 individual states and civil society have prepared National Action Plans to enable women
empowerment.
270 For example: Kathleen Kuehnast, Chantal de Jonge Oudraat and Helga Hernes (eds.) (2011) Women & War. Power and
protection in the 21st century; Cordaid and WO=MEN (2010); Cordaid policy paper (2012) ‘ Integrating gender into the New
Deal for engagement in fragile states’, September 2012; Rosan Smits, ‘VN-Resolutie 1325: genderbeleid op een dwaalspoor.
Vraagtekens bij toepasbaarheid voor gendersensitief fragiele-statenbeleid’, in: Internationale Spektator, issue 64, no. 10,
October (2010); Smits, Schoofs and Cruz (2010) ‘ Men, masculinities and the security-development nexus: a summary
overview’, PSDN working group on gender and conflict, March 2010.
271 UNSCR 1820 (2008); 1888 (2009); 1889 (2009).
272 For example the movies made by the Dutch sisters Van Velzen: ‘ Weapon of war’ and ‘ Justice for sale’.
273 For example: the 3FM Glazenhuis campaign ‘This one’s for mama’ against maternal mortality in 2011.
274 See: UNSCR 1325 (2000); WB, WDR 2011; and Smits, ‘VN-Resolutie 1325’, p. 518.
275 Interview with staff member October/November 2012.
267
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Increased gender awareness has also affected policy. Besides the increasing UN Security Council
Resolutions and missions, also individual states embraced gender responsive policy implementation.
The Netherlands have adopted gender awareness and gender equality in their policy through for
example the National Action Plan 2012-2015. 276 Gender has also been included in the international
development budget. Despite of the budget cuts, The Netherlands are continuing this policy line.
Gender equality is one of the issues included under the MDGs (MDG 3: equal rights; MDG 5:
maternal mortality; MDG 7: sanitary facilities).
6.5.2

Reconstruction of T0

Our focus for T0 is to reconstruct the pathways to change anticipated in the initial planning on which
MFS II funding was allocated, therefore this part draws heavily on the following documents: CoC,
MFS II Proposal (2010); CoC, MFS II Year Report (2011) and other MFS II working documents
The Alliance as a whole
The Communities of Change Alliance (CoC) is thematically very broad and consists of seven partners.
The partners work on a variety of thematic areas that are included in the alliance. The lead CFA is
Cordaid, and the other partners are: IKV Pax Christi (IPC); Impunity Watch (IW); Mensen met een
Missie; Netherlands Red Cross (NRC); Wemos; and Both Ends. This partnership is based on
longstanding collaborations in addition to new partners seeking synergy and complementarity. All
partners have a specific thematic focus, a certain capacity and constituency on which they build
and/or they have a geographical focus. Within their divergence the partners seek complementarity
in this alliance.
Cordaid is the leading CFA of the Alliance’ the other partners have differing roles within the focus
programs. Cordaid has the financial and managerial responsibility and is the responsible partner to
monitor the programs and collect information to report to the NL MFA on the specific programs. As
the lead CFA, Cordaid is represented in all six programs under the Alliance:
I)
Conflict transformation (Cordaid/IPC/IW/NRC);
II)
Disaster risk reduction (Cordaid/NRC);
III)
Health and wellbeing (Cordaid/NRC/Wemos);
IV)
Entrepreneurship (Cordaid/Both Ends);
V)
Living in a slum (Cordaid);
VI)
Humanitarian aid (Cordaid).
These thematic programs show the broad focus of the CoC Alliance. Through these programs the
Alliance partners aim to strengthen civil society in the global South and work towards human
security and conflict prevention. For this international lobbying & advocacy (ILA) evaluation the
Alliance identified a program from the thematic area: Conflict Transformation. The unit of analysis is
the ILA program that is part of the advocacy and lobby for Women’s Leadership for Peace and
Security Issues (WLPS) program. Hence, the evaluation will focus on lobby and advocacy activities of
WLPS, which is only a small part of the broader CoC alliance. In what follows, we will focus on our
unit of analysis, the lobby and advocacy activities of the WLPS program. The advocacy in this
program is carried out by Cordaid in collaboration with external partners. The often mentioned
partners are the NL based Gender Platform WO=MEN and the Global Network of Women
Peacebuilders (GNWP), based in New York.

‘ Kamerfocusbrief: international genderbeleid’, 15 November 2011; ‘Focus brief ontwikkelingssamenwerking’, 18 March
2011.
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Assumptions based on MFS II application:
1)
Sustainable peace is not possible without
women participation.
2)
The position of women will be
strengthened and improved through women’s
empowerment and political engagement.
3)
Women’s specific capacities, experience,
knowledge and talents can be utilized to make a
critical contribution to a stable society.
4)
The promotion of gender equality is the
push forward to enable all further development
on all levels.
5)
In
order
to
attain
sustainable
development through the empowerment of
women, a process of transformative change is
needed that addresses the unequal power
relations between men and women.
6)
By training, preparing, and supporting
women to play the political game, women’s
participation and empowerment will be ensured
in order to have impact.

The NWO Call for Proposals distinguishes between
two projects falling under WLPS ILA: a Netherlandsfocused and an international lobby. However, the
WLPS lobby should be considered as one
multileveled program targeting national and
international levels through various objectives and
supporting strategies, whereby the various levels are
inherently interlinked. These interlinkages between
the different levels is one of the most outstanding
characteristics of if WLPS lobby and advocacy
program.

Background to Cordaid
Cordaid stands for Catholic Organization for Relief
and Development Aid, and has a longstanding
tradition of development aid as a facilitating and
coordinating organization. Local partners have
always played a key part in Cordaid’s policy and its
focus is on a geographically spread broad range of
thematic areas. Cordaid’s development aid stretches
from relief aid to sustainable development. Currently Cordaid is reorganizing and transforming its
organizational structure into business units, following a model of “social entrepreneurship.” This
reorganization has impact on staff, planning, and agendas and affects continuation and progress of
programs, the structure of collaboration, and the future perspectives of the organization. We will
elaborate more on this in the construction of T1. The current structure distinguishes between
program managers, program officers, and thematic policy officers. The WLPS lobby and advocacy is
part of the broader WLPS program and the WLPS lobby policy officers cooperate closely with other
policy officers and program managers who work thematically or regionally.
The main objective of the Conflict Transformation program is to transform destructive conflict into
situations that facilitate the emergence of opportunities to improve and secure change in a positive
way. In such situations, civilians should become more resilient, live in a just and more secure society,
be able to influence their own development process, and have access to basic services such as
health care, employment, and income. In this process local communities are considered as agents of
change. The WLPS lobby and advocacy program is part of this broader program, which is not
discussed in detail in the MFS II proposals due to format restrictions.
The WLPS program originates from the Cordaid Women & Violence program, which was set up in
2006 as a pilot project under MFS I. The main objectives of this program were to strengthen the
political, economic, social, and cultural participation of women in conflict-affected areas and to
broaden and sharpen the public debate around the related issues, especially because women are
often victims of heinous crimes, sexual or domestic violence, discrimination, and denial of their basic
rights. The program on Women and Violence has now been developed into the Women’s Leadership
for Peace and Security issues (WLPS). One of the objectives of the WLPS lobby and advocacy is
directed at the effective implementation of UNSCR 1325, of which the drafting and adoption of the
Dutch National Action Plan (NAP) 1325, “Women: powerful agents for peace and security 20122015,” is one of the outcomes. The NAP was adopted by at least thirty CSOs, four research
institutions, and three Dutch Ministries and has led to policy drafting in the Netherlands on the
specific theme of women as agents of change.
UNSCR 1325 is considered as an important instrument to implement and institutionalize the voices,
needs, and role of women in peace and security processes. However, years after the adoption of

192 van 237

Wageningen UR, Social Sciences Group (SSG)

For quality of life

UNSCR 1325, gender is often still absent in in conflict prevention and transition processes.
Consequently, Cordaid supports its programmatic work by pursuing strong international lobby and
advocacy. Within the WLPS program, lobby and advocacy is approached as a multilayered process, in
which the linking between the different levels is pursued. Hence, advocacy and lobby activities also
entail strengthening women leadership in conflict affected countries, using UNSCR 1325 as an
instrument.
The NL Ministry of Defense, the NL Ministry of Foreign Affairs, national governments of
programmatic priority countries, NL embassies in these priority countries, and local representatives
of the judiciary system are important public and political targets of WLPS lobby and advocacy. Other
targets on International level include UN Security Council (UNSCR), Permanent State Missions to the
UN in New York, EU and North Atlantic Trade Organisation (NATO). CoC provides input for lobbying
and advocacy on different levels: 1) input is produced for the program officers working in the
priority countries, 2) input is produced for lobbying and advocacy activities. Many of these activities
are carried out in cooperation with strategic partners such as CREA; on lobby specifically WO=MEN,
GNWP; and through networks such as EPLO (European Peacebuilding Liaison Office); Dutch CS
Working group 1325; Global Network of Women Peacebuilders (GNWP); Trocaire; Brussel Ad hoc
Working Group on Women; Peace and Security; Writing group on the National Action Plan (NAP)
1325, SALMAH, EPLA.
Objectives and strategies 277
The focus of the WLPS program is “women as agents of change.” In accordance with the former
Women & Violence program, Cordaid identified the added value for lobby and advocacy on UNSCR
1325 of the program as its ability to link local knowledge and needs to various levels of policy
making in the Netherlands, the EU, and the international level and in partner countries. By linking
these levels Cordaid aims to open political space and enable its partners to implement UNSCR 1325,
also in fragile conflict affected areas. The WLPS lobby aims at ensuring effective implementation of
the UNSCR 1325, strengthening capacity of partners and engaging partners in the broader lobby for
women leadership in order to enable bottom-up and as well as top-down political engagement and
secure political will. This is linked to the broader objective of the conflict transformation program
under the CoC Alliance, which aims to improve the position and life standards for poor and
marginalized groups in society, including women, and to strengthen civil society as an autonomous
movement to pursue this though the principle of communities of change. The overarching focus or
objective is conflict transformation, supported by the assumption that sustainable peace without
women is not possible.
A number of assumptions that come to the fore in the MFS II proposal (see the textbox) reflect the
idea that women have an essential role to contribute to structural conflict prevention,
transformation, and peace building. These assumptions motivate the specific lobby for women’s
empowerment and gender equality to influence political and public arenas. An important aim of the
WLPS lobby based on these assumptions is to enable and support gender equality and specifically
the role of women in decision making processes on all levels through an inclusive approach that
challenges the existing power relations. For the WLPS lobby and advocacy the overarching strategy
is to enhance knowledge and influence public debate. This ultimately supports a number of
objectives: 1) Effective implementation of UNSCR 1325; 2) Increased capacity and the voice of local
women collectives in processes of peace and security in six Cordaid focus countries and at the

This section is based on the official MFS II proposal, as this is the starting reference point for the evaluation at T0.
Therefore, the strategies and objectives may differ from what is realized in practice.
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regional levels; 3) Integration of women's perspectives and participation within processes of
International policies and practices. 278
Cordaid stresses the need to embed inclusive approaches to peace building and conflict prevention,
including women’s participation. Because there is lack of female participation in processes of peace
building and conflict prevention Cordaid invests strongly in the effective embedding of for example
the UNSCR 1325 principles in policy circles on all levels. 279 The objectives seek to combine
knowledge development and sharing, public outreach and policy influencing on all levels in order to
bring women’s issues to the broader agendas and have them embedded into policy and practice.
One of the cross-cutting aims in the MFS II documents seems to be the development and
establishment of National Action Plans to strengthen women’s participation and leadership and
gender inclusive processes, through communities for change. Hereby the program aims to
implement, monitor and advocate for resources concerning the issues of women leadership and
women participation.
The MFS II proposal is restricted to a format demanding generic and broad reporting, which does not
leave much space for the multiple layers and details that characterize the programs, strategies and
detailed planning. For the same reason we also used the Cordaid WLPS lobby work plan for 20112015 to establish the strategies and objectives for T0. We identified one overarching lobby strategy
which is discussed in the MFS II proposal: ‘Enhancing knowledge and influence public debate’. 280
Because Cordaid reports in terms of objectives and not in terms of strategies, we will discuss the
strategy we identified followed by a discussion on the objectives distracted from the documents.
Overarching strategy: Enhance knowledge and influence public debate
The overarching lobby and advocacy strategy of the WLPS program builds on the assumption that
women are an important factor in peace building and women’s involvement in these processes can
be stimulated by a stronger capacity of women’s organizations and networks. In this way these
organizations and networks can produce knowledge and trainings and give a voice to women and
men struggling with violence, power relations, inequality, and discrimination. It also contributes to
public outreach on issues concerning the role of women in peace, security, and development. This is
pursued at local and international levels: locally, through close collaboration with partners via joint
planning and implementation of lobbying and advocacy strategies, via trainings and cross country
exchange of knowledge. This is meant to ensure the embedding of UNSCR 1325 principles and the
voice of women in peace and security processes in conflict affected areas. The input from this level is
then brought in on international levels via research and lobby papers, presentations and meetings
with policy makers, and by bringing local partners to the international policy decision making tables.
The CS Working Group on 1325 and the NAP 1325 Coordination Group are examples of how this
works. These working groups seek to strengthen collaboration between the CSOs in Netherlands
and their Southern partners (and the bilateral and multilateral donors) and bring together different
actors in the field (CO’s and MFO), and different sources of information, enhancing flows and
interchange of knowledge.
The overarching strategy is implemented and guided by three objectives:
1)
effective implementation of UNSCR to strengthen women leadership;
2)
increased capacity and the voice of local women collective in processes of peace and
security in six Cordaid's focus countries and
CoC, ‘WLPS Policy Advocacy 2011 – 2015’ (2011); CoC, MFS II proposal: ‘Samen voor verandering’ (2010). Feedback
workshop with staff members January 2013.
279 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012; and GNWP, ‘Costing and Financing 1325’ (2011).
280 Feedback workshop with staff members January 2013. The more detailed WLPS lobby strategies are missing from the
MFS II proposal, but will be discussed in more detail in section T1.
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integration of women's perspectives and participation within processes of International
policies and practices. We will discuss each objective below.

