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PREFACE

This report is one of a series of evaluation reports, consisting of ten reports in total, reflecting the
results of the jointly-organised MFS Il evaluation:

- eight country reports (India, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Uganda, Indonesia, DR Congo, Liberia, Pakistan);
- a synthesis report (covering the eight country studies); and

- a report with the results of the international lobbying and advocacy programmes.

This series of reports assessed the 2011-2015 contribution of the Dutch Co-Financing System (MFS Il)
towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals, strengthening international civil society,
setting the international agenda and changing decision-makers’ policy and practice, with the ultimate
goal of reducing structural poverty. On July 2"%, 2015, the reports were approved by the independent
steering committee (see below), which concluded that they meet the quality standards of validity,
reliability and usefulness set by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

MFS Il has been the 2011-2015 grant framework for Co-Financing Agencies (CFAs). A total of 20
alliances of Dutch CFAs were awarded € 1.9 billion in MFS Il grants by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
CFAs receiving MFS Il funding work through partnerships with Southern partner organisations
supporting a wide range of development activities in over 70 countries and at the global policy level.

The MFS Il framework required each alliance to carry out independent external evaluations of the
effective use of the available funding. These evaluations had to meet quality standards in terms of
validity, reliability and usefulness. The evaluations had to focus on four categories of priority result
areas, as defined by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and comprise baseline assessments serving as a
basis for measuring subsequent progress.

Out of the 20 alliances receiving MFS Il funding, 19 decided to have their MFS lI-funded activities
evaluated jointly. These 19 alliances formed the Stichting Gezamenlijke Evaluaties (SGE)*, which
acted on their behalf in relation to the joint MFS Il evaluation. The SGE was assisted by an ‘Internal
Reference Group’, consisting of seven evaluation experts of the participating CFAs.

The Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO/WOTRO) managed the evaluation and
selected ten research teams to carry out the joint MFS Il evaluation: eight teams responsible for
carrying out studies at country level, one team responsible for the synthesis of these country studies,
and one team responsible for the study of international lobbying and advocacy. Each study comprises
a baseline assessment (2012) and a final assessment (2014). Research teams were required to
analyse the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of development interventions funded by MFS II.
An independent steering committee was appointed to verify whether the studies met with the
required quality standards. In its appraisal, the steering committee drew on assessments by two
separate advisory committees.

! Stichting Gezamenlijke Evaluaties can be translated as Joint Evaluation Trust.



The evaluation has been implemented independently. The influence of the CFAs was limited to giving
feedback on the first draft reports, in particular to correct inaccuracies. The contents and
presentation of information in this report, including annexes and attachments, are therefore entirely
the responsibility of the research team and/or NWO/WOTRO.

However, as SGE we are responsible for adding this preface, the list with parties involved and a
table of contents, in the cases that the report is a compilation of several reports.

In addition we would like to note that when reference is made to individual case studies, these have
to be seen as illustrative examples, and not as representative for the whole partner portfolio of a
CFA.

The Dutch CFAs participating in this unique joint evaluation are pleased that the evaluation process
has been successfully completed, and thank all the parties involved for their contribution (see the
next pages for all the parties involved). We hope that the enormous richness of the report will serve
not only accountability but also learning.

Bart Romijn
Chair of the ‘Stichting Gezamenlijke Evaluaties’

c/o Partos
Ellermanstraat 18B
1114 AK Amsterdam

www.partos.nl
info@partos.nl


http://www.partos.nl/
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Executive summary

Background to the evaluation

The Co-Financing System (Medefinancieringsstelsel, or ‘MFS’) is the 2011-2015 grant framework for
Co-Financing Agencies (CFA). A total of 20 Alliances of Dutch CFAs were awarded €1.9 billion through
the MFS Il grants framework by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (NL MoFA). The MFS Il
framework stipulates that each consortium carry out independent external evaluations to be able to
make valid, evaluative statements about the effective use of the available funding. To meet these
evaluation requirements, a joint evaluation programme was developed and approved by the NL
MoFA. The overall purpose for evaluating MFS lI-funded development interventions is to account for
results and to contribute to the improvement of future development interventions.

The MFS Il has been evaluated through country studies. In addition, this evaluation of International
Lobby and Advocacy (ILA) was commissioned as a thematic evaluation across the MFS Il. This
evaluation concerned the lobby and advocacy programmes of 8 Alliances. The specific aims of this ILA
programme evaluation are 1) to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of ILA programmes
funded by MFS II; 2) to develop and apply innovative methodologies for the evaluation of ILA
programmes and 3) to provide justified recommendations that enable Dutch CFAs and/or their
Southern partners to draw lessons for future development interventions. The evaluation covers the
period 2011-2014.

The five main research questions have been formulated as follows:

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 2011-2014 period?

2. Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of the MFS Il 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 Il Alliances efficient?

5. What factors explain the findings drawn from the questions above?

The Call for Proposals for this evaluation (issued by NWO-WQOTRO), distinguished three priority result
areas for this evaluation: 1) agenda setting, 2) policy influencing and 3) changing practice.

Scope of the evaluation

The scope of the evaluation is determined by the thematic clusters and the priority result areas
defined by NWO-WOTRO in the call for proposals. 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. Under the
responsibility of Partos and WOTRO, Partos’ evaluation manager and two consultants developed and
carried out the selection of programmes to be evaluated, in consultation with the Alliances. The
selection process primarily focused on representativeness in terms of thematic focus. The three
clusters were established so that each of the eight Alliances with an ILA component could be
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represented in the evaluation in a theme that was prominent in their work. In consultation with the
Alliances, a programme was selected for evaluation for each Alliance.

The scope of the selected programmes varied substantially across Alliances. In some cases, as is
elaborated further in the cluster and Alliance chapters, evaluation sub-teams have had to place
additional limits on the boundaries of the selected programmes for reasons of feasibility.

Thematic cluster Alliances

Sustainable livelihoods and economic justice | 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

Conceptualising ‘lobby and advocacy’

Lobby and advocacy in international development interventions can be defined as a ‘wide range of
activities conducted to influence decision makers at different levels’ towards the overall aim of
development interventions to combat the structural causes of poverty and injustice. The concept of
advocacy, however, goes beyond mere policy influence and aims for sustainable changes in public
and political arenas, including awareness raising, litigation (legal actions) and public education, as
well as building networks, relationships and capacity. Methods used to influence decision makers in
this regard are 1) persuasion and cooperation (lobby) and 2) pressure (e.g. blaming and shaming) and
confrontation (used in other advocacy strategies). Hence, lobby can be understood as one of the
strategies for policy influencing, thus advocacy. Lobby is the influencing of policy makers by building
relations, creating awareness and finding connections to build enthusiasm among policy makers for
the chosen aim. Advocacy also influences decision makers in and through other arenas or channels,
such as civil society, the broader public, the private sector and politics. Awareness raising and
information sharing can be seen as key strategies to reach decision makers in these arenas.

The importance of networked advocacy was a theme that crosscut the evaluation questions as well
as the three thematic clusters in this evaluation. Almost all of the Alliances in the evaluation
accomplish their work through networks, but there is variation in the intensity and manner of
cooperation. We focused special attention on identifying the role of networking and networked
advocacy in the Alliances’ ToCs, overall missions and strategic approaches.

Advocacy interventions are oriented towards governmental, political and private sector actors like
multinational corporations. Advocacy often seeks to take a systemic perspective and targets the
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various related levels of influence: supranational, international, interregional, national and local.
Advocacy directed at system level changes has been increasingly embraced by non-profit
organisations, responding to the public and political calls for results that are more tangible and for
accountability on public-funded development interventions.

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 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 to ultimately achieve results.

The three priority result areas of agenda setting, policy influencing and changing practice 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 the public and private
sector and in political arenas. Policy influencing focuses on creating a 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 realised in reaching
development objectives.