Objective 1: Effective Implementation of UNSCR 1325 to strengthen women leadership
The role of women is crucial in further developing and creating stable societies; the integration of
women’s perspectives and participation in peace and security issues as well as in international
policies and practices regarding conflict prevention and peace building, is essential. The other
assumption underlying this objective is that processes of transformative change are essential to,
first, ensure a widespread recognition of women and gender equality and, second, to ensure the
role of women in peace processes. This is essential for sustainable development. Such
transformative changes require an effective lobby that carries out the principles of UNSCR 1325 in
policy change and that supports its implementation.
WLPS has a strong focus on women’s leadership and aims to promote Cordaid’s position on this
issue for peace and security through a number of strategies. Although the UNSCR was adopted
already in 2000, the participation of women in official peace negotiations remains scarce. One of its
main challenges has been to ensure political will and to designate funding. Therefore, Cordaid aims
to enhance policy recommendations and to influence Dutch government and parliament. Besides
that, Cordaid aims at strengthening the Dutch CS Working Group on 1325 in implementing NAP
1325; and to create effective partnerships between Dutch Government and CSOs. First of all, the
idea is to strengthen women’s leadership through the effective implementation of UNSCR 1325
principles via national action plans (NAPs) in the Netherlands and in conjunction also in pilot
countries (Colombia, Guatemala, Israel/Occupied Palestinian territories, Burundi, DR Congo, Sudan,
South Sudan, and Afghanistan). Besides this, there is also a WLPS regional program for Asia, covering
North-East India, Sri-Lanka and Indonesia. The NAPs are meant to improve the position of women.
Donors, like the Dutch government for example, can adhere to this by implementing the UNSCR
1325 principles in governance structures and policies, and at the same time by the effective support
of partnerships. Another aim is to ensure effective participation and cooperation of multiple
stakeholders and shareholders through NAPs. NAPs in the pilot countries can influence multiple
actors on country and regional levels. As such, multi-actor engagement is central to achieve this
objective. Planned activities entail: research; production and presentation of lobby papers; and
support to government and parliament on gender issues.
Activities that contribute to achieve this objective are carried out in close collaboration with the
partners external to the Alliance, WO=MEN and the GNWP. These partners provide for an extended
network, a platform for lobby and advocacy and a strong voice advocating the effective
implementation of the UNSCR 1325 and strengthening the capacity of CSOs and partnerships. This
collaboration generates added value as the network is only as strong as the sum of its parts and aims
to build on qualitative input from all levels.
-

Objective 2: Increased capacity and the voice of local women collective in processes of peace and
security in six Cordaid's focus countries (Afghanistan, Burundi, Colombia, The Democratic
Republic of Congo, Sudan, South Sudan) and at the regional levels.
Central in the WLPS program is the idea of “community driven change” discussed earlier. It is, thus,
important, that partner consultations and local, regional women collectives, women organizations
and women networks are part of the development of WLPS lobby and advocacy initiatives. By
facilitating meetings, input and consultations the WLPS program aims to ensure an informed and
community driven advocacy agenda. Planned activities under this strategy have not been made
explicit in the official MFS II proposal. In the working document by WLPS it aims to have partner
consultations and facilitate women collectives by supporting women organizations and networks
and including these in drafting advocacy plans. Key partners in implementing this strategy are the
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Afghan Women Network; Afghan Women for Afghan Women; Burundi Leadership program; Ced
Caritas Burundi; Synergia; CJR 1325; Salmah and Suwep.
-

Objective 3: Integration of women's perspectives and participation within processes of
International policies and practices
One of the assumptions underlying this objective is the integration of gender equality and women
empowerment into policy and practice, to ensure policy influencing and to engage with multiple
stakeholders to gain support on WLPS positions. Through close cooperation with GNWP/ICAN; Essex
University Initiative for Quiet Diplomacy. \ Cordaid aims to integrate women perspectives and
participation in international policies and practices. A key element of this strategy is to engage in
multi-stakeholder partnerships in order to be able to carry out lobby and advocacy activities related
to WLPS. This is envisioned through facilitating, organizing and presenting at meetings, seminars and
conferences with multiple stakeholders, including policy makers.
Another key element of this WLPS objective is the presentation (written or spoken) of policy
recommendations, including indicators and financing models, aiming to ensure effective
implementation of the addressed issues on women leadership and participation by policy makers
and in policy arena’s. The WLPS program plays a key role in the developments around the
implementation of the multi-stakeholder financing mechanisms for NAP 1325. This financing
mechanism aims at ensuring financing, implementation, and accountability through multistakeholder collaboration, innovative resource generation, and gender responsive budgeting and in
addition to the previous strategy also through public outreach through media, seminars, and
meetings to identify partnerships and find ground for the establishment and implementation of
these mechanisms.
Planned activities
Activities planned in the WLPS program of work 2011-2015 are: conducting research; thematic
publications; policy briefs; providing direct and indirect support and recommendations to policy
makers; facilitate, organize and being present at conferences, meetings and seminars. A number of
the activities planned are listed in the work plan by WLPS lobby, these are: participation at the
Afghanistan seminar on 1325 (organized by Danish MFA and CSOs); provide input for the New Deal;
provide input for training of German and Dutch security/military personnel and NGOs; provide input
for amendments and presentations by parliamentarians; Gender Working Group meetings; IQD
Consortium meeting at the NL MFA; promote WLPS lobby position at EU member States Annual
Meetings, seminar on 1325.
Budget and financial management
Cordaid is responsible for 92% of the budget for Conflict Transformation, the other three partners
for the other 8%. From the documents as provided by Cordaid, we could not make a clear
distinction in budget lines and allocation for the specific WLPS lobby program under the auspices of
the thematic program of Conflict Transformation.
6.5.3

T0 Reflections

Taking into account that our reflections so far can only be based on T0, referring to the ex-ante and
thus (theoretical) contents of the MFS II, CoC and Cordaid working documents, the NWO terms of
reference for this ILA evaluation, and some track records of Cordaid (until 2011), we note already a
number of interesting issues.
External challenges and opportunities
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Gender, women leadership and participation have been issues that since the last decade have been
rising on the agendas of both international institutions (UN; EU; the program focus countries) and
national governments. This provides for many opportunities to influence policy makers, further
developments to an enabling environment conducive to women leadership and participation, to
provide input to policy makers and to establish a more enabling environment and strengthen
partnerships. The WLPS lobby program aims to influence policy arena’s on international and national
(NL) levels. On national level in The Netherlands there are numerous opportunities, for example the
close direct contact with government policy makers and parliamentarians, input is being demanded
and close cooperation is possible. Besides, Cordaid is conveniently situated in The Hague and works
closely together with Gender Platform WO=MEN who have a strong base in the Netherlands to
lobby in public and policy arena’s. Internationally, WLPS is also supported by a strong network in
GNWP with whom Cordaid works closely together and works through partnerships and networks to
advocate their position. At T0, we have identified continuing budget discussions about development
cooperation within the NL MFA as an external challenge.
Internal challenges and opportunities
We identified a number of gaps in the MFS II documentation. First of all, the application to MFS II is
unclear on the WLPS specific lobby and advocacy, which is supposed to fall under the heading of
conflict transformation but is not specifically outlined in the documents. Hence, it is hard to
establish for example what the specific strategies for the lobby part of the program are and to
reconstruct a theory of change that underlies the planning. We do understand that this is caused by
the generic, broad reporting format that the Alliances are bound by and that does not provide room
for detailed reporting on strategies, planning and the realization behind the planning. The MFS II
proposal is the result of a number of abstractions from the number of direct policy and program
levels, overarching policy and program levels and organizational and overall alliance levels.
The WLPS lobby program developed a business plan during the first phase of MFS II, 2011/2012,
which will be implemented from 2013 onwards. Hence, we will discuss this plan and the changes in
strategies as opposed to this T0 in the next section of our construction of T1. Secondly, it is
impossible to trace from the provided official MFS II documents the specific allocated budget for
WLPS lobby. The reason for this could again be the broad overall reporting in the official protocol
and the extensive size of the overall programs in the Communities of Change Alliance.
One of the challenges that we came across and will be further elaborated in the reconstruction of T1
is Cordaid’s reorganization which affects the program planning, the future of staff members, and
regarding T0 it has affected the discussions on clarity of the program which is embedded in a
broader thematic program, because of staff relocation, reorganizing chaos and as such affected also
planning. This provides for both challenges and opportunities and will be further discussed in the
next section on T1.
In terms of the three priority result areas (agenda setting, policy influencing, and changing practice)
it remains unclear from the documentation how these relate to this specific program. We identify
from the strategies that there is a focus on agenda setting and policy influencing through planned
activities such as meetings, seminars, publications, research and policy briefs which are directed
towards the target groups (international and national policy makers) in order to achieve a better
implementation of women leadership and participation and the UNSCR 1325 principles.
6.5.4

Construction of T1

In cooperation with WLPS, Cordaid program and policy officers and external partners we sought to
identify and validate the state of the art in the implementation of WLPS lobby and advocacy
activities under MFS II from 2011 until 2012 (T1 according to our methodology). As mentioned
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above, there is not a clear demarcation of MFS II budget lines. The MFS I Women and Violence
program with three focus areas was transformed into the WLPS program with a focus on women in
conflict areas under MFS II. The lobby agenda changed accordingly. In the following section, we
outline our findings on institutional dynamics and results before reflecting on our preliminary
findings about activities and outcomes.
Organizational dynamics
The WLPS program and the lobby and advocacy activities that are pare part of the program, are
embedded in an extended program on conflict transformation and rooted in a development
oriented organization working through thematic, geographical, and lobby oriented programs.281
One of the most important aspects of organizational dynamics influencing WLPS is Cordaid’s
reorganization into business units which has been effectuated as of January 1, 2013. 282 We will
elaborate on this in the section on internal challenges and opportunities. At the level of the Alliance
the question stand out what the specific added value of CoC is for the WLPS program and how the
cooperation can be strengthened? Alliance partners exchange information on an ad hoc basis, but
the organization of joint activities in practice remains absent to the extent we have been able to
assess the program so far. 283
Contextual factors
Political and policy changes have direct and indirect influences on Dutch CSOs, demanding prompt
reactions, adaptability and flexibility to interact and reflect. Two observations can be made
regarding the institutional dynamics of back donor influence.
First, relating to Dutch as well as international development cooperation in general, interviewees
mentioned the current economically difficult situation and the related budget cuts that Dutch
international cooperation has suffered have also affected the CoC partners. The reorganization into
business units is an outcome of this, causing a change in programs and planning. 284 On the other
hand, gender, women participation and leadership have remained high on the Dutch political
agenda. The Dutch National Action Plan (NAP) 1325 is developed, approved and established and has
become increasingly embedded in the political domain. 285 One of the aims regarding the NAP 1325
is to encourage and support the establishment and implementation of NAPs in fragile states
indirectly through donor support by NL MFA implementing UNSCR 1325 principles. WLPS plays an
important role in developing implementation principles, guidelines and tools and the environment
has been conducive to these developments.
Second, relating to the international emergent developments, gender remains high on the
international agenda. Examples of these are the Millennium Development Goals which refer to
women and children specifically 286; the Arab Spring in which women have played important roles 287;
Interviews with staff member October/November 2012; CoC MFS II Proposal.
Interviews with staff member October/November 2012; Cordaid (2012) No peace without women’s leadership. Business
plan Women’s leadership for daily peace and security.
283 Several interviewees referred tot his matter; Interviews October/November 2012.
284 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012. See also Cordaid (2012) No peace without women’s leadership.
Business plan Women’s leadership for daily peace and security.
285 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012. See also Emma Jansen, WO=MEN (2010) UNSCR 1325 InCountry Monitoring Report The Netherlands and Women: Powerful Agents for Peace and Security. Dutch National Action
Plan (2012-2015). For the Implementation of UN Security Council Resolution (2000) on Women, Peace & Security. A Dutch
Partnership (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands)
286 See for example http://www.worldbank.org/mdgs/gender.html (consulted January 28, 2013).
287 See, for example Kendra Heideman and Mona Youssef (2012) Reflections on Women in the Arab Spring. In Celebration of
International Women’s Day 2012.
281
282
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but also the private sector who increasingly commits to women participation and women
leadership (Coca Cola, Accenture, Ernst & Young during the World Economic Forum in Davos in
2011 288). Another development creating opportunities for WLPS is the New Deal for Engagement in
Fragile States. 289 The discussions on the New Deal, in which the NL MFA played a key role was not
considered conducive to gender by, among others, CoC. WLPS identified the discussions
surrounding the New Deal as an opportunity to lobby directly for the inclusion of women
participation, women leadership and gender into the agenda. WLPS took a lead position in the
discussions and is involved in the further developments around this. 290
Achieved results: activities, output and outcomes
In this section we discuss the results achieved in 2011 - 2012 of the CoC Alliance. Under results we
understand the activities, outputs, and outcomes achieved by the WLPS lobbying and advocacy. The
WLPS strategic documents mention results instead of a specific distinction between activities,
output, and outcomes. For the same reason we will also use this “collective noun” to discuss
activities, output and outcomes, along the lines of the different objectives of the lobby and
advocacy part of the WLPS program.
In the section below we will discuss these results according to three objectives of the WLPS lobby
and advocacy program. The overarching strategy of the lobby and advocacy program of WLPS that
was identified as T0 is “to enhance public knowledge and influence the public debate.” At T1 the
following key strategies of the lobby and advocacy part of the WLPS program have been identified:
the identification of events and moments in time relevant for lobby and linking these moments to
the WLPS agenda; the facilitation of multi-stakeholder processes; active lobby by Cordaid;
knowledge production and knowledge sharing; opening of political space; facilitation of network
building and strengthening of women collectives. These strategies do not coincide on a one to one
basis to the objectives formulated and discussed below. To achieve each objective of the WLPS
lobby and advocacy, a combination of the key strategies is applied. For the same reason and as a
way of doing justice to the way the WLPS lobby and advocacy program works, we will discuss
activities and results according to the objectives formulated and not per strategy.
The three objectives all contain several levels of lobby activities in which results are achieved and
pursued: the national level being the Netherlands, the local level being the priority countries, and
the international level being UN bodies and other international organizations.
Objective 1: Effective Implementation of UNSCR 1325
In the Netherlands, activities evolve around the implementation of UNCR 1325 in gender responsive
policy and through the Dutch NAP 1325. The activities that are developed to contribute to this
objective are divided in three different result areas:
1) Cordaid's policy recommendations are taken up by the NL government and parliament.
2) Cordaid strengthens the NL NGO Working Group 1325 in implementing NAP 1325.
3) Cordaid effectively participates in the partnership between the NL Government and CSOs in
promoting women’s political participation and leadership in the NL NAP focus countries.

http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/International%20Women%27s%20Day%202012_4.pdf (consulted January
28, 2013)
288 See http://www.weforum.org/issues/global-gender-gap (last consulted January 28, 2013).
289 See http://www.newdeal4peace.org (last consulted January 28, 2013).
290 Cordaid policy paper (2012) ‘Integrating Gender into the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States’, September 2012.
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The most important lobby target is the Dutch MFA. In the WLPS lobby activities at this level,
cooperation is sought with GNWP (Global Network of Women Peacebuilders - New York) and
WO=MEN (The Hague). WLPS also participates in the Working Group 1325 as a way of generating
input, providing advice to the relevant program officers within Cordaid for their participation in the
collaborative efforts in NAP focus countries (Burundi, DR Congo, South Sudan, Afghanistan,
Colombia), and ensuring synergy. The main reason for participating in the Working Group, however,
is to support the implementation of the Dutch NAP and to strengthen Dutch NGOs work on UNSCR
1325. WLPS’ lobbyist has done this by, for example, taking the coordination role of the Dutch WG
1325 Lobby Task Force. 291 We think it is important to acknowledge “knowledge sharing” as a lobby
and advocacy strategy here. Cordaid for example shared two policy briefings of its own hand with
WO=MEN as a way to share knowledge but also as a way of broaden inclusiveness and support from
broader civil society (See also box “knowledge sharing as a lobby strategy”). Other important key
strategies employed to achieve this objective are, one, identifying relevant moments and events to
jump into, two, opening political space, three, producing and sharing knowledge and four, active
lobbying by the WLPS lobbyist.
Most results have been achieved in the domain of Agenda Setting. Results within this domain are
mainly policy papers and reports, such as the NL Monitoring UNSCR 1325 and the development of
the second NL NAP 1325. As a member of the NAP Writing Group, Cordaid provides input and
undertakes lobby activities at the level of the NL MFA. These are translated into formal and informal
meetings with policy makers and parliamentarians. Hereby, there is an interaction between lobby
officers and relevant program officers. One of the
results of the lobby concerning the effective
Knowledge sharing as a lobby strategy
implementation of UNSCR 1325 is the tabling of the
One of the achieved results relating to both agenda
issue of financing mechanisms at the UN. This
setting and eventually policy influencing is the policy
eventually resulted in the publication of the report
presentation on the role of women in peace
“Costing and Financing of 1325” by GNWP and
processes at the NL MFA in 2011. For this, a policy
paper was presented to a group of experts on
Cordaid. This publication not only examines the
gender, peace, and security issues during the
resources needed to implement UNSCR 1325 on
International Women’s Day in 2011 and prepared by
national levels, but also discusses the challenges
Cordaid (WLPS) and WO=MEN. These events were
and opportunities and provides for examples of
the basis for further policy discussions at the NL
implementation and upcoming implications. In
MFA and in parliament on the role of women. This
was followed by the formation of a strategic
2011 this report was reviewed and published in a
working group to assess the Kunduz mission with
second edition. The importance of an MFM has
regards to UNSCR 1325. Later on, this working group
been acknowledged by the UN Secretary General
assessed the role of women’s leadership in decision
and included in his report on UNSCR 1325. 292
making processes in Dutch organizations. This is an
example whereby Cordaid influenced agenda setting
at the MFA through knowledge sharing.

In the arena of Policy Influence Cordaid’s
contribution to the parliamentary statement
“Motie Diks” has been one of the greatest
achievements. The “Motie Diks” is a parliamentary resolution that requests the NL government to
include a paragraph on the situation of women’s security, health, education, and rights in all
relevant “state-of-affairs” letters to Parliament. This is an important monitoring system to ensure
implementation of Resolution 1325. 293 The “Motie Diks” was already accepted by the NL Parliament
in 2008. In 2011, Cordaid supported the Dutch WG 1325 in engaging in policy dialogue with

The lobbyist ended the leadership role towards the end of 2012 since this task had been fulfilled since MFS I. The
lobbyist is still active in the Lobby Task Force.
292 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012; Internal email communications.
293 Motie Diks c.s. 31 700 V, nr. 53.
291
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members of government and parliament to improve the accountability mechanism of the Dutch
implementation of UNSCR
1325. This is especially to ensure that the accountability is focused on the results rather than on
activities of the Dutch implementation of UNSCR 1325 for women and gender equality in conflict
affected and fragile states. 294
In the realm of Changing Practice the focus has been on the promotion of the idea of Twinning
between governments and CSOs. The WLPS lobbyist wrote a draft Concept Paper on Twinning in
2009 and circulated it for discussion and adoption within the Working Group 1325, and the NL MFA.
This strategy involves the exchange of experiences and lessons learned as part of the action planning
processes in the partnering countries; as well as the ideas for collaboration in NAP implementation.
The key aspect promoted is the active participation of civil society, especially women organization in
NAP planning and implementation processes. In 2011, the NAP II embeds Twinning through the
focus on establishing engagement in NAP Focus Countries to ensure CSO and government
collaboration. The concept was translated into the term “Intensified Partnership.” Also part of
changing practices is that the NL MFA provides funding for Dutch NGOs for NAP implementation
(especially diasporas’ and smaller women’s groups).
Integrating gender into the New Deal
A key agreement between fragile states and partners to change the policy and practice of engagement developed through
the forum of the International Dialogue (http://www.newdeal4peace.org).
WLPS stepped into the gap on gender and women’s participation which was left in the drafting of the New Deal by
conducting a research that looks into local women’s experiences and perspectives on development, peace, and security
issues. This linked to the priority areas agenda setting and policy influencing.
WLPS facilitated workshops in Afghanistan and South Sudan to collect local perspectives to be integrated into the policy
debate concerning the New Deal. The aim of WLPS is to prioritise local and specifically women’s voices to be engaged in
peace building and conflict prevention processes. WLPS calls for the integration of gender into the New Deal implementation,
especially through linking it with the process of NAP 1325’s development and implementation.
The research and outcomes of the workshops were used to prepare a policy paper including focused statements and policy
recommendations contributing to public and political discussions on the New Deal. The policy paper was published and
presented at the UN General Assembly on September 26, 2012 and made available through the OECD/New Deal website as
Resource. The policy paper also circulated widely during IDPS processes such as to the Indicators and G7+ Team; and was
presented and endorsed by the IDPS CSO Core Group members. Finally, it resulted in Cordaid leading a CSO Gender
discussion on New Deal Implementation in December in Juba, which was presented at the IDPS Steering Group Meeting.
See Cordaid Policy Paper, September 2012. Integrating Gender in the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States.
And see http://www.newdeal4peace.org/womens-participation-essential-for-new-deal-implementation/

Objective 2: Increased capacity and the voice of local women’s collectives
This objective links to processes of peace and security in the five WLPS focus countries and at the
regional levels. The activities that are developed in this arena are divided in two result areas:
1) Partners’ inputs on WLPS are solicited and used as inputs for WLPS lobbying and advocacy.
2) Women’s collectives, women’s organizations/networks are supported in developing their
advocacy initiatives around women’s leadership for peace and security.
The most important strategies that can be identified here are: building networks and collectives,
producing and sharing knowledge, and active lobbying by Cordaid.

294

Interview with staff members October/November 2013, internal Cordaid documents.
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When it comes to increasing the voice of women in Agenda Setting, Cordaid actively supports
women’s collectives in the five priority countries. This collaboration can take the form of regional
consultations, assistance in policy advice, development of lobby and policy plans, and development
of ideas on transition. Important examples here on the linking between local and international lobby
come from Colombia and India. 295 In Colombia, 40 women collectives were supported in developing
their advocacy development regarding UNSCR 1325. Partners in India were assisted with policy
advice on how to link their lobby with HRC in Geneva with the UNSCR lobby in New York. At the
same time, lobby and advocacy activities are dedicated to the development of advocacy at a more
general level and ensuring input by groups such as GNWP, CREA and SALMAH. This has especially
been the case for developing the policy advocacy part of the proposal for FLOW (Funding Leadership
and Opportunities for Women) of the NL MFA.
There are a number of examples concerning Policy Influencing. First, WLPS received a clear mandate
from its CS partners in Afghanistan, Burundi, and New York to direct a lobby specifically targeting the
security sector to include the integration issues as Women, Peace, and Security in their agendas and
implementation. 296 The aim of this lobby was to increase female participation in peace and security
processes. Secondly, one of the outputs is the direct support and facilitation by WLPS in cooperation
with the GNWP to CS partners in DRC and Colombia to monitor the implementation of UNSCR 1325
principles in their countries. This was part of the GNWP monitoring initiative. The support and
facilitation by WLPS is their output whereas the in-country monitoring here is the outcome which is
outside of the sphere of control of the WLPS program. Thirdly, an important initiative mentioned is
the implementation of the “Transition Monitoring” in Afghanistan. In Afghanistan, local partner
organizations were supported by Cordaid to develop a strategy and methodology to enable women
to monitor transition processes including experiences and human security perspectives.297 An
example of these transitional processes monitored is the transition from international to national
security forces in Afghanistan. Aims of this project were to link international lobby to national reality
and to bring forward the reality on “security” issues. Security on the local level for women is not the
same as “security” for (NL) policy makers.298 This project can be considered as part of a broader
Cordaid policy to develop monitoring methodologies for peace and security processes at the local
levels (see next section on reflections, the Barometer as well).
Changing Practice remains difficult to fully grasp at this stage and due to our assessment from out
the Netherlands. An example of changing practices in the Netherlands is the NAP 1325, which was
widely taken up by policy makers, parliamentarians, and CS in the Netherlands. The NAP 1325
principles showed the commitment of policy makers and CSOs to the issues put forward by the NAP.
This outreach can be considered an outcome for the WLPS program leading to a change in
involvement by a wide variety of actors and a change in policy drafting implementing the UNSCR
1325 principles. Also, in cooperation under the umbrella of the platform WO=MEN, the outcome
was achieved that “gender” was not subjected to budget cuts in the Netherlands. 299 Another
example is the cooperation between Cordaid and local CS partners in Indonesia to assist the
Supreme Court to promote the integration of anti-domestic violence in a specific law and the
drafting of the Syariah Court Judges Guidelines. WLPS support and facilitation of such processes
enhance public concerns about domestic violence, concerns that eventually are taken up in a law
reform.
Interviews with staff members October/November 2012, feedback workshop January 25, 2013 and internal Cordaid
documents.
296 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012.
297 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012.
298 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012.
299 Interviews with staff member October/November 2012.
295
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- Strategy 3: Integration of women’s perspectives and participation within processes of
international policies and practices
Lobby and advocacy practices and activities in the domain of this objective take place on
international, national, and local levels. The key strategies used are: identifying relevant moments
and events and linking these to internal CoC agenda, opening political space, active lobbying, and
facilitating stakeholder processes. The activities that are developed to contribute to this objective
are divided into three different result areas:
1) Engagement with multiple-stakeholders to promote and gauge support for Cordaid's position on
women’s leadership for peace and security.
2) Cordaid's policy recommendations (including indicators and financing models) to ensure
effective implementation of policies addressed for the protection of women and promoting
participation of women in peace processes (such as UNSCR 1325) are taken up by policy makers.
3) Gender equality and women’s empowerment are integrated into policies and practices dealing
with development, security, and peace in fragile and conflict affected states, such as the New Deal
for Engagement in Fragile States (The New Deal).
The issue of Agenda Setting is most important when realizing the third objective, integrating
women’s perspectives in transitional issues. Lobby and advocacy activities have been realized in
several national and international arenas: national governments of priority countries; NL MFA;
Danish MFA; the Clinton Global Initiative; NATO (Gender Advisor); and the CSW (Commission on the
Status of Women) 55th Session (New York, 2011). The activities consist of facilitating events (for
example side events during UN Security Council Meetings); participating in discussions; and
presenting at events organized by external parties. This includes the presentation of the report on
“Costing and Financing 1325” and providing input for training Dutch and German security personnel.
One of the important aspects of WLPS work regarding agenda setting, and at the same time linking
to policy influencing, is the relation with the Dutch MFA. This mostly concerns the integration of
gender and women’s participation in policy implementation. An example of this is the ongoing
discussion on integrating gender in the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile as the document was
not conducive to gender. 300 Briefly, the New Deal, elaborated by the International Dialogue on Peace
building and State building (IDPS), proposes a new way of working in fragile states, flagging country
leadership and ownership and directly aligning resources to results. 301
Continuing with Policy Influence, activities have evolved around the organization of events. Policy
makers attending the side event committed to support and promote the multi-stakeholder financing
mechanism for the NAP 1325. It has received positive responses at the EU Member States Annual
Meeting Seminar on 1325. The Dutch NAP 1325 provides a good example, again. The Dutch Nap
1325 aims at, amongst other things, promoting women’s leadership and participation in peace
building processes. The wide recognition of NAP 1325 amongst various actors in the Netherlands
and the facilitation by WO=MEN initiated discussions on the thematic issue of women’s participation
concerning the Dutch role in fragile states, the participation of women in missions by the Ministry of
Defense, and specifically also the role of women in the Afghanistan mission.
An achievement that illustrates the ability to swiftly act and react upon external dynamics is the CS
reaction to the Focus letter on Development Cooperation by the NL MFA (2011). This initiative was
initiated by WO=MEN in close cooperation with Cordaid/WLPS and was directed at the Minister for
European Affairs and Development Cooperation (in 2011: Ben Knapen). The letter demanded clarity
from the Minister concerning women’s participation, gender equality, and sexual and reproductive
health and rights as to its implementation in the four development focus areas that were presented.
300
301

Interviews with staff member October/November 2012
See A New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States by the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding.
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The Focus Letter on Development Cooperation (MFA 2011) left a gap because it did not specifically
include women’s participation in its four focus areas. The NL CSOs demanded an answer from the
Minister stating the approach on these issues in the implementation of MFA policy. The questions
raised were directed at the gap on these specific issues and directly linked to local realities
worldwide. These are all examples of influencing public and political debate influencing both agenda
setting and policy and in which WLPS played a key role, sometimes under the umbrella of WO=MEN.
In the result area of Changing Practice an important outcome was achieved in Burundi when 150
participants (incl. representatives from foreign embassies, UN agencies, local & international CSOs),
made a statement in which they agreed to support the monitoring and financing of NAP Burundi.
The Burundi Ministry of Gender issued a decree appointing steering committee members for UNSCR
1325, including 3 CS representatives - as per Cordaid's recommendation. Although this means a
changing practice, this example also brings to the fore the vulnerability of lobbying and advocacy
work, as the selection of and the participation of the CSO representatives will require a closer look
to assess their effectiveness. WLPS discussed the need to establish a Basket Fund for NAP 1325
implementation and secured commitment from the NL Embassy in Burundi to work together with
Cordaid on this initiative (stated in the Multiyear Plan and in communications with the EU and
UN). 302
Changes in strategies and planning
The overarching strategy of the lobby and advocacy program of WLPS that was identified as T0 is ‘to
enhance public knowledge and influence the public debate. At T1 the following key strategies of the
lobby and advocacy part of the WLPS program have been identified: the identification of
momentums in time and linking local and intern agendas; the facilitation of multi-stakeholder
processes; active lobby by Cordaid; knowledge production and knowledge sharing; facilitating
network building and women collectives. These strategies have not necessarily changed in this first
period.
Activities planned in the WLPS program of work 2011-2015 were conducting research; thematic
publications; policy briefs; providing direct and indirect support and recommendations to policy
makers; facilitate, organize and being present at conferences, meetings and seminars. As
demonstrated in the above, the WLPS lobby ad advocacy program has indeed focused on developing
such activities.
A number of the activities were also listed in the work plan by WLPS lobby: participation at the
Afghanistan seminar on 1325 (organized by Danish MFA and CSOs); provide input for the New Deal;
provide input for training of German and Dutch security/military personnel and NGOs; provide input
for amendments and presentations by parliamentarians; Gender Working Group meetings; IQD
Consortium meeting at the NL MFA; promote WLPS lobby position at EU member States Annual
Meetings, seminar on 1325. These activities have all been realized.
To summarize, the activities developed by the WLPS lobby and advocacy program coincided with the
activities they planned at T0 and are similar to the other alliances in this thematic cluster.
Knowledge building and knowledge sharing (research, meetings, discussion forums, presentations);
public outreach through media campaigns, social media, and public meetings and presentations;
mobilizing (public) voices through networking, platforms and online discussions; cooperation in
networks to ensure a shared voice and capacity building on lobby. These strategies seem to be the
basis for the WLPS lobbying and advocacy, aiming to influence policy through linking local
knowledge to international policy levels and bringing the local voice into the policy circles and
discussions. The importance to be part of networks and working groups stands out. Through these
collectives the WLPS program contributes greatly to the Netherlands debates on gender, gender
equality, and the role and participation of women in government, peace building, and conflict
302
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prevention. As we observed the WLPS has a leading position in the Netherlands debate as part of
the legacy of Cordaid but also under the umbrella of WO=MEN.
6.5.5