Approach and methods
This evaluation set out to do justice to the complexities of international lobbying and advocacy. Our
methodological approach meant that we kept an open eye for the flexibility required for lobbying
and advocacy, the multiplicity of relations involved, the long-term orientation needed when it comes
to seeking change and the highly political nature of the work, with multiple forces often acting
against one’s objectives.

To answer the first evaluation question (‘what are changes achieved’), we have focused our research
on changes to which the Alliances claim to have contributed, allowing for consistency with evaluation
guestions 2—5. We sought to identify all such changes and to explain how the changes related to the
three priority result areas, to the Alliances’ own ToCs, to the objectives of the programmes under
evaluation and to developments in the broader context and thematic and policy focus area of the
Alliances. The identification of relevant outcomes was accomplished in cooperation with the
Alliances. We have included all outcomes in the period 1 January 2011-1 October 2014.

To answer the second evaluation question (‘do the ILA efforts contribute to the identified changes’)
the evaluation team sought to determine whether a credible (plausible) case can be made that the
advocacy intervention contributed to the established outcomes. For this, we looked in-depth into the
contribution of each Alliance to two selected outcomes (or closely related outcome ‘clusters’). In
addition, we assessed the contributions of the Alliances to other outcomes in more limited ways.

To answer the third evaluation question (‘what is the relevance of these changes’), we assessed
whether the ILA programmes and outcomes are consistent with the political and public needs and
priorities as existing at the various levels: global, interregional, national and local. In answering this
evaluation question, we examined whether the programmes under evaluation addressed the needs
identified in the Alliances’ ToCs and to what extent the changes addressed the Alliances’ overall aims
for ILA. We also examined whether programmes were relevant for the Southern partners and
constituencies.
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To answer the fourth evaluation question (‘were the efforts of the MFS Il Alliances efficient’), we
developed an innovative methodology suitable for the specifics of ILA, centring in the ‘theory of
efficiency’ of the ILA programmes. We asked Alliances about their theories of efficiency and
endeavoured to evaluate its quality and how they performed against it. The key is that we have
shifted emphasis away from an evaluator determining and scoring programme efficiency to
establishing how Alliances build in and monitor optimal cost-effectiveness in their programmes.

To answer the fifth evaluation question (‘what factors explain the findings drawn from the questions
above) we focused analysis on the explanation of the identified outcomes and their relevance. This
includes the explanation of contribution, as we only discuss outcomes to which the Alliances claimed
to have contributed. In answering this question, we considered internal factors, external factors,
their interactions and the nature of the issues addressed

To obtain the necessary data for our analysis, a range of data collection methods were used. These
include in-depth interviews with Alliance members, partners and external experts; analysis of
documents including internal Alliance documents and external documents; in-depth case-studies and
(in one case) observation. Data gathering mainly took place in 2012 and 2014, while all through the
evaluated period evaluators monitored programmes and gathered data on key developments as they
took place, when feasible. Because of the complexity of the processes to be understood and the
influences of multiple actors and factors that had to be synthesised to create that understanding, the
data collected, and consequently the analytical methods used, were primarily qualitative.

Answers to the five evaluation questions

In this summary, we provide answers to the five evaluation questions at a relatively high level of
abstraction. For answers including further concretizations, we refer to chapter 17 (Conclusions,
lessons learnt and recommendations).

Outcomes

For all Alliances, many outcomes have come in clusters, crossing priority result areas. We find that
almost all Alliances, to a larger or smaller degree, have contributed to changes in transnational policy
processes around key development issues such as VGGT, UNSCR 1325, REDD+, EU Biofuels policy,
RSPO, RTRS and the Post-2015 sustainable development goals. Alliances have thereby inserted civil
society voices into ongoing policymaking, often crossing national/international levels, crossing civil
society/state/private actor target types, and often also crossing themes such as environment/social
justice, or peace/development. Such clusters of outcomes have typically included a range of different
types of outcomes. They have often included organizing CSO collaboration relating to such processes
and the provision of input into processes. In some cases, such clusters (also) included increased
attention to certain dimensions of issues the uptake of positions by targets, and the incorporation of
positions or recommendations into e.g. policy drafting, adjustments of plans, and company
behaviours. To clarify their nature and significance, some key examples can be mentioned:
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e The UN Committee on World Food Security’s adoption of the VGGT (Guidelines on the
Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National
Food Security) and the subsequent endorsement thereof by other actors like the World Bank
and the Dutch government (Impact Alliance).

e The Communities of Change Alliance contributed to a cluster of outcomes around policy
dialogues on financing UNSCR 1325 on international level, now developing in more concrete
discussions to set-up a global discussion group on financing UNSCR 11325 together with
UNWOMEN.

e Concerning the Renewable Energy Directive of the European Union: the Fair Green and
Global Alliance contributed to changed policy in which the increase of the allowed mix of
biofuels in fuels for transport is seriously limited now, while reporting on the way the
biofuels are produced has become a serious policy issue. Targets that changed their position
included the European Parliament, the European Council, the European Commission and the
Dutch Government.

e ACPF contributed to the policy dialogue on inter-country adoption, influencing national
policy processes across Africa and also beyond (Together4Change Alliance).

e Also with other forms of transnational institution such clusters of outcome have been
attained, as with the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil: a set of outcomes including, among
other things, its adopting of a policy for outreach to local NGOs and CBOs and its adoption of
a dispute settlement facility to resolve community and company disputes (Ecosystem
Alliance).

A few major clusters of outcomes were achieved primarily at (mostly Dutch) national level, as with
the reaching of agreement on sustainability criteria for solid biomass among Dutch government,
industry and NGOs (Ecosystem Alliance) or the continuation of support for Sexual and Reproductive
Health and Rights by the Dutch government, in terms of priority and budget (Sexual and
Reproductive Health and Rights Alliance).

Not all clusters of outcomes pertained to existing policymaking processes. Three Alliances achieved
major clusters of outcomes on issues through (partly) strategizing relatively independent from such
processes. Impact Alliance has contributed to public awareness, issue uptake, adoption of positions
and policy change pertaining to large food and beverage companies’ behaviour, with regard to
different themes including e.g. gender, land and small-scale food producers by its innovative ‘Behind
the Brands’ campaign. ACPF, part of the TogetherdChange Alliance, achieved a range of agenda
setting outcomes and also some policy changes concerning child rights in Africa, with the AU, UN,
and African states, Inter-Agency Working Groups and CSOs, on the basis of its research, reports,
expertise and reputation. GPPAC, of the Freedom from Fear Alliance, advanced the development of
networks connecting CSOs and a range of other actors including states, RIGOs and international
institutions to advance more inclusive and people-centred conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

While clusters of interconnected outcomes have been a prominent pattern, clearly found with, in
particular, Fair Green and Global Alliance and Impact Alliance, a few Alliances have more
predominantly achieved outcomes that form relatively smaller clusters of outcomes, and in some
cases do not (yet) as clearly connect to a larger policy process, even though the themes addressed
may be clearly related. This then may be at least partly the result of Alliance partners being involved
in different sub-programmes simultaneously, and/or the geographic spread of activities, or of certain
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(sub) programme being relatively limited in terms of size or success (Ecosystem Alliance, Hivos
Alliance, Freedom From Fear Alliance).