T1 Reflections

The WLPS program is an interesting program in terms of direct formal and informal lobby in the
Netherlands and its position worldwide as it carries the internationally recognized UNSCR 1325 and
feeds into international policy debates such as the New Deal, NAP 1325 and the development of
multi-stakeholder financing mechanisms for NAP 1325 implementation. Cordaid has a strong
position as a development organization in the Netherlands and a broad (global) network to carry the
commitments to advocate UNSCR 1325, gender inclusion and women’s participation and leadership
in peace building and conflict prevention. Internationally WLPS focuses on the UN Security Council,
the Commission of the Status of Women (CSW) and the EU. In the next section, we reflect on what
we have found in this first assessment to be the internal and external challenges and opportunities
for the lobby and advocacy activities of the WLPS program.
External challenges and opportunities
External challenges can be found on in the realm of politics (regime changes; political instability;
exclusion of women; conflict etc.) in partner countries and in the domain of Dutch development
thinking and policy which is affected by current economic instability, a change in budget available
and changing development priorities towards a focus on economic development and investment.
Considering the Dutch policies, budget cuts in the development sector and specifically relating to
MFS II and the shifting donor structures demand structural change. Another issue that came up
during the interviews is that carrying out lobbying and advocacy activities in fragile or conflict
affected states demands the capability to swiftly adapt and certain flexibility from staff and (partner)
organizations. External factors and threats such as political violence and conflict need to be taken
into account and reacted upon. Besides, cultural differences need to be understood and interacted
on as they shape the opportunities for can shape trust building, networking, and establishing
partnerships or other forms of relationships which are key to lobbying and advocacy. In addition to
the capability to act, react and adapt this requires context specific skills. We therefore observed that
communication is a crucial element and tool, internal as well as external. Both, internally and
externally agendas need to be set, streamlined and implemented. Internally communication
between the context specific experts working on geographical focus programs and the advocacy
officers is crucial. Externally, activities need to be set in a context for which (local) partnerships and
cooperation with other stakeholders can be helpful. This also links to the importance of networks.
Networks provide for a collective voice as well as a certain anonymous platform, and also learning
by exchange of knowledge, experiences and strengthen practices.
Internal challenges and opportunities
Lobby and advocacy demand the capability to adapt and the flexibility to swiftly react and act upon
internal and external dynamics. The WLPS lobby and advocacy has proved its capability to react
upon emerging dynamics in the field (New Deal; MFA Focus Letter 2011). However, this capability
could be constrained by internal dynamics. Internal challenges as well as opportunities for lobby and
advocacy activities of the WLPS program can be found in the organizational structure itself, the
reorganization of Cordaid into business units and the place of lobby and advocacy within the
organization. These factors have come to the fore in all interviews held in October and November
2012 and will therefore be discussed more in depth below.
Regarding the position of lobbying within the organization we can say the following. The lobby and
advocacy activities within WLPS are coordinated by one part-time lobbyist. Lobby and advocacy
activities thus depend on a part time position, which at times can make it difficult to act and react
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promptly. Relating to the above and specifically to the embedding of the WLPS lobby in a
development-oriented organization, it suffices to say that not only the policy officer undertakes
lobbying and advocacy as this is also done by program officers. Although lobby and advocacy is also
done by program officers, the main portion of lobby activities depends on the availability and
flexibility of one person. 303
Related to the position of lobbying within the organization, is the visibility of the lobby and advocacy
activities of the WLPS program on Cordaid's website. The English website was still under
construction in 2012 which hampered the visibility of the WLPS program and its lobby and advocacy
activities to the extent that the output (reports; publications; meetings) on the website was not
optimal. Output and publications can, however, be found on other websites such as the EU,
OECD/New Deal website and GNWP website.
The development of a measuring tool to reflect the daily reality of women at the local level on peace
and security issues, called the Barometer 304, provides for a context within which such a tool can be
developed further and is supported within the WLPS program. This also means that the results
achieve, cannot be isolated from the work that has been done prior to 2011. Results that have been
accomplished related to the Parliamentary vote (“motie Diks”) and Twinning, cannot be considered
apart from the efforts and activities realized from 2008 onwards.
We also think that it is important to note here that ILA activities should be considered within the
broader context of developments within Cordaid. The reorganization of Cordaid entails the
establishment of 12 business units based on thematic focus areas whereas until now, distinctions
were made both geographically and thematically. This means, briefly, that program officers have to
become more thematically specialized than they already are. Different program managers have
expressed that they think their expertise will become more issue-related, rather than countryfocused. 305 The reorganization causes insecurity amongst staff members and program officers have
expressed their concerns about the difficulties of building up profound relationships and
partnerships with partner organizations due to changes of programs and staff and fact that they will
be less focused on a specific (number of) countries.
The business units are meant to facilitate cross-fertilization of ideas between the various staff
members and to stimulate internal collaboration. 306 This is important for example to overcome
knowledge gaps between lobbying on the (inter-)national levels and the activities at program levels.
In the case of Afghanistan the international lobby and the program level work have come closer
together since 2011 due to close collaboration. However, gaps can still be identified for example in
the implementation of the NAP on 1325 in Congo. Communication and cross-fertilization could be
more structured. The internal reorganization has, however, created more space for collaboration
between the program officer and lobbyist. At the same time, the ‘coming together’ of the activities
of the program officers in the priority countries and the international lobby by lobby officers is one
of the key challenges that ILA face. The creation of favorable circumstances for collaboration
between lobbyist and program officers can therefore be considered as an important result as well.
To summarize, the internal organizational dynamics are strongly influencing the program planning.
First of all, the WLPS program is part of a larger development organization working on geographic
and thematic focus areas through interventions and development facilitation. Adding to this the
reorganization led to organizational insecurity and often also internal and external communication
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shortfalls. It remains to be seen how the reorganization will affect the WLPS program and the
effectiveness of its lobbying and advocacy.
Agenda setting
Most results so far have been achieved in the priority result area agenda setting. Many of these
results have been achieved at the international level of lobby activities. The activities included
participation and facilitation of (formal and informal) meetings, conferences, workshops and written
publications directed towards several international arenas (UN; New Deal; GNWP) and also
specifically with governments of the priority countries. Some important results stand out. Cordaid’s
contribution to ongoing discussions on integrating gender in the New Deal. The publications of
several policy papers and reports in the realm of the Dutch NAP 1325 and agenda setting through
the publication of the report Costing and Financing 1325. Besides, also lobby activities carried out
through the WO=MEN platform turned out to be effective, leading to a number of resolutions and
amendments in the Dutch parliament. Finally, activities are directed towards supporting women
collectives to enable them to make their perspectives known to their own lobby targets, enabling
them to voice their demands.
The outcome indicators relevant to this priority result area are the following:
• Internal agenda setting: the extent to which relevant members of the Alliance determine,
share and keep up to date their strategies (including: network strengthening; internal
meetings between the relevant external and internal partners ; program coherence) (UI
1.1/UI 1.2).
• Internal agenda setting: the extent to which members of the Alliance recognizes relevant
moments and events as relevant for lobbying (UI 1.1/UI 1.2).
• Internal agenda setting: the extent to which an agenda is shared, coherent and strategies are
determined with the strategic partners of the WLPS lobby.
• Internal agenda setting: the extent to which the lobby is informed by the local partners and
the extent to which these partners and local needs are represented in advocacy (U.I. 1.1/1.2)
• Internal agenda setting: the extent to which, and the frequency of, regional or local voices
are represented and officially included in the agenda at (inter-) national decision making
meetings.
• External agenda setting: the extent to which lobby and advocacy targets are aware of the
issues advocated by the WLPS lobby (U.I. 1.2/1,3).
• External agenda setting: the extent to which actors is the lobby directed at by WLPS.
• External agenda setting: the extent to which Southern partners are consulted by the lobby
targets;
• External agenda setting: the extent to which lobby and advocacy targets react upon the
issues advocated by the ILA program (including: media outlets, agendas, policy statements,
speeches) (UI 1.3)
• External agenda setting: the extent to which public debate is influenced and perspectives are
taken up by other relevant actors in the field or introduced into the policy debate (including:
media outlets; parliamentary discussions; amendments; policy documents) (UI 1.5)
• Interface: the number and kind of meetings within the network to effectuate a shared and
coherent representative agenda for the network partners.
• Interface: the extent to which alliance partners or relevant network members are invited by
lobby/advocacy targets to participate or organize formal or informal meetings relevant for
the issues advocated (including: type and frequency of contact; access to and relations with
policy makers; number of successful proposals; extent to which discussions are followed-up)
(UI1.4)
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Policy influencing
The achievements in the priority result area of Policy Influencing has been strongest in the result
areas “Increased capacity and the voice of local women’s collectives” (objective 2) and “Integration
of women’s perspectives and participation” (objective 3). Among the most important achievements
we can mention Cordaid’s contribution to the motie Diks, calling for governmental accountability
regarding UNSCR 1325 principles to be implemented in reporting on fragile states. Cordaid
contributed substantially to policy influencing in the domain of the second objective of its ILA
activities (“increased capacity and the voice of local women’s collectives”), contributing to directly to
the lobby on female participation in peace and security processes, monitoring implementation of
UNSCR 1325 in Congo and DRC and to the implementation of “Transition Monitoring” in
Afghanistan. Contributing to policy influence in the domain of integration women’s perspectives and
participation, Cordaid has organized events about, among others, multi stakeholder financing
mechanism for NAP 1325, to which policy makers have attended. Cordaid/WLPS further contributed
to the public and political debate on the integration of gender en women’s rights in the focus areas
that were presented by the Dutch MFA in 2011 by writing a letter to Ben Knapen.
The outcome Indicators relevant for this priority result area are:
• External: to what extent are Southern partners consulted and included in decision making
processes by the lobby targets.
• External: shifts in budget allocation as a result of issues advocated by WLPS (UI 2.1)
• External/interface: number and kind of meetings WLPS or strategic or local partners are involved
in that contribute to output through policy papers and policy changes by lobby targets or other
actors (UI 2.1)
• External: to what extent are documents or media output taken up in official policy outputs by
lobby targets.
• Interface: to what extent do the relevant partners in the ILA program ‘practice what they preach’
(exchange and communication; number of meetings invited to participate in; extent to which
there is room for discussion in the meetings)
• Interface: number of times the advocates work closely together with the lobby targets and the
kind of meetings or documents used.
• Interface: to what extent is the cooperation between WLPS or other relevant strategic partners
with policy makers/lobby targets sustainable.
Changing practice
Analyzing the activities realized in the domains of agenda setting, policy influencing and changing
practice, we do see that some issues that have been put on the agenda through lobby activities,
have moved on to changing practices. The most obvious examples here are the ‘Twinning’ initiative
that was put on the agenda that was put on the agenda already in 2008, and was developed into
being part of a changing practice in 2011 because it was adopted and embedded in the second NAP
1325 through the establishment of NAP Focus Countries. A second powerful example is the agenda
setting in the Burundi case. In the Burundi case, a multi stakeholder meeting (MFM) was organized
to get the NAP 1325 on the agenda. More than 150 representatives of Burundian government,
foreign embassies, and UN agencies, local and international NGO have participated. This has
resulted in a changing practice: more than 150 participants made a statement agreeing to support
NAP 1325 in Burundi.
Relevant outcome indicators for this priority result area:
• Internal: concrete changes and adjustments in program planning and practice as to externalities
in the field (including: flexibility to adapt and maneuver; anticipating on changes in practice
including lobby targets’ agendas and public or policy arenas)
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• External: concrete changes in policy implementation practices by lobby targets through the
shared or exchanged development of tools.
• External: concrete action undertaken by policy makers using tools or instruments provided by
WLPS (such as monitoring tools and capacities; reports and documents and local knowledge
available) (UI 3.2)
• Interface: sustainable or structural inclusion of the local and strategic partners and WLPS in
decision making meetings by policy makers (UI 3.1)
• Interface: number of consultations of local and strategic partners by policy makers (UI 3.1)
Future perspectives
As evaluators, we will need to further investigate the effect and relevance of WLPS lobbying and
advocacy by tracing the processes beyond the Netherlands and fully grasp the added value of the
program activities and output. The preliminary findings in this first baseline assessment bring up
many interesting points regarding the output and activities and outcomes as committed to by WLPS
and focus points for the remainder of the evaluation, which we will briefly discuss below.
First, we would like to look deeper into the apparent strong focus on agenda setting closely linked to
influencing policy in the work of WLPS lobby and advocacy and how this is related to changing
practice. We consider it as necessary to look further into these processes, tracing the practice of
WLPS lobbying and advocacy to be able to grasp the results and interfaces underlying these
processes in a more integral manner. In doing this, we would like to focus on analyzing the efforts to
translate international lobby activities into practices “on the ground,” and vice versa. Lobby
activities cannot be isolated from the rest of the program, nor from broader developments within
Cordaid. Lobbying is not a linear process and demands continuous alignment with the “work on the
ground,” realized by the program officers. The assumption is that transformation into the business
unit WLPS will make this connection and alignment even stronger.
Second, we think it is important to look more into the way the organization and dynamics of the
Alliance in general affects lobbying and advocacy in practice. This would suggest looking into NorthSouth, North-North, South-North and South-South learning as related to advocacy.
Third, we would like to include more participatory elements in the evaluation methodology by
attending meetings, conferences. As such we would be part of the “action” as an evaluator, which
could provide for useful observations as it seems that outputs and outcomes are often linked to
personal relations, (in-)formal meetings, accessibility to policy makers, and the capability of the
person(-s) in charge to act swiftly.
Fourth, during this first assessment we have identified a number of interfaces that we would like to
take into account in this following evaluation. The identified internal interfaces are: between the
relevant Alliance partners and the lead CFA in the ILA program under evaluation; WLPS policy/lobby
officers and program officers; WLPS within the broader Cordaid structure. External interfaces we
identified are: between WLPS and policy makers at NL MFA; between WLPS and parliamentarians;
between WLPS and external partners (WO=MEN; GNWP); the interface with international policy
makers; the interface with state officials from the priority countries.

6.6

Cluster synthesis by priority result areas

This synthesis brings together some of the insights gained so far. These are obviously limited at the
baseline phase: changes, contribution, relevance and effectiveness may not be visibly or established
yet.
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It was challenging to synthesize the baseline in terms of the three priority result areas identified by
NWO-WOTRO. We will come back to this issue in the next chapter.
6.6.1

Introduction to synthesis

The three Alliances in this cluster have in common that they lobby and direct their advocacy activities
at national governments and regional and international bodies, while engaging international and
national non-governmental organizations and platforms in their work. All three heavily rely on
networks. The three ILA programs in this cluster differ in terms of their scope, are working on
different issues (child wellbeing in Africa; women leadership and participation in conflict prevention;
and network strengthening for conflict prevention) and have different specific lobby targets and
channels to reach out to. T4C through its implementing partner ACPF has a Pan-African (regional)
target, aimed at the African Union and national African Governments. The focus of FFF through
GPPAC is global targeting regional and international bodies such as the UN, Arab League and the EU,
but also national targeting state bodies. CoC also targets regional and international bodies such as
the EU and the UN and furthermore focuses on the Netherlands Government through the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defense and the Dutch Parliament. Both CoC and FFF aim to reach out to
fragile states such as Afghanistan, DR Congo and South Sudan.

6.6.2

Agenda Setting

It surfaced from this first assessment that agenda setting can be seen from an internal and external
perspective. The topical focus an organization seeks to advocate and brings to the attention of the
lobby target is considered as external agenda setting. At the same time there is agenda setting within
an organization, an alliance or other kind of partnership or network (internal). Agendas need to
remain responsive to its context, relevant for the lobby targets and need to be embedded in the
organization or partnership. While aiming to set the agenda of lobby-targets, the alliances need to
spend considerable effort in internal processes of aligning and adapting agendas.
All alliances (or rather the ILA implementing actors) work through (inter)-national networks and
platforms. These networks and platforms are used as an entry point to establish and strengthen
relations and partnerships and to develop and further a shared message. The networks and
platforms bring together a range of different actors and provide opportunities for expanding
collaboration. The alliances, regional partners and local partners exchange knowledge and discuss
and reflect on experiences in formal and informal meetings that are aggregated in order to set issues
on the agendas of policy makers. The networks and processes are so complex, that they are not
directed by a single mechanism of coordination, but seem to some extent self-organizing (as indeed
is a characteristic of complex systems).
The effectiveness of the networks appears to stem from two conditions: enough common ground in
content and good working relations and trust among partners.
To lobby public and political agendas and advocate the topic at stake, all three Alliances use similar
methods, including research and publications such as policy papers, policy briefs and reports,
organize and participate in formal and informal meetings, inform and lobby staff members of
organizations and offer tools and finances for network strengthening and monitoring.
Changes in agenda setting
We have found positive results in the domain of agenda setting for all three alliances under review.
The changes in agenda setting are part of and result from dynamic processes, flow out of multiple
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formal and informal contacts (not always visible), and occur at various levels. It depends on the
program focus, whether changes can be observed at supra-national, international, regional and/or
local levels.
Supra-national and international level
T4C, or rather ACPF, has strong influence on the external AU agenda (through well-established
working contacts with the office of the AU Social Commissioner) and other international policy
making bodies active in Africa (UN, UNICEF). As a policy forum, it supports and facilitates Pan African
(international) CS networks (AMC), as well as with the AU African Committee of Experts on child
rights (ACERWC). ACPF identifies policy and legislation gaps (based on in-house research and their
internal agenda) regarding child wellbeing. This often leads to internal agenda setting, establishing
the focus areas for their advocacy as well as external agenda setting in the ACERWC and at AU level.
Thus, ACPF succeeded to table externally various issues in international fora on child rights and child
wellbeing, including accountability for child wellbeing; children with disabilities; budgeting for child
wellbeing; and inter-country adoption. We have also found evidence that some national
governments (Mozambique, Swaziland, Nigeria) are influenced by ACPF work, although often
indirectly.
FFF and especially GPPAC focus on network strengthening worldwide, establishing an advocacy
infrastructure to provide a platform for the voice of CS in conflict prevention and peace processes.
In terms of internal agenda setting, GPPAC/IKVPC have focused on supporting the complementarity
between the organizations and succeeded in strengthening and broadening their networks. Liaison
offices have been established to develop relations and interactions with international and regional
lobby targets (Washington – World Bank; New York – UN; Brussels – EU). These liaisons offer through
their geographical positions closely located to the lobby targets and through their monitoring and
facilitating work, opportunities for internal as well as external agenda setting. When it comes to
external agenda setting: in many regions and in a number of international policymaking arenas, the
CSO voice is put on the radar of political actors. For example, IKVPC has brought issues like Kosovo,
Syria, Protection of civilians and human security to the external EU agenda through their liaison
offices. In the Mena region, the CSO voice is strengthened through MENAPPAC and relations with the
Arab League are established and developing.
Through the CoC report ‘NL Monitoring UNSCR 1325’ and the second NL NAP 1325, a Netherlands
based platform with an international network was able to influence external agendas on
international level (the UN) and on national level (the Netherlands Government, its Parliament, MFA,
and the Netherlands Ministry of Defense). Also the issue of financing mechanism as developed in the
wider network was tabled at the UN and resulted in the publication “Costing and Financing of 1325,”
which the UN Secretary General included in his reporting. Besides, CoC reached out to the Danish
MFA; the Clinton Global Initiative; NATO (Gender Advisor); and the CSW (Commission on the Status
of Women) 55th Session (New York, 2011). Another example of change is that CoC places gender and
specifically the role of women leadership and participation in peace building on the agenda of the
New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States and by doing so puts gender on the radar of the involved
policy makers in the G7+ committee of the New Deal. Agenda setting also occurs in developing
countries, where CoC assisted women collectives ( Colombia, Burundi, India) to table UNSCR 1325
nationally, and assisted women on how to link their lobby with HRC in Geneva and with the UNSCR
lobby in New York.
National level
ACPF is based in Ethiopia and has direct access to national governmental institutions. Its Pan African
status enables ACPF to bring to governments attention overarching child issues to be addressed.
Unfortunately, we were not in a position yet to verify to what extent these governmental institutes
benefit from ACPF products and research. ACPF has no direct access to Dutch policymakers, but it has
indirectly influenced the Netherlands agenda on child wellbeing on the issue inter-country adoption
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through the T4C Alliance partners. There are contacts between ACPF and the Netherlands Embassy in
Addis Ababa but direct ACPF influence on children issues related to the bilateral development
programs was not reported. T4C does have direct links with Dutch policymakers.
One of the important aspects of CoC’s WLPS work is to influence policy at the NL MFA, the NL
Ministry of Defense and the NL Parliament. This mostly concerns the integration of gender and
women’s participation in policy implementation. An example of this is the ongoing discussion on
integrating gender in the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile as the document was not conducive to
gender. Besides this, both CoC as well as Dutch policy makers are involved in working group
discussions on the NAP 1325 and the specific topic of women participation and leadership in peace
building and conflict prevention.
FFF has direct links to the NL MFA, NL Ministry of Defense and NL Parliament to influence agendas on
related topics. Some issues that were tabled through formal and informal meetings and policy briefs
are: Kosovo, Syria, Protection of civilians, the implementation of gender into the New Deal.
Contribution
The extent to which the changes reported above were a direct contribution of the Alliance partners is
difficult to grasp, as we did not review the interface dynamics as yet. However, the Alliance partners’
input does show at least an indirect or likely contribution to the changes. Some contributions are
tangible, such as reports and policy briefs, financing mechanism, meetings; many contributions are
intangible, and often invisible.
T4C/ ACPF’s contribution consists of research on child wellbeing in Africa, its publications, the
organization of International Policy Conferences, and in network building and relating, exchanges
with policy makers in Ethiopia in ministries as well as in regional offices of international institutions
such as the AU and UN. ACPF contributes indirectly through the AMC to national African
governments and local civil society organizations. The Report on Child Wellbeing is an example of a
tangible contribution that influenced agendas (Swaziland case). Another example of a contribution by
ACPF that influenced public and policy agendas has been to put inter-country adoption forward
through the International Policy Conference on Inter-country adoption, which was facilitated and
organized by ACPF.
FFF contributed to forward the voice of CS in policy arenas and strengthening CS cooperation,
besides they have contributed to the development of tools (monitoring and evaluation tools,
network strengthening tools). Examples of their contribution to forward the voice of CS organizations
from within their network in international policy arenas are: the close cooperation with UNDP; BCPR;
and their role in the discussions on the New Deal.
CoC contributed to the international and national agenda on the topic of women leadership and
participation in Peace and Security. The contribution lies in the development of content background
for policy makers (reports; policy briefs; presentations; formal and informal meetings); the
embedding of WLPS lobby and advocacy by network partners on local and international levels
(Colombia, India, GNWP, WO=MEN); in the development of tools (the funding mechanism for NAP
1325 implementation) ; and also in cooperating closely with their worldwide network to ensure that
female voices and the issues on women leadership and participation are heard and taken up in policy
arenas.
Relevance
Keeping the situation of African children, the current role of women (gender) in peace building and
human security; and the role of civil society in networks for conflict prevention on the agenda
responds to political needs and priorities.
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The relevance of the focus on African children also lies in the fact that too often children are
neglected, malnourished and victimized. They are easy targets for rebel groups. Advocating their
wellbeing and raising awareness concerning their rights is in this light a relevant cause. The critical
numbers in the Report on Child wellbeing show the lack of government attention for the issue, as
well as the 3rd AU Forum on Child Wellbeing last 2012 which showed the long road ahead when it
comes to child rights in Africa.
Advocating civil society involvement by strengthening its voice through a global network may be seen
as relevant in itself, considering the often noted strength and importance of (inter-) national
networks for lobby and advocacy. The civil society perspective needs to be addressed on public and
political agendas as they will be able to translate the local or national needs into regional and
international agendas.
Gender equality continues to be a global issue. Women are still conceived and treated as inferior,
often vulnerabilized together with children. At the same time masculinities and femininities continue
to play important roles in conflict, state affairs and in society as a whole. Enhancing the role of
women in peace building is a core tenet of Resolution 1325.
Explanatory factors
We have observed internal and external dynamics that affect and shape the ILA work and cause
challenges or opportunities for the programs. Most of these factors go beyond agenda setting and
also refer to policy influencing, changing practice and lobbying and advocacy in general.
Internal
Among the internal factors that positively explain the above changes and contributions to agenda
setting are first of all the continued availability of financial resources that enable keeping up
organizational strengths to undertake the work despite some rigorous re-organizations such as in
Cordaid. Such re-organizations are to be seen in relation to decreasing donor funding for Dutch
NGOs. Re-organizations like in Cordaid come along with institutional unrest and uneasiness arising
from new structures, working procedure and communication lines. We did not study in depth yet to
what extent these dynamics impacted on the ILA programs. Nonetheless, we noted a strong
commitment amongst staff in all three programs (also an internal factor). Highly motivated and
engaged human agents, well focused on their respective mandates to influence agendas, policies,
and practices.
Internal dynamics sometimes hampered cross-program linking at alliance level and within and
between individual organizations. Interconnecting between geographical programs and thematically
organized lobby could be complicated. In some cases, alliance partners were not fully aware of each
other’s activities and motivations. Cross-program linking is part of any institutional set-up and it
requires further study to understand how Alliance partners interact, and how programs interact and
perform complementarily.
We also noticed a tension that was built into the expectation of MFS-II that advocacy should be an
integrated component of a bigger development program. While advocacy should be complementary
to ‘direct’ development programs, there are challenges to align the two in practice.
External factors
The economic crisis in Europe/the Netherlands and cuts in subsidies had a bearing on the work of
some alliance partners such as ACPF. Except that some tasks foreseen under MFS II could not be
effectuated and were cancelled, further budget cuts may impinge on the institutional capacity of
partner organizations. How this affects the ILA programs, partners’ mandate and the outreach of
lobby and advocacy is yet to be seen.
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6.6.3

Policy Influencing

We understand ‘policy influencing’ as on the one hand a demonstrable process of influence and on
the other hand a demonstrable implementation of policy. The same lobby targets apply as for
agenda-setting. Like in agenda-setting, networks are important to create entry points and forward a
collective voice. Informal meetings, relations of trust, and content-driven messages are key to policy
influencing.
Changes and contribution
Our findings here are highly tentative as they are mainly based as of yet on alliance partners, and
have not yet been substantiated and enriched with external views (except to a certain extent ACPFs
changes).
Supranational and international
At supra- and international level some significant outcomes were reported on policy influencing
regarding child wellbeing thanks to research undertaken by ACPF. This can be exemplified by the biannual African Report on Child Wellbeing, an instrument used as a monitoring tool on performance
of African governments and agenda setting, but at the same time prompting policy to be influenced.
As a result implementation of policy change followed -- the cases of Swaziland and Mozambique are
good examples of how these processes can work. However, it must be acknowledged that these
changes took place or at least were initiated in the pre-MFS II period. Also the background notes for
the 3rd Pan African Forum on child wellbeing of the African Union, drafted by ACPF, are considered as
outcome to which ACPF substantially contributed and as such influenced supra-national policy. This is
an MFS II achievement.
In the case of FFF it was difficult to establish processes of policy influencing directly from the
documentation and other data sources. We do see progress in the achievement of influence.
Documentation and interviews clearly showed that this Alliance is increasingly taking part in policy
processes, and able to insert its themes and priorities on political agendas. The multi-stakeholder
peace education in the Western Balkans is a clear example of how GPPAC influenced policy. The
multi-stakeholder peace education was developed and implemented in cooperation with
governmental and other actors. Another example of the process of influence on policy is the
cooperation between GPPAC and UNDP to work on conflict prevention through crowd sourcing. The
specific implementation of policy related to this is not verifiable yet.
CoC received a clear mandate from its CS partners in Afghanistan, Burundi, and New York to direct a
lobby specifically targeting the security sector to include the integration issues as Women, Peace,
and Security in their agendas and implementation. Another important initiative is the
implementation of the “Transition Monitoring” in Afghanistan. In Afghanistan, local partner
organizations were supported by Cordaid to develop a strategy and methodology to enable women
to monitor peace processes including experiences and human security perspectives. Another
example of policy influencing at international level is Cordaid’s role in the discussions and further
developing of the New Deal. This is closely linked to agenda setting, as Cordaid has put gender on the
G7+ agenda and is now following up processes to incorporate gender into the New Deal.
National level
At national level in Ethiopia ACPF maintains a network with local institutions, but it is a sensitive
pathway for NGOs that receive foreign funding. The report on child wellbeing has led to policy
changes at national levels (Swaziland for example). We observed that ACPF is not (yet) part of the
Netherlands Embassy network, and as such no lateral policy influence in the embassy work could be
noted.
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Cordaid contributed at national level to an amendment ‘Motie Diks’, and engaged in dialogue with
government and parliament officials in the NL Working Group on 1325 to ensure that the
accountability on UNSCR 1325 is focused on the results rather than on activities. Demonstrable
influence of policy implementation is also the drafting and establishment of the NL NAP on 1325.
CoC has sought to realize policy influence in the Netherlands through a process of close contacts with
parliament and policy makers, but also through media reports on CoC identified issues.
Relevance
In Ethiopia (ACPF) we were able to briefly exchange with members of the AMC network and the
African Committee of Experts (ACERWC) who all underscored the relevance of ACPF’s work for their
national lobby and advocacy campaigns. This aspect not yet further substantiated, points also to
mutual respect for each other’s efforts towards Child Wellbeing.
The relevance of FFF’s progress in policy influencing lies in the insertion of CS perspectives in
policymaking processes.
The relevance of COC policy influencing is to be seen in the wider recognition of NAP 1325 amongst
various actors in the Netherlands and the facilitation of discussions on the thematic issue of women’s
participation concerning the role of the Netherlands in fragile states, the participation of women in
missions by the Ministry of Defense, and specifically also the role of women in the Afghanistan
mission. Moreover the mandate given to Cordaid by its CS partners in priority countries shows the
relevance of their work.
Explanatory factors
In addition to those already mentioned some more factors emerged that explain changes achieved.
We identified that the capability of organizations and individual actors to swiftly act, react, and
switch roles is an important explanatory factor for success in influencing policy as was demonstrated
by all three Alliance partners. We also consider being able to forge trustworthy relationships as a
core element for exerting influence. This has been demonstrated by the ACPF contribution to the AU
conference (2012). This contribution could only be realized because of the rigorous content work and
the strong trust relationship between ACPF and the AU a relationship that was forged already in
earlier years. This was also noted at CoC in the New Deal for Fragile States.
The capability to adapt seems especially relevant for lobby and advocacy actors. If the network actors
in the above mentioned GPPAC case in the MENA region had not acted swiftly in reaction to
developments and had not had the flexibility to immediately approach the League of Arab States
(which was until then not an obvious target to lobby), the opportunity for dialogue and influence
would have faded away.
6.6.4