The processes of change Alliances are involved in are long-term and highly complex. Individual
outcomes, part of such clusters of outcomes, are naturally then mostly intermediate in nature,
consisting of steps into the desired direction. Agenda setting outcomes like increased awareness of
an issue among targets, or enhanced collaboration with targets, important for all Alliances, are often
geared at intermediary target groups. In Clusters | and Il, for example, Parliamentary questions,
asked in the Dutch and European Parliaments, influenced the terms of debates, as when Dutch
Parliament asks the government to do research on Investor-State Dispute Settlement system (Fair
Green and Global Alliance). In clusters Il and Ill, we see intermediate nature of outcomes also in
relation to targets. Especially when collaborations with UN bodies or RIGOs are developed for the
influencing of members states, as with the development of Alliance-like relations between Alliance
partner GPPAC and the Human Security Unit at the United Nations for the advancement of Human
Security within the UN context (Freedom from Fear Alliance). But also more generally, the
intermediate nature of many outcomes is characteristic for most outcomes like, for example the
outcome that The EU Commissioner for Development strengthened the EU policy regarding access to
renewable energy by publishing a Green Paper that, amongst other things, addressed the issue of
energy access (Hivos Alliance), or the outcome that Palm oil and wood pulp players made public
commitments to avoid further expansion on peat (Ecosystem Alliance).

For all Alliances, at least some outcomes involve contributing to the articulating and conveying of
civil society voices, and these outcomes have been diverse in nature. One such type of outcome
concerns the organizing of civil society, including, for example, the facilitation of networked
collaborations of civil society organisations. Such outcomes are, to a relatively large degree, geared
towards advancement of Southern partner capacities. Outcomes also contribute to the articulation
of views, interests and expertise on the nature of problems and solutions from civil society
perspectives. Such (clusters of) outcomes have been attained with Alliance members in the lead, in
collaboration with Southern partners, or with Southern partners in the lead within their national or
regional contexts. Outcomes have also contributed to the building of connections and interaction
between civil society and targets. Finally, outcomes have contributed to the organization and
facilitation of platforms and other forms of mutual engagement in collaborative process that open
spaces for civil society, facilitating dialogue and more inclusive policy processes in different national
and regional contexts. In some cases, these different types of outcomes have contributed to further
changes such as policy influence. In many cases though, this is not so (yet), though such influencing is
aimed for.

When we consider how outcomes can be allocated to the three priority result areas, we see that they
have been mostly achieved in the priority result area of agenda setting. Among many other things,
they include outcomes pertaining to the development of advocacy itself, such as the development of
strategies and positions amongst Alliance members and partners, and development of relations and
collaborations with CSOs in North and South. Engaging with targets resulted in building of relations
and collaborations with many amongst these, leading to many outcomes again, including, the gaining
of attention for issues, positions and recommendations amongst targets and media; the opening of
space for civil society voices in political and policymaking arenas; recognition amongst targets for the
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offering of valuable contributions to policy; uptake of positions and recommendations in policy
process; the influencing of public debate; mobilization of publics. For Cluster lll, relatively many
outcomes fall in this priority result area.

Also many instances of policy influence can be identified, including demonstrable policy changes,
including, among others, the uptake of positions and recommendations in policy or draft policy,
changes in accountability structures or normative frameworks, or enhanced commitment to specific
policy amongst targets. The degree to which policy influence has been achieved varies considerably
amongst the evaluated programmes. Some programmes were successful at attaining both agenda
setting outcomes and policy influence outcomes, whereas some attained mostly agenda setting
outcomes. Cluster I, and to a degree Cluster I, contributed to relatively many instances of policy
influence.

Fewer outcomes have been achieved in the priority result are of practice change; this is also not what
all programmes have focused on. Rather than seeking e.g. the furthering or improvement of policy
implementation at lower, ‘on the ground’ levels, most programmes have focused on policy processes
and normative frameworks in national and international institutional arenas. In some cases,
programmes did seek changes in practice amongst governments, companies and other actors and, in
a number of cases, achieved these.

Outcomes have been achieved with private, state and non-state targets. Most outcomes have been
achieved at national levels in North and South, as well international levels. The Dutch government,
and in particular the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has been a target with whom relatively many
outcomes were achieved.

When it comes to the way outcomes relate to programmes’ overall objectives: Alliances’ ILA
programmes have sought to advance a range of objectives, and these typically tend to be broadly
formulated. A number of outcomes and outcome clusters clearly involve steps towards change in the
behaviour of societal actors that may contribute to objectives as formulated. In other cases,
contributions of outcomes to objectives are less clear, even when they evidently constitute desired
changes, because such objectives are formulated in terms of impact that is relatively at a further
remove.

We also see clear differences when it comes to the degree to which programmes have achieved
outcomes towards overall objectives. All programmes seek to achieve changes lying in the domains
of agenda setting, policy influence and practice change (generally conceived as interconnected and
often also as mostly developing sequentially). However, some have mostly achieved outcomes within
the domain of agenda setting, whereas others have also achieved policy influence and practice
change. This does not necessarily mean that the programmes achieving mostly success in agenda
setting are necessarily to be seen as less successful, since they may be operating in more difficult
conditions with e.g. relatively much opposition, less attention or lack of opportunity for alignment
with important targets. However, such differences do at least indicate relatively larger or smaller
progress towards objectives, as conceived in programmes’ own Theories of Change.

Relevance
The achieved outcomes have been relevant in light of programmes’ Theories of Change. This implies,
more generally, that the outcomes contribute to giving shape and influence to civil society on a range
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of key issues and objectives as selected for support by MFS Il. In some cases, relevance of outcomes
is very high. In other cases, achieved steps towards objectives were relatively minor, with the
ultimate desired changes still far off.

It is not self-evident that achieved outcomes that fit into the Theories of Change are also relevant for
the ultimate impact Alliances were aiming for. This impact is outside of the domain of influence of
the advocates and the Theory of Change forwards assumptions on the relation between outputs and
ultimate effect. Whether these assumptions hold and such relevance indeed exists cannot always be
assessed. Achieved changes, also when they can be classified as policy influence, are often at a
remove from local realities and implementation, and, importantly, in such cases policy influence
often cannot be simply assumed to lead to the impact it seems to promise. This is not to downplay
successes; the problem of assessing outcome relevance is directly rooted in the time-span of the
evaluation that can be out of synch with the often longer-term advocacy processes Alliances are
involved in. Also the complexity and non-linearity of politics and policy process comes in here. Civil
society influence is but one among multiple factors in the attainment of often long-term processes of
change.

Relevance also needs to be considered here as relevance to constituencies. The programmes varied
in the level in which they built on, or involved Southern partners. In some programmes, Southern
partners were highly involved; occasionally even leading. In other programmes, there was little
involvement of Southern partners; Northern Alliance members in some cases largely acted
independently. A higher involvement of Southern partners would not necessarily have led to more
relevant outcomes. However, we need to note here that North/South collaborations in a number of
programmes did not materialize as proposed or expected.

In the collaboration with Southern partners, attaining the quality and quantity of communication
necessary to establish common ground was often difficult. Developing and maintaining commitment
to shared objectives, the identification of common interests and the co-creation of activities did not
always take place, leading to situations where problems arose in achieving shared ownership,
commitment and/or coordination.

Contributions

Outcomes are rarely achieved with Alliances as a sole contributor. Alliances tend to be part of
coalitions and networks, sometimes involving many other CSOs. In many cases, contributions will
also have been made by many other types of stakeholders, including e.g. politicians, national
governments, international institutions, the public, media and private actors. Furthermore, outcomes
showing influence on targets can in some cases be based in already existing alignment or near-
alignment in terms of objectives, and results of CSO activities preceding MFS Il and Alliance activity
more broadly. It would therefore also be not correct to simply equate impressive outcome with
impressive contribution.

This being said, we could often establish a plausible contribution to the identified outcomes. In many
of the cases we could establish that an ILA programme had a role in the developing and shaping of
policy processes and/or changes in policy, but not substantiate the exact magnitude or nature of that
role. The evaluation allowed for identifying the qualities and nature of that role, in terms of
participation and the nature and role of activities, and the response to these by other actors,

including targets as well as other actors.
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Programmes contributed mostly through insider strategies, seeking and developing collaborations
with targets and partners. In many cases, strategies centred on the contribution of credible content
(in the form of e.g. reports, policy briefs, positions, recommendations, testimonies), with this
credibility based in quality research and expertise as also the legitimacy and evidence of providing
local or constituency voices. In cluster |, outsider strategies were applied. In almost all these cases
such strategies were combined with constructive engagement either within the programme itself or
through cooperation with other NGOs. Alliances in cluster | were also the only ones that involved
actors of the private sector in their strategies, either by targeting specific parts of a specific sector, or
by targeting multi-stakeholders commodity initiatives, such as the roundtables for palm oil or soya.

Each of the eight ILA programmes in one way or another, contributed to civil society strengthening.
All programmes developed or furthered cooperation and partnerships with Southern partners and in
all cases, in one way or the other, this contributed to ILA efforts, although as mentioned above the
extent of collaboration varied extensively.

The evaluation found that the relation between advocates and their targets at times shifted, and
targets sometimes developed into allies. There have been Alliances working with multi-stakeholder
platforms. These platforms deliberately bring together key decision-makers with implementers and
stakeholders, in order to bring about inclusive policies. Although decision-making power in these
platforms is rarely equal, the distinction between insiders and outsiders in these cases becomes
blurred.

Capacity development, including funding and organisational and technical support also contributed
to outcomes. NGOs and civil society in the South often have their own sphere of influence, and
capacity development then gets additional meaning, not only rendering advocacy more effective, but
also capacitating influential actors to become more responsive decision-makers. This falls outside of
the gamut of insider/ outsider strategies.

The evaluation concludes that strategies in themselves cannot be judged as more or less effective.
ILA is not a one-size fits all endeavour and each context and objective appears to require its specific
mix of strategies. Often, strategies work complementary to each other. No matter which strategy is
chosen, the success of ILA depends ultimately on the credibility of the lobby and advocacy. Insider,
outsider and hybrid strategies were successful because of the credibility of the messages and
materials produced and advanced. Credibility lay also in reputation: the perceived added value of
organisations or programme staff, rooted in (perceptions of) experience, knowledgeability, expertise
and the ‘usefulness’ to the targets. Credibility could also be attained by representing legitimate civil
society views, and through the ability to link different levels of influence: bringing local voices to
international tables and, vice versa, equipping local actors with knowledge on international policy.
This latter type of credibility of the representativeness of international advocates can be
compromised when collaborations with Southern partners become limited or problematic.

Efficiency

All programmes under evaluation have systematic approaches to efficiency and accountability in
place as part of their broader operations in which ILA is embedded. Activities for advocacy were
accounted for according to these standard procedures. In this evaluation, we have investigated
efficiency in relation to decisions and practices specifically pertaining to advocacy.
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The ‘theory of efficiency’ of Alliances can thus be understood as balancing between effectiveness and
efficiency, while ensuring the organisation’s identity and principles, including the principle of
pursuing a type of efficiency that is considered ethical and a way to retain credibility. All
organisations are dealing with efficiency, as time and resources are scarce and ambitions are high,
and it is thus embedded in their operations and organisational philosophies. It is understood by the
organisations that you cannot always be efficient when you want to be effective, and balancing time,
quality and resources plays a major role in decision making on tactics and activities.

While we positively conclude that efficiency is well-considered and practiced by the Alliances, there
are certain setbacks as a result of the implicit nature of dealing with efficiency in advocacy decisions,
i.e. that efficiency choices embedded in decisions on tactics and activities tend to disappear from
accountability relations, and that efficiency considerations are rarely subject to systematic
deliberation or systematic evaluation.

Explanatory factors

While many internal factors contribute to the explanation of findings, most importantly attainment
of outcomes, we can establish some that stand out. First, the capability to develop, and commit, to a
longer-term vision stood out, including also the capability to develop focus, take decisions, plan and
translate these into organisational action. A closely related explanatory factor found of importance
here is the capability to select and execute strategy effectively, based in a Theory of Change while
relating to the context; this comes down to advocacy competence.

A closely related explanatory factor is staff’s capability to monitor environments; adapt to or act
relating to that environment and changes in it; build and maintain presence and visibility in arenas
form factors that contribute to explaining outcomes. This capability involves continuous context
analysis, employing a Theory of Change as guiding, adjusting over time; selection of strategies
adequate for context, target and moment, and the using momentum to make the most of
opportunities; these can be seen as advocacy competencies.

Such relating to environment always also involves targets. When it comes to relating to targets,
explanatory factors involving the capability to relate include the capability to identify and engage
relevant targets. We also found that the capability to build and maintain relations and collaborations
with partner CSOs contributes to explaining success and failure in the development of relations with
lobby targets and constituencies and hence to explain outcomes.

Programme staff’s capability to adjust to environments and changes in it, were also found to explain
outcomes as well as limits to these, in light of stated ambitions. This capability to adapt and renew
also had an internal side. In some cases, programmes showed flexibility and a capacity to learn and
adjust in the face of experiences; in a few cases, we saw a limited capability to question assumptions
in ToCs. In these cases, programme starting points performed the role of a handbook or script by
which to work, organising actors and activities, rather than being taken as points of departure for
continuous reflection and reconsideration.

Some programmes worked through focused and coordinated action, contributing to their success.
However, this same focus may risk implying a limited involvement and accommodation of diversity,
especially with regards to Southern partners.
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Finally, we identified the internal factor of maturity of networks involved with ILA as well as the
maturity of the programme or programme funded through MFS II. Because building relations with
CSOs and targets and the development of agreements on objectives and actions, as well as their
execution, can take years to develop, we found that the amount of time that has passed since the
initiation of programmes can be an explanatory factor for outcomes. Some results suggest that more
mature programmes had an advantage over less mature ones in terms of attaining outcomes.
Funding cycles lasting only a few years may in many case work against effectiveness.

Apart from internal factors, external factors contributed to outcomes. It is important to see here that
external conditions and dynamics provide openings or present barriers for Alliances that create
opportunities to attain results or limit these. The behaviour of targets emerges as an explanatory
factor in different ways. Important aspects in this sense include the target’s agenda, positions on
issues and their power to influence developments around an issue. Such explanatory factors often
also related to the dynamics around targets: Personnel turnover within target organisations, power
changes among targets (also positive) and the timing of policy processes were sometimes decisive for
ILA opportunities.

Across the evaluated programmes, dimensions of context also emerged as explanatory factors.
Political space for CSOs in specific geographic contexts impacted the possibilities to undertake
activities, affecting the outcomes achieved. The cultural context of activities and of the issue or
agenda on which ILA is conducted sometimes similarly influenced the opportunities to undertake
activities and find a hearing or establish forms of collaboration. Institutional openness to civil society
participation and influence also emerged as a factor. Changed conditions through wars and disasters
too impacted the extent and nature of outcomes. Another contextual factor can be identified in the
political support for ILA by CS, including budget and budget cuts for ILA.

Finally, the nature and context of the issues that the ILA addressed emerged as an explanatory factor
in a range of ways. First of all, the way specific audiences (i.e. targets, publics and partners) relate to
issues partly defined opportunities for programmes to achieve outcomes. The construction and
resonance of issues within societies and with targets is a factor that explains Alliances’ chances of
success at attaining outcomes. Emergence of issues involves a complex process that programmes can
influence only to a limited degree.

Issues can also be highly sensitive in specific contexts, and this can influence the possibilities for
advocacy, as ILA on such issues may be considered controversial and may be countered by other
actors including targets as well as other CS actors. Similarly, ILA on certain issues was controversial
because it threatened vested interests; such situations had consequences for the space for ILA, also
because opposition threatened the security of CS actors.