Changing Practice

Changing practice is understood as noticeable change in daily public and political domains which is
reflected in involvement, commitment, and outreach on a topical issue lobbied and advocated.
Changes and contribution
ACPF contribution on practice is indirect, at the same time an ongoing process. Their network of
CSOs (AMC) shows strong commitment of its members to work towards changing practices at
regional and national levels. Change of practice was realized in Ethiopia where the Supreme Court
decided to run the Child Legal Protection Centers instead of ACPF being in charge. This was initiated
under MFS I but effectuated in the MFS II period.
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The NL NAP 1325 by CoC can be seen as a changing practice as it shows changes in commitment and
involvement, implementing and promoting the issues concerning gender and women’s participation
to be as it is taken further by the NL MFA and the NL Ministry of Defense. Another example for CoC
are the NAP 1325 in the pilot countries (Colombia; Burundi) where the change is constituted through
a commitment by both CS and Government actors in these countries to take steps forward to
women’s participation and implementing the principles of UNSCR 1325. For the effects of these
initiatives in the priority countries, we will need to look more deeply into the processes on the
ground, as these are barely visible from The Netherlands.
As to FFF (GPPAC), the establishment and strengthening of an international infrastructure for
dialogue provides for access to CSOs worldwide to engage in (inter-)national discussions on conflict
prevention and as such reach out to influence and change practice. A related example is the Peace
Portal that is facilitated by GPPAC establishing public outreach and influence discussions to change
practice, in this case the role and voice of a strong global CS. These are examples of the processes
leading to change; however at this point we cannot yet fully grasp the changing practice.
Relevance
The changes achieved or in the process of being achieved remain equally relevant for all three
Alliances. The responsiveness of the partners that change their practice is an indicator of such
relevance.
Explanatory factors
Changing practice is usually preceded by a change in attitude and perceptions a result of awareness
raising, exposure, knowledge building or experience and also of an environment conducive to
changing practice. Processes of change in organizations differ from individual change processes. A
common feature though is that change in practice cannot be enforced and definitely not through
lobby and advocacy activities. Trust and good relationships, sensitivity for a political climate proved
to be ingredients for change, besides an ability to listen, respond and understand positions and
interests and remain flexible and adaptive. But as we learnt from our interviewees content driven
lobby and advocacy remains essential as this constitutes a core driver for changing.
6.6.5

Additional insights

On priority result areas
The priority result areas are interlinked and affect each other but are not necessarily set in a
sequential order, or taken up by one and the same actor as one coherent trajectory. Sometimes
individuals are at the steering wheel, sometimes bigger bodies/institutions like the government.
Sometimes an individual in such institutions can make the difference. The adagio “bigger is not
always better” definitely applies to ILA; sometimes small steps have major effects, and sometimes
big actions have little result.
Moreover, findings suggest there may be other result areas of equal relevance such as law reform,
networking, and building knowledge for content, driving forces to inspire lobbying and advocacy
work and make it effective, efficient and relevant.
ILA strategies
ILA strategies employed include networking, media outreach, multi-stakeholder dialogues,
mediation, knowledge sharing, research, mobilizing people and politicians, and monitoring. These
strategies sometimes reflect an activist approach, and are public and/or politically focused,
sometimes emotion based, militant, informative, and/or content driven. In the interviews conducted
to this point, we encountered the absence of clear demarcation lines between the domains of
lobbying and advocacy. Lobby can be understood as a form of advocacy, or lobby can be
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complementary to advocacy. Lobby aims at mobilizing people and influencing decision makers, while
advocacy refers to content- and evidence-based outreach.
Networks and networking
Networks are central to ILA in this cluster. All three alliances work in or through networks or
platforms as “a shared voice speaks louder than one” and this seems especially important for
influencing political and public arenas. There are various ways of working through networks and the
reasons for it are manifold. Networking can provide for a constituency, as it builds relations, brings
together like-minded voices and provides for knowledge sharing. Networks offer an opportunity to
speak out anonymously, without repercussions or slander. Networks are a tool to aggregate
(grassroots) knowledge and identify overarching issues to bring this to broader attention and to
public and political agendas. The diversity and cross border scope of networks provide for certain
legitimacy of the messages advocated. Networks facilitate a multi-actor approach as they function as
an integrative and aggregative mechanism, facilitate and enhance learning. Hence, networking can
be both a tool and a mechanism for lobbying and advocacy, while at the same time it can be a
priority purpose that gives lift to the process. As such, it may be considered a result area in itself.
Building knowledge for Content
One of our observations deriving from this baseline assessment is that content is the driving force
behind ILA processes. Content is acquired through research, knowledge building, facilitating
knowledge exchange and dialogue or linking local to international agendas and vice versa.
Interfaces
To gain understanding of how changes (transformations) eventually come about, inter-organizational
relations, communication, and interactions are worth further exploring. As explained in the
methodological chapter, these interfaces are the domain where output of one organization is
“handed over” as input to the next player to achieve another objective. During interviews and
document study we came across a number of interfaces worthwhile to explore to better grasp how
lobbying and advocacy processes bring about change, what is effective and relevant and how actors
respond to change.
Complexity
The success of lobbying and advocacy seems to depend in important ways on the capability to deal
with internal and external organizational dynamics, to utilize interfaces, and to cope and navigate
complexity. The personal and organizational capabilities to respond to and interact on emergencies
and to swiftly switch and adapt to new roles and situations seems essential to the effectiveness and
relevance of the advocacy.
Theory of change
To understand and respect these complexities we need to look beyond the theory of change. We
identified remarkable differences between the theory of change and a practice of change. For
example, whereas theory of change may distinguish the different result areas, these become
interlinked and iterative in practice. We will explore this theme in the next phases of the evaluation.
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7

Reflection on lessons learnt

In the process of realizing this first report, a number of lessons have been learnt. We have developed
new understandings pertaining to the conceptual foundations of the evaluation, we have learnt
lessons that can contribute to further development of the framework, and we have identified a set of
practical issues and challenges that we will need to address. Together, they form for us an agenda to
take up in our future trajectory: for the evaluation proper and for the methodological innovation that
is to form part of our result more broadly. While we may conceptualize some of these ‘lessons learnt’
as difficulties we are confronted with, we would rather see them as opportunities, coming to us as
eye-openers and pointers to innovations that may sprout from our collective efforts.

7.1

Conceptual foundations of the evaluation

The framework of the evaluation raises a number of important issues. First of all, the
conceptualization in terms of the three priority result areas in several instances does not match the
realities of alliance ambitions and practices. Firstly, alliance conceptualizations of results, which can
lie, for example, in network strengthening, capacity building, or institutional reform, are not
adequately covered by the three areas defined in the framework. As one alliance explained:
“the framework of the Ministry of [agenda setting] -> [policy influence] -> [changing practice] is
difficult to match with the way networks are functioning. Network strengthening is integral part of
efforts to influence agendas, policies, and practices. Stronger networks can provide quality input
supported by a larger community than individual organizations could. This increases its chances for
social changes. Reversely, being part of an internationally acknowledged network provides the
members more stature and a ‘backbone’ for achieving impact in their own region, country and
community. Such impact (for instance to change practices ‘on the ground’) is not always taken into
account as results by the network. In our alliance, the network also creates infrastructure and (thus)
political space for CSOs, while working on content and cases, institutional changes, and building of
trust.”
Secondly, we suspect that results attained by alliances stand the risk of being misrepresented (likely
to their disadvantage) as a result of being made to fit into one of the predefined priority result areas.
Thirdly, while the evaluation framework acknowledges that the three ‘phases are not linear but often
iterative and complex in fashion’, we learnt we need to engage explicitly with dynamics and
interactions between these result areas. The suggestion of d the areas being related to each other as
‘phases’ may in some cases violate the realities and complexities of the ways alliances strategize.
Many campaigns do not aim for agenda setting but need agenda setting as intermediate change.
Results in terms of agenda setting (influence in public debate) may in some cases not be conducive to
policy change. Policy influence may mismatch constituency agendas. 307 Finally, policy or practice
changes in one place can be a pre-condition for agenda setting elsewhere.
A fourth issue is that of the ‘result orientation’ of the evaluation more broadly. Results are difficult to
evaluate considering the different contexts in which alliances operate. When we see an alliance
achieving results, can we automatically assume that this alliance did ‘better’ than another alliance
that is not achieving results? While the evaluation framework does ask us to consider context, we
wish to raise questions as to what extent we will (through the evaluation as it is presently set up) be
able to do justice to the role of context in the achievement of results. Results may in important ways
be shaped by political opportunities that may arise or not, as also strength and mobilization of
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opposing forces. Moreover, political conditions may be supportive, or conducive, or not in ways that
are hardly accessible to evaluators or even the alliances themselves.
Relatedly, to what extent can we ever reasonably conclude that an alliance not achieving results as
presently defined in the framework is not succeeding? Results of activities may take more time than
MFS II planning gives time for. Alliances that are working on issues that are currently not high on
political agendas may not achieve ‘agenda setting’ or ‘policy influence’ but may be building the
foundations for success to come at later times when conditions are more conducive, keeping issues
in view if not on the ‘agenda’ for later when opportunities come along. 308 In these days when
development is increasingly critically viewed, avoiding that an issue falls off the agenda may already
be a formidable result.
Moreover, the result orientation may encourage alliances to gear towards quick results, versus

potentially more time-demanding yet crucial work, such as network or content development.
Because of all the above dynamics and complexity, we wish to suggest that a reflection on the nature
and role of the priority result areas in the evaluation is due. In our methodology we have
accommodated this by acknowledging that the three areas are not linear in practice, and that their
boundaries are unclear. We hope to contribute to a reconceptualization of the key priority areas of
lobby and advocacy.
Fifthly, some evaluators concluded that the priority results areas appear to be designed with
governmental actors as reference. The evaluation team experienced difficulties categorizing
outcomes of private sector actors into the priority result areas. We see this point as particularly
relevant considering the increasing role of private actors in development.
A sixth issue is related to the collaborations of organizations in alliances, as part of the setup of MFS
II. We consider it important to look into the validity of this aspect of MFS II in terms of its results. Is
working in alliances beneficial for international lobbying and advocacy? How did dynamics develop
among alliance partners since the inception phase of MFS II? Are partners succeeding in building a
strong cooperation base beneficial to ILA? Are there, for example, unexpected spin-offs of
networking that we could see as significant result? Or is working in alliances rather an unproductive
imposition?
A seventh issue pertaining to the setup of the evaluation is that of the clustering of alliances. We
acknowledge that the clustering makes sense in that the clusters address different issues and have
different histories, vocabularies, and developments attached. Nonetheless, for some of the
evaluators, experiences with working with the three clusters raise doubts with regard to the validity
of the groupings when it comes to the evaluation of ILA. The alliances grouped within a single cluster
are highly differentiated in organizational form, objectives, and strategies. The idea of a ‘cluster
synthesis’ presenting us with the most valid and relevant insights therefore also appears to us as
something we might want to reconsider. Possibly, and alternative way of synthesizing might lead to
more valid insights.
A final issue that we were confronted with, and that pertains to MFS II and its evaluation, is broader
in nature. There seems to be intrinsic tension between developmental interventions and the
interventions that are specifically focused on lobby and advocacy. While ‘on paper’ (in MFS II) the
different intervention strategies may be suggested to cohere, in reality this coherence may be
absent, limited, and artificially constructed to adhere to requirements. The two domains of
intervention may even be found to compete or to damage each other. We wish to consider the
nature of this integration, and its limits in reality, as a learning point with regard to the differentiated
nature and dynamics of international lobbying and advocacy versus development interventions.
308
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7.2