Finally, the complexity of the issues on which the Alliances conducted ILA may have implicated
programmes’ chances for achieving results. For example, an issue like ‘human security’ (the advocacy
issue of one evaluated programme), involves multiple actors, understandings, agendas, institutions
and levels to a degree that it may make the advancement of objectives much more challenging than
in other cases, where understandings, problems and solutions are more clear and shared, and
institutional and political contexts are more demarcated and relatively less conflict-ridden.
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In conclusion: organisational capacity helps to explain the effectiveness of the evaluated
programmes, and we could identify a range of capabilities that came out as important. However,
these capabilities are only one factor among several that need to be taken into account while
assessing programmes’ effectiveness. The nature and contribution of different factors to explanation
differ per programme. This implies that it is not possible, on the basis of this evaluation, to identify
what ‘works’ and what ‘doesn’t work’ in a general sense.

Lessons learnt and recommendations

Based on the results of research focused on the answering of the five evaluation questions, the
development and application of methodology, as also a range of unexpected learnings that could
take place because of our close involvement with the Alliances’ work over 2012-2014, the evaluation
lead to the identification of a number of ‘lessons learnt’ that may further ILA effectiveness. It needs
to be stressed that these lessons emerge from our study of the work of the Alliances, and are often
based on good practices that were observed. The lessons form the foundation for a set of
recommendations to funders, development and advocacy professionals and evaluators.

Conceptualizations of advocacy

The classical approach to advocacy implicitly takes advocacy as oriented towards the influencing of
decision makers’ understandings, views and actions. While this holds to a large degree, this approach
does not explicitly conceptualize the realities of present-day governance that evaluated programmes
engage with. Such realities include bilateral and multilateral engagements with intergovernmental,
governmental, research, CSO, private sector, military and semi-governmental organisations.
Combining outsider strategies and insider strategies often lead to hybrid approaches and influencing
is done in collaborative structures, where ‘target’ of advocacy sometimes become ‘allies’. A
conceptualization of advocacy that explicitly does justice to these realities is due for ILA. To a large
extent, the Alliances in this evaluation consciously work with such a conceptualization, whereas for
some Alliances this is more tacit.

Recommendation 1: Funders and evaluators, and to some extent Alliances, need to approach ILA
with an eye for the complex realities of governance, where the nature of relations between CSOs,
decision-makers and other actors often defies a simple relation of advocates influencing targets,
and where engagements and interactions are diverse, dynamic, and often long-term.

Working with Theories of Change

Some programmes employed Theories of Change effectively for articulation, organization, analysis,
action, reflection, and adjustment on the base of experience. Such Theories of Change were specific
rather than broad, and put to the test in the execution of programmes. This was not always the case,
and sometime the Theory of Change figured as a script, rather than being taken as point of
departure, for continuous reflection and reconsideration.

Relatedly, advocacy planning, monitoring and evaluation in a few cases turned out to be centred on
activity and process rather than result-oriented strategizing. There is a clear tension here between
the need to work in a structured fashion, and the ability to adjust to changing circumstances and to
learn from experience. A major lesson stemming from the evaluation, is that ILA programmes should
use the Theory of Change (or related tools) in an active way throughout the programme: revisiting
Theories of Change and employing these as tools for introspection. This evaluation underlines the
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importance of applying a tool like the Theory of Change for advocacy in such a way that the sphere of
influence is clearly demarcated and assumptions regarding necessary interventions and expected
outcomes towards the final objective are spelled out.

Recommendation 2: Funders, advocates and evaluators can further learning, and thereby
effectiveness, by systematically working with Theories of Change (or similar/related tools) as tools
for developing and adjusting understandings and strategies.

Recommendation 3: Funders and advocates and evaluators can work with Theories of Change (or
similar/related tools) for making explicit and assessing programmes’ (potential) relevance in the
light of constituency needs and priorities.

Assessment of outcomes

In this evaluation, we have sought to uphold a nuanced understanding of effectiveness that does
justice to the complexity of advocacy. Advocacy is often to be understood as long-term investment,
with outcomes mostly consisting of steps towards desired outcomes, with agenda setting outcomes
often understood as a step towards achieving policy influence or change in practice. Cases where
policies or practices have demonstrably changed are much fewer. In some cases influence may be
seen as possibly taking more time, with ‘failure’ to attain influence not automatically needing to be
seen as ineffectiveness, considering the time needed for change and the fact that maintaining an
issue in view can already be an achievement. With ILA, there is often a time to sow and a time to
harvest, and this in unpredictable ways.

It is important for advocates to incorporate such process indicators in their monitoring, and avoid
overly emphasizing results. Funding and evaluation cycles need to move away from a linear input-
output-outcome approach to assessing effectiveness, and towards an approach that focuses on the
qualities of programmes and processes and the ways they relate to the complex challenges of ILA.
Internal and external monitoring systems and assessment needs to put more emphasis on
organisations’ capacity to analyse where strengths and opportunities lie for their programmes and
the qualities of their acting on such analyses.

Recommendation 4: Funders, advocates and evaluators should not establish effectiveness on the
basis of achieved outcomes alone, but also on the merits of advocates’ way of strategizing in the
face of the complex challenges of the environment they operate in and seek to change.

For the assessment of Alliances’ contribution to outcomes, the evaluation team has done in-depth
analysis of a limited set of outcomes. This was resource-intensive and evaluators could consider to
aim for more overview-like analyses of contribution. While establishing contribution was often
feasible in case of the priority result areas of agenda-setting, it was less doable for policy change or
change in practice, especially in international arenas involving multiple CSOs, targets and institutional
levels.

Recommendation 5: Be realistic about the feasibility of contribution analysis for different types of
outcome and adapt methods for contribution analysis accordingly.

17 of 661



How to enhance effectiveness

The evaluation concludes that strategies in themselves cannot be judged as more or less effective.
ILA is not a one-size fits all endeavour and each context and objective appears to require its specific
mix of strategies. Often, strategies work complementary to each other. Organizational capacities,
external factors and issue-related factors, all in diverse ways, contribute to explanations of success
and failure. Success therefore cannot be straightforwardly equated with effectiveness, and failure
can happen in spite of high organizational capacities. The evaluation thus points to the need to
consider different factors explaining effectiveness, in their interrelatedness, when assessing
advocates and programmes.

Recommendation 6: To further effectiveness, funders, advocates and evaluators need to consider
internal, external and ‘issue-related’ factors together. By this they can identify organizational and
programme strengths and weaknesses, see where challenges lie and learn how to handle these.

Connecting ‘global’ and ‘local’

Alliances commonly invested in relations with civil society in the South. In some cases, choices of
partners were based on the added value expected from specific actors, while in a few cases,
considerations of inclusiveness and openness were more central to the development of networks.
Collaborations with Southern partners contributed to outcomes in important ways, and Alliances
sought and often succeeded in developing relations, outputs and outcomes effective for the different
actors involved. But this also turned out challenging. We sometimes found Southern partners
experienced a ‘disconnect’ between Alliance efforts and local realities or priorities.

While relations and collaborations with Southern partners have been important for almost all
programmes, we note that communication, collaboration and accountability structures in relation
with Southern partners and constituencies have not been explicit issues for ILA under MFS I, or its
evaluation. While this does not imply that CFAs and partners were not accountable to each other,
this is a lacuna. Working with ‘partners’ as such is no guarantee for the constitution of a voice that
reflects constituency views and priorities.

Recommendation 7: To further inclusiveness of ILA outcomes, funders, advocates and evaluators
need to make communication, collaboration and accountability structures in relation with
Southern partners and constituencies integral to development, execution, monitoring and
evaluation of ILA programmes.

Ownership and effectiveness

The networked nature of advocacy often added to effectiveness, and the diversity amongst Alliance
members and partners was often fruitful. However, the diversity of networks sometimes also
brought about problems. The most important of these were focus and ownership — with these two
often being in tension with each other. Effectiveness and ownership can be in tension with each
other, with potentially important trade-offs between these leading to sacrifices on either front in
networks bringing together diverse actors. Balancing effectiveness and ownership emerged as a key
tension in this evaluation.

Recommendation 8: Funders, advocates and evaluators of ILA need to explicitly address potential
tensions between effectiveness and ownership in the development, execution and evaluation of
partnerships and programmes.
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Time-frames and effectiveness

Achieving voice for civil society takes time. In some Alliances, depending, for example, on the ‘age’ of
the issue and the existence of potential partners and coalitions at the start of the MFS Il period,
achieving outcomes such as credibility and recognition took several years. Only after having achieved
recognition will invitations for further collaboration and expressions of interest come.

Recommendation 9: To further effectiveness of programmes, donors and advocates need to
consider the time frames required to develop a credible voice, recognition and relations. As time
frames often exceed project durations, this asks for medium- to long term visions and funding
strategies.

Reflexive monitoring of efficiency

All programmes under evaluation have systematic approaches to efficiency and accountability in
place as part of their broader operations in which ILA is embedded. Activities for advocacy were
accounted for according to these standard procedures. Our focus in the evaluation was how
efficiency played a role in decisions and practices specifically pertaining to advocacy. While positively
concluding that efficiency is well-considered and practiced by Alliances, we also observe that these
considerations are not subject to systematic deliberation, or systematic evaluation. They are also not
brought into accountability relations. With resources scarce and with effectiveness holding no direct
and self-evident relation to spending, result-orientation as much as accountability across
partnerships would be well served by inclusive and reflexive monitoring of efficiency choices and
their outcomes.

Recommendation 10: The field of ILA would be well served by the development and use of
inclusive ways to monitor, reflect on and account for efficiency choices and their outcomes.

With regards to this evaluation, we have two specific recommendation to take into account in
designing future evaluations.

Evaluation of programmes

This evaluation took up 8 very different programmes, and was carried out by a team of 12 evaluators.
While the diversity allowed the emergence of a number of cross-cutting insights, the requirements of
consistency and coherence across evaluated programmes was very challenging and time-consuming.
The grouping of the 8 Alliances in three Clusters was useful as a structure for the evaluation team,
but the requirement to submit Cluster-level assessments was unproductive, in the view of the
evaluation team.

Recommendation 11: For (possible) future joint evaluations, devise a structure that does more
justice to diversity and seeks to develop cross-cutting analyses in more productive ways.

Evaluation orientation

The five evaluation questions and evaluation structure devised for this evaluation focus on
assessment of effectiveness with most analysis taking place at the start and end of the funding cycle,
which was not conducive to learning during the programmes. In hindsight, the evaluation team and
the Alliances could perhaps have been more pro-active in incorporating a learning agenda.
Nonetheless, inclusion of more learning oriented evaluation questions, and a more learning-oriented
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process structure, is advisable for future evaluations. Such a setup might also facilitate trust-building
better than the present setup.

Recommendation 12: To facilitate learning, evaluation design needs to be better tailored to
learning ambitions.
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List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

ACERWC African Committee of Experts on the Rights and Wellbeing of the Child

ACCP African Charter Child Project (SIDA funded)

ACHPR African Commission on Human and Peoples' Rights

ACPF African Child Policy Forum, Addis Ababa

ACRWC African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child

ADB African Development Bank

AFFC Africa Fit For Children

Ag Agenda setting (or agenda set)

AMC Africa-wide Movement for Children

ANPPCAN African Network for the Prevention and Protection against Child Abuse and
Neglect

AO Algemeen Overleg (General Meeting)

APRODEV Association of World Council of Churches related Development Organisations in
Europe

APSP African Platform for Social Protection

ARCW African Report on Child Wellbeing

ARMM Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao

ASC Aguaculture Stewardship Council

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations

ASSET Association for Security Sector Reform Education and Training

ASV Aliansi Satu Visi

ASK Access, Services and Knowledge

AWID Association for Women'’s Rights in Development

AU African Union

AWN Afghan Women Network

BBE Bio-based economy

BIC Bank Information Center

BIT Bilateral Investment Treaty

BPCR Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery

BRIC Brazil, Russia, India and China

BtB Behind the Brands

BTC Bangsamoro Transition Committee

BU Business Unit

BWP Bretton Woods Project

CAO Compliance Advisor Ombudsman

CAP Common Africa Position on Post-2015 development agenda

CBD UN Convention on Biodiversity

CBO Community Based Organization

CCOE Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence

CDA Christen-Democratisch Appeél (Christian Democratic Appeal)

CDI Centre for Development Innovation, Wageningen UR

CEDAW Convention to Eliminate all Forms of Discrimination Against Women

CEO Chief Executive Officer

CFA Co-Financing Agency

CFI Child Friendliness Index
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CIMIC
CLPCs
CLT
cpP
CPD
CSM
CSso
CSPPS
CSwW
CO,
CoC
CREMA
CSR
CuU
D66
DCI
DCI
DDR
DFI
DGBEB
DMM
DSF
DSO
DPRK
EA
EAC
EC
ECOWAS
ED
EEAS
EEPA
EIB
EGPAF
EIA
EITI

EJ CMT
EP
EPA
EU
FAO
FBC
FCC
FCPF
FDI
FFF
FGG
FI

Civil-military interaction

Child Legal Protection Centres

Country Leadership Teams

Changing practice (or changed practice)
Commission on Population and Development
Civil Society Mechanism

Civil Society Organization

Civil Society Platform for Peacebuilding and Statebuilding
Commission on the Status of Women

Carbon dioxide

Communities of Change

Assumura Community Resource Management Area
Corporate Social Responsibility

ChristenUnie (ChristianUnion, Polical Party)
Democraten 66 (Political party)

Defence for Children International

(EU’s) Development Cooperation Instrument
Demobilization, Disarmament and Reintegration
Development Finance Institutions
Directorate-General for Foreign Economic Relations
Multilateral Organisations and Human Rights Department
Dispute Settlement Facility

Social Development Department (Dutch MoFA)
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
Ecosystems Alliance

East African Community

European Commission

Economic Community of West African States
Executive Director

European External Action Service

Europe External Policy Advisors

European Investment Bank,

Elizabeth Glaser Paediatric AIDS Foundation
Environmental Impact Assessment

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative
Economic Justice Campaign Management Team
European Parliament

Economic Partnership Agreement

European Union

Food and Agriculture Organization

Food and Beverage Company

Food Company Campaign

World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
Foreign Direct Investment
Freedom from Fear Alliance

Fair Green and Global Alliance

Financial Intermediaries
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FMO
FOEE
FOEI
FPIC
FPP
FSC
FTA
FQD
FY
GBP
GLTN
GNWP
GPPAC
HCVA
HECA
HIRDA
IACA
IAP
IAWG
IBoT
IC
ICAN
ICPD
ICS
ICSID
IDH
IDPS
IDI
IFAD
IFC
IFC-CAO
D
IGO
ILA
ILC
ILUC
IMF
IMPACT
INGO
IoB
IPCs
IPPF
IRBM
ISDS
ISG
1SS
ISRRC

Dutch development bank

Friends of the Earth Europe

Friends of the Earth International

Free Prior Informed Consent

Forest Peoples Programme

Forest Stewardship Council

Free Trade Agreement

EU’s Fuel Quality Directive

Fiscal Year

Global Bioenergy Partnership

Global Land Tool Network

Global Network of Women Peacebuilders

Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict
High-Conservation Value Area

Horn of East and Central Africa

Himilo relief and development association

International Advocacy and Campaigning Activities
Indoor air pollution

Inter-Agency Working Group

International Board of Trustees

International Component (of EA’s MFS Il programme)
International Civil Society Action Network