Lessons learnt that can contribute to further development of the framework

While the above issues are all matters pertaining to the MFS II International Lobbying and Advocacy
framework, we also were confronted with matters that we learnt were relevant but that were as yet
not clearly part of the framework.
Firstly, we learnt that we need to engage with the question of capacity and its role in this evaluation.
Capacity to conduct lobbying and advocacy is an important basis for success, yet this is not part of
the evaluation framework given by NWO. Capacity building forms for many alliances, in turn, an
important part of their activities, and the question could be raised whether capacity development
should be considered a separate result area. Although we availed of the 5C framework, we have not
yet been able to translate the framework for lobby and advocacy. We intend to incorporate this
more explicitly in the remainder of the evaluation.
Secondly, we learnt that the networking that forms a key dimension of international lobbying and
advocacy is not part of the framework, and that this needs to be addressed. In our analytical
framework we have incorporated networking as an important element of lobby and advocacy, and
we have paid explicit attention to the achievements of results within alliance networks. For many
alliances, the linking of global, regional, and national levels forms an important dimension of their
strategizing and activity. Part of alliance members and partners’ legitimacy as lobbyists and
advocates may be related to their being part of a network. Network strength can thus be considered
a result! However, our analytical framework does not allow us yet to differentiate between the
different roles that networks may acquire. We find that alliances have different strategies in relation
to the kind of network they intend to build, the internal decision making processes, and the levels of
ownership towards campaigns. Such differences matter, but how do we engage with that? In
addition, several alliances face challenges of integration and communication related to the
networked nature of their operations, including the development of theories of change, strategizing,
and implementation. South-south; north-south, and south-north relations all come in here.
Thirdly, we see reason to explore the role of the setup of MFS II in the way collaborations take shape,
particularly considering the power relations involved with alliance members and their partner
organizations. To what extent have MFS II program criteria enhanced or stalled full-fledged
participation of southern partners in the alliance? To what extent does this affect visibility in the
North, opportunities, and L&A outreach? To what extent does MFS II facilitate and encourage SouthNorth learning, as compared to, e.g., North-South learning? We wish to consider whether these
issues should be included in the evaluation.
In short: at different levels, we have learnt, as evaluators, with regard to the evaluation framework.
We now wonder to what extent current processes of monitoring and reporting allow for utilizing
feedback loops for mutual learning between actors involved, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
as back donor. Is the MFA open to ‘unexpected’ learning?
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Practical issues and challenges

As evaluators, we were confronted with a number of practical challenges that will have to be
addressed and resolved in the next stages.
First of all, the evaluation team is aware that the development of consistency in approach needs to
be developed further in the coming period.
Secondly, some dimensions of the evaluation also need further development and uptake.
Establishing contribution to outcomes and factors explaining these was not always feasible or
deemed realistic at this stage. Also, power relations as a dimension of the evaluation needs further
development and uptake in coming stages of the evaluation.
Thirdly, we have learnt that parties involved have worked with different understandings of what this
first report should consist of. Reviewers and WOTRO have emphasized (the structure to present) the
construction of T1 while the core of this report should be the presentation of the baseline data. Since
the concept of a baseline report for lobbying and advocacy evaluation is not clear cut, and in fact
relatively uncharted terrain, we would like to exchange views with WOTRO as regards the collected
data.
Fourthly, we were confronted with the question of how to conceptualize “lobbying and advocacy.”
The two terms, distinguished but not defined in the call, were differently defined among different
actors involved, including evaluators and alliance staff. We also wonder about the way WOTRO
approaches the concepts and the interaction between the two. On what ground are lobbying and
advocacy to be considered as separate trajectories, and if so how do they correlate? And what are
the constituent and distinguishing parts of the trajectories?
Finally, as evaluators we were confronted with considerable information limits. The documentation
available was highly differentiated between alliances. Evaluators were faced with limits in the extent
to which alliances documented activities and cooperation within the alliance. This meant that it could
be difficult to get in view activities and their success – particularly activities that have as yet not led
to success. More concretely, for example: while it was often possible to learn about success, learning
about failure or delay could hardly be identified with the time and resources available, unless an
organization’s own PM&E allowed for this. This is possibly even truer for our ability to evaluate the
extent to which an alliance did not aptly react to opportunities and challenges. Cases in which this
apt reaction did not take place could, realistically speaking, hardly be pointed out, considering our
inability so far to follow alliances ‘in action,’ in their context. We wish to consider the value and
possibility of more direct involvement with alliances and their endeavors in the time to come, to at
least partly overcome this limitation, where possible.
On the other hand, also successes were not always reported. Different factors come in here. It is
likely that we as evaluators have missed results that were not documented. While interviews could
sometimes (partly) make up for this, networked collaboration implies that successes may remain
hidden within the network, not even known to key and central alliance staff. Another factor in the
non-reporting of results is that not all information on results and changes are reaching the backdonor. In certain cases, because this is politically too sensitive (so effectiveness remains obscure),
and in other cases the opinion prevails that back-donor is not interested for this extras (adds-on) as
these are not asked for.
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Appendix 1: Interview respondents
Impact Alliance
Organization
Oxfam

Name Contact Person
Novib/Oxfam

Marita Hutjes - Lead alliance team

International
Oxfam Novib
Oxfam

Monique van Zijl - Land lead Netherlands
Novib/Oxfam

Duncan Pruett - Lead on land grab, International

International
Oxfam Novib

Harrie Oostingh - Coordinator Global Actor Strategy

Oxfam International, HECA

Marc Wegerif - Economic Justice Campaigner, land lead in Africa,

region

Oxfam International (financed by Oxfam Ireland)

Oxfam Novib

Jacqueline Persson - Lead on Food Company Campaign

Oxfam Brazil

Simon Ticehurst - Country Director

Oxfam GB, West Africa

Mouhamet Lamine Ndiaye - Pan-Africa Head of Economic Justice (OI)

Regional Management
Centre
International Land Coalition

Michael Tay lor - Program Manager Global Policy and Africa | ILC
secretariat at IFAD

International Food Security

Ashley von Anrep - Communications Officer

and Nutrition Civil Society
Mechanism
International Food Security
and Nutrition Civil Society
Mechanism
GIZ
Profundo
TNI Netherlands

BankTrack
FIAN Netherlands
SNV
WUR
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

Sofia Monsalve - Resource Person (FIAN) in the working group of land
tenure
Antti Seelaff - Sector Project "Land Policy and Land Management,”
Division 45 - Rural Development and Agriculture
Jan Willem van Gelder – Director
Sylvia Kay - research assistant in agrarian justice
Pietje Vervest - coordinator of economic justice program and
coordinator of “Hands off the Land Alliance”
Jenny Franco - researcher and coordinator within Agrarian Justice
Program, TNI
Johan Frijns – Director
Camille Domici - Project officer for Hands off the Land Alliance
Joost Nelen - Advisor Agriculture West-Central Africa
Michiel Kohne - MW Rurale Ontwikkelingssociologie
Frits van der Wal - Directie Duurzame Economische ontwikkeling

DGIS
Solidaridad

Marieke Leegwater - Program Manager Palm Oil

EKN Mozambique

Celia Jordão - Program Officer, Netherlands Embassy,. Mozambique

MVO Nederland

Michiel van Yperen - former Nationaal Contact Punt OECD Guidelines
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Ecosystem Alliance
Organization

Name Contact Person

IUCN NL

Rob Glastra – PME officer, EA IC Coordinator Theme 1
Henk Simons – Coordinator EA International Component, Coordinator
EA IC Theme 2

Both ENDS

Annelieke Douma – Cluster coordinator water and EA Coordinator
Theme 3b

Wetlands International

Chris Baker

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Anonymous - Senior official

WWF

Sandra Mulder - Senior Advisor Markets

Groene 11

Anonymous - Public Affairs Advisor for Dutch NGOs

IIED

Hannah Reid - Consultant to IIED

Fair,

Green

and

Global

Alliance
Organization

Name Contact Person

Milieudefensie

Valentijn van ‘t Riet – Secretary of the International Campaign
Claudia Theile – Campaigner biofuels/bioenergy and palm oil

ActionAid Netherlands

Barbara van Paassen – Policy Advisor

Transnational Institute

Pietje Vervest - Coordinator of economic justice program

Both ENDS

Burkhard Ilge – Program officer
Lieke Ruimschoot – PME officer FGG Alliance

SOMO

Roos van Os – Researcher

Greenpeace Netherlands

Willem Wiskerke – Campaigner biofuels/bioenergy

11.11.11

Marc Maes – Policy officer trade policies

LEI

Siemen van Berkum – DLO Team leader, International Trade and
Markets

Hivos Alliance
Organization

Name Contact Person

Hivos

Eco Matser – Coordinator Climate, Energy and Development
Marieke Kragten – Advocacy officer
Manuela Monteiro – Director

CE Delft

Maarten Afman – Consultant in the energy group

Green IT Amsterdam Region

Jaak Vlasveld - Secretary and Program Manager

Greenpeace NL

Sanne van Keulen – Climate and Energy Campaigner

Wise

Peer de Rijk – Director

SNV

Wim van Nes - Renewable energy network leader at SNV

Practical Action

Helen Morton -
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SRHR Alliance
Organization

Name Contact Person

AMREF

Thirza Bronner – Policy Advisor, SRHR Alliance advocacy working
group member

CHOICE

for

Youth

and

Paulien Boone – Partnerships Officer, SRHR Alliance advocacy working

Sexuality

group member

dance4life

Susan van Esch – Manager Advocacy and Youth Involvement, SRHR
Alliance advocacy working group vice-chair (chair in 2013)

Rutgers WPF

Hilde Kroes – Advocacy Officer, SRHR Alliance advocacy working group
chair 2011-2012
Barbara Oosters – Advocacy Officer, SRHR Alliance advocacy working
group member

Simavi

Rineke van Dam – SRHR Advocacy Officer, SRHR Alliance advocacy
working group member

Youth Empowerment and
Civic

Education

Alliance

Edward Chikhwana – Program Officer

(SRHR
partner

organization, Malawi)
Lucky Mbewe – Executive Director
YouthNet and Counselling
(SRHR

Alliance

Sewenthe Chipofya Mahwayo – District Manager

partner

organization, Malawi)
Hughes Munthali – Project Officer
Family Planning Association

Mathias Ghatsha Chatuluka – Executive Director, Chair of Advisory

Malawi

Council (joined by M&E Officer and District Manager)

(SRHR

partner

Alliance

organization,

Malawi)
Rutgers WPF Indonesia

Sri Kusyuniati – National Program Coordinator, SRHR Alliance
Indonesia

NL MFA

Desirée Ooft – MFA staff, Social Development Department, Health and
AIDS Division
Lily Talapessy – Former MFA staff, Social Development Department.
Current UNFPA staff
Marijke Wijnroks – Senior Health and HIV/AIDS Advisor of the MFA,
AIDS Ambassador of the Netherlands

UNFPA Malawi
External

CSO

Dorothy Nyasulu – Assistant Representative
(focus

on

Moniek van der Kroef – Policy advisor for the AIDS Fund: Stop AIDS

HIV/AIDS)

Now!, member of Share-Net

Netherlands Parliament

Ewout Irrgang – Former parliamentarian (SP), spokesperson for
finances and development cooperation, and president of the
Multiparty Initiative on SRHR and HIV/AIDS
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Together 4 Change
Organization

Name Contact Person

ACPF

Sarah Guebreyes – (ACPF)Director, Program Monitoring and
Operations
David Mugawe – Executive Director
Violet Odala – Senior Program Coordinator – Child and the Law
Program
Shimelis Tsegaye – Senior Policy Research Specialist
Yehualashet Mekonen – Senior Program Manager – Family and Child
Program
Dr. Assefa Bequele

Nl Embassy Ethiopia

Amb. Hans Blankenberg
Gerrit Noordam
Marius de Jonge First Secretary of Health and HIV/AIDS

AU

H.E. Ambassador Olawale, Director, AU Department of Social Affairs
Dr Johan Strijdom, Head of Division, Social Welfare, Vulnerable
Groups, Drug Control and Crime prevention, Department of Social
Affairs

AUC

H.E. Mme Agnes Kaboré – former Chairperson, the African Committee
of Experts on the Rights and Welfare of the Child

AUC

Dr. Benyam Dawit Mezmur – Chair, the African Committee of Experts
on the Rights and Welfare of the Child
Mrs Maryam Uwais, Principal partner, Wali Uwais, Barristers,
Sollicitors and Notary Public
Cyprien Yanclo – Vice President AUC

OSSA

Mekdime Admassie, Sr Prevention Officer

African Wide Movement for

Deogratias Yiga – AMC Coordinator – Uganda

Children

Léon Bertrand Enama – AMC Custodian Central Africa
Moses Adedeji – Executive Director Children's Rights Network and
Custodian AMC Nigeria
Bola Olanrewaju – Custodian AMC Nigeria, Director of Children
Mobilisation, Campaign for Democracy (CD)
George Nyakora – President AMC SOS Kinderdorpen Kenia
MacBain Mkandawire – Custodian Malawi, Executive Director
YONECO, Lilongwe, Malawai
Mohamdou Lamine Cissé – AMC Custodian, representative Western
Africa, Regional Director africa Office of Envarts International
Eric Shemweta Guga – AMC custodian, Childrights Forum

UNICEF

Mme Akila Aggoune – Unicef Rep to the AU and the UNECA

Child Helpline

Ravi R. Prasad – Head of Policy and Research Child Helpline
International Based in Amsterdam

Humane Africa

Simon Fellows – Director

OPRIFS

Mr Menelik Negussu Operations Manager

ICS

Eric

Roetman

–

Monitoring

&

Evaluations

Officer

ICS Creating Change
Lis Ostergaard – ICS Senior Program Officer
Maaike Stolte - ICS Manager Child Program
SOS Kinderdorpen

Stefan van der Zwaluw

Wereldkinderen

Margot Klute - Program Coordinator T4C & regular projects
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Freedom From Fear
Organization

Name Contact Person

GPPAC

Paul Kosterink – Coordinator PME
Peter van Tuijl – Executive Director
Darynell Rodriguez Torres – Program Manager Policy and Advocacy
Kees Kolsteeg - Manager Finance
Marte Hellema – Program Manager Public Outreach
Jenny Aulin –Action Learning Program Manager
Zahid Movlazadeh –Action Learning Program Manager

WFM Institute for Global

Justine Brouillard - UN Advocacy Liaison

Policy
Permanent Peace Movement

Fadi Abi Allam – MENAPPAC Regional Representative and Director

- Beirut (MENAPPAC)

PPM
Grace Ghaleb – Secretary MENAPPAC

IKV Pax Christi

Erik Laan – Policy Officer Public Affairs IKV PAX Christi
Wouter Kolk - Policy Officer Public Affairs IKV PAX Christi
Rene Schoenmakers – P&M Coordinator FFF

Communities of Change
Organization

Name Contact Person

Cordaid

Dewi Suralaga – Policy Officer Cordaid
Rens Rutten – P&M Coodinator CoC
Cornelieke Keizer – Interim Director WLPS Cordaid
Erica Zwaan – Policy Officer Conflict Transformation Program
Cordaid

Magreet Houdijk – Policy Officer WLPS Research and Development
Cordaid
Jose Utrera – Program Officer Guatemala/Colombia
Madelon de Wit – Program Officer Burundi
Roos Wilhelm – Program Officer DR Congo
Frederique van Drumpt – Program Officer Afghanistan
WO=MEN

Elisabeth van der Steenhoven – Director WO=MEN

IKV Pax Christi

Nikki de Zwaan – Program Officer Gender IKV Pax Christi
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Appendix 2. Documents consulted
IMPACT Alliance