International Conference on Population and Development
Investing in Children and their Societies

International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes
Sustainable Trade Initiative (Initiatief Duurzame Handel)
Initiative for Dialogue in Peacebuilding and State building
International Development Initiative

International Fund for Agricultural Development
International Finance Corporation

International Finance Corporation -Compliance Advisor Ombudsman
Initiatives for International Dialogue

Inter-Governmental Organization

International Lobbying and Advocacy

International Land Coalition

Indirect Land Use Change

International Monetary Fund

IMPACT Alliance

International Non-Governmental Organization

Policy and Operations Evaluation Department (Dutch MoFA)
International Policy Conferences

International Planned Parenthood Association

Integrated River Basin Management

Investor to State Dispute Settlement

International Steering Group

Institute for Social Studies

International Sexual and Reproductive Rights Coalition
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IT Information Technology

IWHC International Women’s Health Coalition

IWRM Integrated Water Resource Management

L&A Lobbying & Advocacy

LAS League of Arab States

LfN Leaders for Nature

LMI Low- and middle income

LSLA Large Scale Land Acquisitions

M&E Monitoring and Evaluation

MAR Market Access Regulation

MDGs Millennium Development Goals

MBA Mono River Basin Authority (in Togo and Benin)

MENA Middle East North Africa Region

MENAPPAC Middle East North Africa Partnership for Prevention of Armed Conflict
MEP Member of European Parliament

MFF (EU’s) Multiannual Financial Framework

MFM Multi-Stakeholder Financing Mechanism

MFS Netherlands Co-Financing System (Medefinancieringsstelsel)
MFS Il Netherlands Co-Financing System (Medefinancieringsstelsel), 2nd term (2011-15)
MILF Muslim Islamic Liberation Front

MINUSMA  Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali
MoFA Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MoU Memorandum of Understanding

MPI Multiparty Initiative

MPs Members of Parliament

MSI Multi Stakeholder Initiatives

NAP National Action Plans

NAP 1325 National Action Plan Women, Peace and Security

NFR Non-Financial Reporting Directive

NGO Non Governmental Organization

NL The Netherlands

NL MFA Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs

NNGO National Non-Governmental Organization

NPC National Programme Coordinator

NWO Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO-WQOTRO)
NCIV Nederlands Centrum voor Inheemse Volken

NFC New Forest Company

NGO Non Governmental Organisation

OA Oxfam America

ODA Official Development Assistance

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
0GB Oxfam Great Brittan

(0] Oxfam International

Ol EJ Oxfam International Economic Justice Campaign

ON Oxfam Novib

OPAPP Office of the Presidential Advisor on the Peace Processes

ORAM Rural Mutual Support Organisation
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OSAS Observatorio Socio-Ambiental de la Soja

OSCE Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe

P&C Principles and Criteria

PI Policy influencing (Policy influenced)

PIFS Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat

PMC Peace Monitoring Centre

PNoWB Parliamentary Network on the World Bank

PO Palm oil

PRAI Principles for Responsible Agricultural Investment

PRAs Priority Result Areas

PvdA Partij van de Arbeid (Dutch Labour Party)

PvdD Partij voor de Dieren (Dutch Party for the Animals)

REC Regional Economic Communities

RED Renewable Energy Directive of the European Union

REDD+ Reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (plus)

RfP Request for Proposals

RIGO Regional Intergovernmental Organisations

RIVM Rijksinstituut voor Volksgezondheid en Milieu (National Institute for Public
Health and the Environment)

ROI Return on investment

ROSA Rede das OrganizacGes para Soberania Alimentar

RSB Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels/Biomass

RSG Regional Steering Group

RSPO Round table on Sustainable Palm oil

RT Round Table

RTRS Round Table on Responsible Soy

SADC Southern Africa Development Community

SAM Southern America

SE4AII UN Initiative Sustainable Energy for All

SEA Strategic environmental assessment

SER Dutch Social and Economic Council

S-G Secretary-General of the United Nations

S| Specific Outcome Indicator

SIDA Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency

SMS Single Management System

SOGI Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity

SOMO Stichting Onderzoek Multinationale Ondernemingen

SP Socialistische Partij (The Socialist Party)

SRHR Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights

SSR Security Sector Reform

Sw Sawit Watch

TO, T1, T2, T4 The four different time periods as applied in evaluation

T4C Together for Change Alliance

TEEB The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity

TICAD Tokyo International Conference on African Development

ToC Theory of Change

ToE Theory of Efficiency
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ToR Terms of Reference

TTIP Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership

TWh Terra Watt hours

UFBR Unite for Body Rights Program of the SRHR Alliance

ul Uniform Outcome Indicator

UN United Nations

UNAC Uniao Nacional de Camponeses

UNCFS United Nations Committee on Food Security

UNCRC United National Child Rights Committee

UNCTaD United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNDPA United Nations Department of Political Affairs

UNECA/AU United Nations Economic Commission for Africa / African Union

UNECE UN Economic Commission for Europe

UNESCAP United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UNFPA United Nations Population Fund

UNGA United Nations General Assembly

UNGASS United Nations General Assembly Special Session

UNHRC United National Human Rights Council

UNITAR United Nations Institute for Training and Research

UNSCR United Nations Security Council Resolution

UNSCR 1325 United Nations Security Council Resolution on Women, Peace and Security

UNSG United Nations Secretary General

UN WOMEN United Nations organization dedicated to gender equality

US(A) United States (of America)

USAID United States Agency for International Development

VAO Vervolg Algemeen Overleg (Extended General Meeting)

VAT Value Added Tax

VGGT Voluntary Guidelines on Land and Natural Resources Tenure

VVD Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (The People’s Party for Freedom and
Democracy)

Wageningen UR Wageningen University & Research Centre

WANEP West Africa Network for Peacebuilding

WIIP Wetlands International Indonesia Programme

WB World Bank

WBG World Bank Group

WCF World Cocoa Foundation

WDR World Development Report

WEOG Western European and Others Group

WHO World Health Organization

WIIS Women In International Security

WLPS Women Leadership in Peace and Security

WO=MEN Women Equals Men

WTO World Trade Organization
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background to the evaluation

The Co-Financing System (Medefinancieringsstelsel, or ‘MFS’) is the most recent expression of a
longstanding Dutch tradition of supporting civilateral development cooperation. MFS Il, preceded by
MFS | (2006-2010), is the 2011-2015 grant framework for Co-Financing Agencies (CFA) and is
directed towards strengthening civil society in the South. The overall aim is to achieve sustainable
reduction in poverty. A total of 20 alliances of Dutch CFAs have been awarded €1.9 billion through
the MFS Il grants framework by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (NL MoFA). The MFS II
framework stipulates that each consortium carry out independent external evaluations to be able to
make valid, evaluative statements about the effective use of the available funding. To meet these
evaluation requirements, a joint evaluation programme was developed and approved by the NL
MoFA. The overall purpose for evaluating MFS IlI-funded development interventions is to account for
results and to contribute to the improvement of future development interventions.

This evaluation report evaluates the International Lobbying and Advocacy (ILA) programmes of the
eight alliances that implement 16 ILA projects in 15 different regions worldwide. Parallel to this
evaluation of ILA programmes, an in-country evaluation on the MDGs, organisational capacity and
civil society is being carried out in eight countries. The country evaluation data are synthesised by a
synthesis team in charge of aggregating information obtained in each of the eight countries.

The specific aims of this ILA programme evaluation are 1) to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and
relevance of ILA programmes funded by MFS Il; 2) to develop and apply innovative methodologies for
the evaluation of ILA programmes and 3) to provide justified recommendations that enable Dutch
CFAs and/or their Southern partners to draw lessons for future development interventions. The
evaluation covers the period 2011-2014. We have included all outcomes in the period 1 January
2011-1 October 2014.