(all documents have been classified as ‘particular sensitive’)
Oxfam International. June 2012. Land grabs, A Growing Scandal, draft v.3
Oxfam International. February 2012. Committee on World Food Security – Strategy, Final Draft
Oxfam International. August 2012. GROW Land Freeze Campaign: strategy, signed off
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign 2011-15, Operational Plan 2011-2013, Final
version
Oxfam International. March 2011. Economic Justice Campaign 2011-15, Advocacy Objectives Initial Power
Analysis
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign 2011-15, Alliances Strategy, 2011-2013
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign. International Public Campaign (IPC) Framework,
2011-15
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign 2011-15, Media Strategy and Work Plan, 20112012
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign, 2011-2013, Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning
Plan
Oxfam International. Unknown. Economic Justice Campaign 2011-15, Research Plan & Publications Strategy,
2011-2013 with TOR for Campaign Report
Oxfam International. April 2011. Economic Justice Campaign, Risk Analysis Framework 2011-2013
Oxfam International. November 2011. Economic Justice Campaign, GROW Campaign Architecture, Revised
version
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice Campaign, year 1, Resource Needs & Affiliate Funding
Commitments in USD
Oxfam International. September 2012. Economic Justice Campaign, MEL proposal, FCC campaign, Zero draft
Version 11 September
Oxfam International. September 2012. Economic Justice Campaign, drawing of the FCC campaign
Oxfam International. July 2012. Economic Justice Campaign, Food Company Campaigning Strategy 7 July 2012
For Sign Off
Oxfam International. Unknown. Economic Justice Campaign, Food brands campaigning timeline
Oxfam International. June 2012. Economic Justice Campaign, Oxfam Index Methodology Framework
Explanatory document for consultation
Oxfam International. Unknown. Grow Campaign Quarterly Report, April-June 2011
Oxfam International. Unknown. Grow Campaign Quarterly Report, July-Sept 2011
Oxfam International. Unknown. ‘Grow’ Campaign Quarterly Report, October – December 2011
Oxfam International. May 2012. ‘Grow’ Campaign Quarterly Report, January – March 2012
Oxfam International. May 2011. Economic Justice ‘Grow’ Campaign, Calendar* 2011 – 2012, (Work in progress
document)
Oxfam International. April 2011. GROW Campaign Global Launch Plan Final - 18th April
Oxfam International. Economic Justice Campaign, Advocacy Action Plan for Year One, 11/12
Oxfam International. February 2012. GROW Action Plan April 2012 – March 2013, Signed-off by EJCMT and OI
Advocacy and Campaign Director
Oxfam International. March 2012. GROW Action Plan 2012-13 - Advocacy Strategy Annex
Oxfam International. March 2012. GROW Action Plan – Alliance Annex
Oxfam International. March 2012. GROW Action Plan – Media Annex
Oxfam International. March 2012. GROW Action Plan 2012-13, Public Campaign Annex
Oxfam International. May 2012. Grow Action Plan – Changes In Our Calendar And Priorities, Message from
Katia Maia, Head of EJ Campaign
Oxfam International. October 2011. GROW Campaign Operational Plan, 2011-2013, Year One Global Priorities
Adjustment, Final Version – Signed-off, Not For Distribution
Oxfam International. Level Of Progress/Achievement of CFS Long Term and 2012 Objectives
Oxfam International. September 2012. Executive Directors And Board Meeting, 1-5 October 2012, Arezzo, Italy,
GROW progress update
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Oxfam Novib. July 2011. ON rolling operational plan 2011-2012
Oxfam Novib. 2011. GROW Campaign Quarterly Monitoring Report, Quarter 2 July-August-September 2011
Oxfam Novib. 2011. GROW Campaign Quarterly Monitoring Report, Quarter 3, October – December 2011
Oxfam Novib. 2012. GROW Campaign Quarterly Monitoring Report, Quarter 4, January – March 2012
Oxfam Novib. 2012. GROW Campaign Quarterly Monitoring Report, Quarter 1, April – June 2012
Oxfam Novib. Betreft aanvulling op GROW progress update for directors for ON , 2011 – 2012 outcome

Ecosystem Alliance

Ecosystem Alliance. 2010. MFS II proposal Phase 1
Ecosystem Alliance. 2010. MFS II proposal Phase 2
Ecosystem Alliance. 2011. MFS II Baseline Assessment
Ecosystem Alliance. 2011. MFS II Monitoring Protocol
Ecosystem Alliance. 2012. MFS II Annual report 2011
8 strategic internal documents, different themes
7 planning documents, different themes
2 meeting minutes, theme 3b
1 letter to partners, theme 3b
Websites
IUCN NL: www.iucn.nl
Both ENDS: www.bothends.org
Wetlands International: www.wetlands.org
RSPO: www.rspo.org
RTRS: www.responsiblesoy.org
NCIV: www.indigenouspeoples.nl

Fair, Green and Global (FGG) Alliance

FGG Alliance. 2010. MFS II proposal Phase 1
FGG Alliance. 2010. MFS II proposal Phase 2
FGG Alliance. 2011. MFS II Baseline Study
FGG Alliance. 2011. MFS II Baseline Data
FGG Alliance. 2012. MFS II Annual report 2011
FGG Alliance. 2012. MFS II Annual Plan 2011
FGG Alliance. 2012. MFS II Annual Plan 2012
3 internal project plans for lobbying and advocacy projects
10 Action Aid Netherlands documents, internal, external, parliamentarian documents and publications
30 Both ENDS documents, internal, external, parliamentarian documents and publications
34 Milieudefensie documents, internal, external, parliamentarian documents and publications
54 SOMO documents, internal, external, parliamentarian documents and publications
54 TNI documents, internal, external, parliamentarian documents and publications
Publications
U. Fernando. 2012, The Jatropha Dream. A case study from Fair Green and Global Alliance’s Milieudefensie and
Walhi Indonesia on Biofuel. Jakarta-Semarang, November 2012. 37 pp.

Hivos Alliance, People Unlimited 4.1

Hivos Alliance. 2010. MFS II Proposal. Phase I
Hivos Alliance. 2010. MFS II Proposal. Phase II
Hivos Bureau Externe Relaties. Annual Plan 2010 and Annual Plan 2011
Hivos Management contract 2012
Hivos. 2011. Climate and Energy Campaign. Final plan
Hivos submission to consultation on EC Green Paper ‘EU Development policy’
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5 internal steering group strategic documents
9 documents on preparing and reporting workshops Central America and Africa
17 documents on NL campaign for Green IT
13 documents on World Bank Energy Policy
Publications
IEA, International Energy Agency. 2011. “World Energy Outlook 2011. Energy for all. Financing access for the
poor. Special early excerpt of the World Energy Outlook 2011”
United Nations. 2005. UN-Energy. “The Energy Challenge for Achieving the Millennium Development Goals”
Hivos. 2009. “Hivos kiest voor duurzame energie. Duurzame energie als motor voor ontwikkeling”
Websites
Hivos: www.hivos.nl
EEPA: www.eepa.eu
UN initiative Sustainable Energy 4 All: www.sustainableenergyforall.org
Green IT Amsterdam: www.greenitamsterdam.nl
Nederland ICT: www.nederlandict.nl
Wise: www.groenestroomjagraag.nl

SRHR Alliance

SRHR Alliance. 2010. MFS II pre-proposal
SRHR Alliance. 2010. MFS II Application, Phase II
SRHR Alliance. 2011. Revised MFS II Application
SRHR Alliance. 2012. Unite for Body Rights Programme, SRHR Alliance: Annual Report 2011
SRHR Alliance advocacy working group, 2012 Workplan
SRHR Alliance advocacy working group, 2011 monitoring document for NL MFA
6 meeting minutes and notes, advocacy working group
6 copies of information sent by email to Southern partners
2 parliamentarian factsheets
1 event briefing for parliamentarians
1 memo (advocacy working group to steering committee)
3 internal monitoring documents, advocacy working group
2 reports on international conference SRHR results achieved
Parliamentarian documents
Tweede Kamer, vergaderjaar 2011-2012, Vragen (Hachchi)
Tweede Kamer, Amendement van de Caluwe en Ferrier. 21 November 2011
Tweede Kamer, Amendement van Dikkers. 21 November 2011
Tweede Kamer, Amendement van Hachchi. 21 November 2011
All letters to parliament mentioning SRHR (SRGR) 2010-2012
Websites
SRHR Alliance: http://www.rutgerswpf.org/content/srhr-alliance-unite-body-rights
AMREF: http://www.amref.nl/
CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality: http://www.choiceforyouth.org/
dance4life: http://www.dance4life.nl/en/organisation/organisation/dance4life-international/
Rutgers WPF: http://www.rutgerswpf.nl/
Simavi: http://www.simavi.nl/
FPAM: http://www.fpamalawi.org/
YECE: http://www.yecemalawi.org/
YONECO: http://www.yoneco.org/
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Freedom from Fear

GPPAC Strategic Plan 2011-2015
13 GPPAC Regional Annual Plans 2011-2012
15 GPPAC Regional Annual Plans 2013
12 GPPAC Regional Long Terms Plans
5 GPPAC Program Annual Plans 2011-2012
5 GPPAC Program Annual Plans 2013
15 GPPAC Regional Reports 2011
5 GPPAC Reports Subprograms 2011
GPPAC Staff October 2011
GPPAC PME Cycles Explained with Additions
Organization Chart GS 2012 with Latest Changes
Report Monitoring Day 2012-11-27 FFF Annual Plan 2013 Program 4 vs 3 table 1 on Highlights 2012-11-27
Annex GPPAC Profile Final 2
55 GPPAC internal documents
2 IKV Pax Christi internal documents
Freedom From Fear MFS II Application
Freedom From Fear Annual Report 2011
Freedom From Fear Annual Report 2011
Freedom From Fear Financial Report 2011
Freedom From Fear Annual Plan 2013 Trends Developments Program 4
Freedom From Fear revised Results Table Program 4
Websites
www.gppac.net
www.peaceportal.org
www.aideffectiveness.org/busanhlf4/en/
www.ikvpaxchristi.org

Communities of Change

Cordaid Communities of Change MFS II application (2010)
Cordaid Communities of Change MFS II revised application (2011)
Cordaid Communities of Change MFS II Yearplan (2012)
27 Cordaid Lobby Papers
5 Cordaid Strategy Papers
3 Cordaid Position Papers
1 Cordaid Assessment Paper
36 Planning Documents
13 Media and Public Outreach Documents
1 Monitoring Report
6 Publications/Reports
13 Country Year Reports
18 MFS II Annexes
Publications
NL MFA (2011) Dutch National Action Plan (2012-2015). Women: Powerful agents for peace and security
Cordaid (2012) Integrating Gender into the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States, Policy Paper, September
2012
WO=MEN (2012) Jaarverslag 2011
Websites
http://www.cordaid.nl/
http://www.wo-men.nl/
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http://www.gnwp.org/
http://www.nap1325.nl/en
Together 4 Change Alliance

T4C (2010) Together 4 Change: Consortium application MFS II, by ICS, Wereldkinderen, SOS Kinderdorpen,
Wilde Ganzen/IKON
ACPF Publications
ACPF (2011) The African report on child wellbeing: Budgeting for children 2011
ACPF (2011) Budgeting for children in Africa: rhetoric, reality and the scorecard, supplement to the African
report on child wellbeing 2011
ACPF (2012) Harmonisation of children’s laws in West and Central Africa: Country briefs
ACPF (2012) Harmonisation of children’s laws in Eastern and Southern Africa: Country briefs
ACPF (2012) Achieving child friendly justice in Africa
ACPF (2012). Achieving Child Friendly Justice in Africa
ACPF (2011). The African Report on Child Wellbeing 2011: Budgeting for Children. Addis
Ababa
ACPF (2011). Budgeting for Children in African 2011: Rhetoric, Reality and the Scorecard.
Supplement to The African Report on Child Wellbeing 2011. Addis Ababa: The African child
Policy forum
ACPF (2011). Girls and the Budget: Towards Assuring Gender Equality. Addis Ababa
ACPF (2011). In the Best Interest of the Child: Harmonising Laws on Children in West and
Central Africa. Addis Ababa
ACPF (2011). Accessing Justice: The experience of ACPF’s Children’s Legal Protection Centre
ACPF (2011). Laws, Policies and the Reality for Ending Violence Against Children in Ethiopia, Kenya and Uganda.
Addis Ababa: The African child Policy forum
ACPF (2011). Violence Against Children with Disabilities in Africa: Field Studies from Cameroon, Ethiopia,
Senegal, Uganda and Zambia
ACPF (2011). Educating Children with Disabilities: Toward a policy of inclusion
ACPF (2011). Educating Children with Disabilities: Ethiopia
ACPF (2011). Educating Children with Disabilities: Central Africa Republic
ACPF (2011) Educating Children with Disabilities: Zambia
ACPF (2011). Educating Children with Disabilities: Sierra Leone
ACPF (2011). Parenting in Africa: Voices of African Children. Addis Ababa
ACPF (2010) Budgeting for children in Africa. Proceedings of the fourth international policy conference on the
African Child, UN Conference Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 7-8 December 2010
ACPF (2008) African Report on Child wellbeing: How child-friendly are African governments?
ACPF (2010) Towards an era of accountability for children in Africa: programme of work 2010-2015
ACPF (2011) Programme of work 2012
ACPF (2012) Half year report 2012: programmes and projects implementation
ACPF, ACPF Business Plan 2007-2011
ACPF (2011) Strategic Plan 2011-2015
ACPF (2012) Programme highlights 2011
ACPF (2011) Programme highlights 2010
ACPF (2010) Programme highlights 2009
ACPF (2009) Programme highlights 2008
Other publications
Africa Wide Movement (2012) An Africa Fit for Children. Progresses and challenges, presented at: 3rd Pan
African Forum on Children, 12-20 November 2012, Addis Ababa, AU
AU (2012) State of Africa’s children report: 3rd Pan African Forum on Children. Towards Africa fit for Children.
Theme: Accountability for investment in children, 12-20 November 2012, Addis Ababa, AU
AU (2012) The renewed call for action on the implementation of the plan of action towards Africa fit for
children 2013-2017, 3rd Pan African Forum on Children, 12-20 November 2012, Addis Ababa, AU
AU (2012) Concept note: Accountability for investment in children, 3rd Pan African Forum on Children, 12-20
November 2012, Addis Ababa, AU
Wereldkinderen (2012) Jaarverslag 2011
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Wereldkinderen (2012) Wereldkinderen, no.38, issue 2, June 2012
Plan Nederland (2009) Evaluation of ACPF’s programmes/projects financed by Plan NL 2003-2008
Stella Ayo, Deogratis Yiga (2010) An evaluation of the ACPF programmes 2007-2010, July
Websites
ACPF: http://www.africanchildforum.org/site/
ACPF Infor Hub: http://www.africanchildinfo.net/site/
ICS: http://www.ics.nl/
Wereldkinderen: http://www.wereldkinderen.nl/
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