The five main research questions and their sub-questions have been formulated as follows:

6. 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?

This question was operationalised into the following sub-questions:

e To what changes do the alliances claim they have contributed?

e How do these changes relate to the three priority result areas?

e How do these changes relate to alliances’ theories of change (ToCs)?

e How do these changes relate to the objectives of the evaluated programme as a whole?

e How do these changes relate to developments in the broader context and thematic and
policy focus area of the alliances?
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7. Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of the MFS Il alliances and their partners
contribute to the identified changes (i.e. measuring effectiveness)?

e This question was operationalised into the following sub-questions:

e Is there a plausible link between alliance strategies and activities and identified pathways of
change?

e If so, how did activities under the alliances’ control contribute to the outcome?

e What inter-organisational interactions took place and contributed to the outcome?

8. What is the relevance of these changes?
This question was operationalised into the following sub-questions:

e Did the changes to which the projects under evaluation contributed address the needs
identified in the alliances’ theories of change, and at which levels?

e To what extent did the changes to which the projects contributed address/comply with the
alliances’ overall aim?

e To what extent does the relevance at a certain time period (T1, T2 and T3) relate to the
earlier time period (TO, T1 and T2)?

9. Were the efforts of the MFS Il alliances efficient?
This question was operationalised into the following sub-questions:

e What is the theory of efficiency of the ILA projects?
e How is the theory of efficiency translated and upheld in practice?
e How are the alliances improving and/or adapting their efficiency? (learning)

10. What factors explain the findings drawn from the questions above?

e This question was operationalised into the following sub-questions:

e How do internal factors explain findings?

o How do external factors explain findings?

¢ (How) did external factors impact (the importance of) organisational capacity?
e (How) does the nature of the issues explain the outcomes?

In the next chapter on methodology, we explain how we proceeded to answer these questions.

1.2 Scope of evaluation

The scope of the evaluation is determined by the thematic clusters and the priority result areas
defined by NWO-WOTRO in the call for proposals. 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. Under the
responsibility of Partos and WOTRO, Partos’ evaluation manager and two consultants developed and
carried out the selection of programmes to be evaluated, in consultation with the alliances. The eight
alliances that engaged in lobby and advocacy had formulated a total of 23 ILA programmes. A key
objective of this procedure was to include in the evaluation one programme of each of the eight
alliances with an ILA component. The selection process firstly consisted of working towards
representativeness in terms of thematic focus. The three clusters were established so that each of
the eight alliances with an ILA component could be represented in the evaluation in a theme that
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was prominent in their work. In consultation with the alliances, a programme was selected for
evaluation for each alliance. In some cases, alliances had only one ILA programme, leaving no room
for selection. In other cases, the selection involved the freedom to select one programme over
another. WOTRO, Partos and consultants did not predefine criteria for selection here beyond
thematic focus (such as representativeness for the ILA programme as a whole in terms of strategy,
targets, organisational structure, programme size or stage of the programme). It is thus uncertain to
what extent the evaluated programmes are representative for MFS Il ILA as a whole, beyond the
thematic spread of programmes. However, we do find among the evaluated programmes not only
thematic spread but also spread in terms of targets, organisational structure, programme size and
stage of the programme. A question that may arise is whether programmes were perhaps partly
selected based on their success or potential for success at the time of selection, or other criteria that
may bias the outcomes of the evaluation. Nevertheless, also when it comes to success, we find
considerable variation. In addition, the selection took place at an early stage of MFS I, and in some
cases, as noted above, an alliance’s entire advocacy component was taken up for evaluation, leaving
no room for such considerations.

Table 1.1 Clusters and Alliances

Thematic Cluster Alliances

Sustainable livelihoods and economic justice Ecosystem 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 prevention Communities of Change
Freedom from Fear
Together4change

The ILA priority result areas defined by NWO-WOTRO for this evaluation are 1) agenda setting, 2)
policy influencing and 3) changing practice. The evaluation team has addressed these priority result
areas within each thematic cluster. However, as will be discussed in the methodology chapter, it is
difficult to capture all changes and outcomes in this classification.

The scope of the evaluation further incorporates the interaction of the alliances with their dynamic
environment. The evaluation considers lobby and advocacy an evolving process where activities are
only partly steered by the original (ex-ante) formulation of desired change. Activities are shaped at
the interface between internal actors and capabilities and external actors and factors, in response to
the contextual complexities, opportunities and restrictions. The evaluation team took these dynamics
into account in the analysis of activities and outcomes of the alliances. This allows for a more
complete understanding of the outcomes and activities of the alliances and their programmes under
evaluation in two domains. First, such an approach allows for taking into account how planned
activities, strategies and tactics change because of internal and external influences. Alliances, to
some extent, incorporate this and adjust their theories of change and planned activities. Second, it
allows for discussing intended as well as unintended outcomes. Looking only at the chosen strategy
of the lobbying and advocacy intervention might miss the unintended outcomes.? As such, both
outcomes that are related to the objectives and outcomes not related to the programme goal can be
disclosed.

13 The topic: the complex field of international lobbying and advocacy
This evaluation concerns International lobby and advocacy programmes. Although lobby and
advocacy are often lumped together, lobby is more specifically a strategy to influence policy,
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whereas advocacy is broader, encompassing lobby, and referring to raising awareness and changing
attitudes in general. In what follows, we set out our understanding of lobby and advocacy in this
evaluation and clarify what we include as being part of these processes.

Lobby and advocacy in international development interventions can be defined as a ‘wide range of
activities conducted to influence decision makers at different levels’® 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.* This broad definition suits the different aspects of and
approaches to lobby and advocacy used in the advocacy programmes under the scope of this
evaluation.

The concept of advocacy, however, goes beyond mere policy influence and aims for sustainable
changes in public and political arenas, including awareness raising, litigation (legal actions) and public
education, as well as building networks, relationships and capacity.® Methods used to influence
decision makers in this regard are 1) persuasion and cooperation (lobby) and 2) pressure (e.g.
blaming and shaming) and confrontation (used in other advocacy strategies). Hence, lobby can be
understood as one of the strategies for policy influencing, thus advocacy. Lobby is the influencing of
policy makers by building relations, creating awareness and finding connections to build enthusiasm
among policy makers for the chosen aim. Advocacy also influences decision makers in and through
other arenas or channels, such as civil society, the broader public, the private sector and politics.
Awareness raising and information sharing can be seen as key strategies to reach decision makers in
these arenas. According to Teles and Schmitt (2011), advocacy includes lobby, persuasion, research,
activist journalism, coalition building, political activity and public relations. Leeuwis and Ringsing
(2008) understand advocacy as campaigns, lobby and capacity building.®

In this evaluation, we distinguish between insider strategies and outsider strategies. These strategies
have been verified by interviews with advocacy (lobby) experts within and outside of the alliances
under evaluation. Insider strategies concern behind-the-scenes activities that are usually directed at
cooperation and persuasion with decision makers. An example could be the organisation of a focused
roundtable with politicians. Insider strategies can also be targeted towards audiences within an
advocacy alliance, especially when these alliances are broad and international and where the
partnership constitutes different types of agencies, as is the case in the MFS Il alliances. Outsider
strategies concern public activities and are usually directed at awareness raising, pressure and
confrontation directed at decision makers. A public campaign is an example of an outsider strategy.
International advocacy often combines these different strategies, and we as evaluators have a
unique opportunity to better understand the developments, processes and relations underlying the
implementation of advocacy strategies and its influence on decision makers. 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 context. One of the returning strategies
and characteristics of advocacy processes we encountered is the role of networks and networked
advocacy.

Decision makers targeted by advocacy interventions are often governmental or political but can also
be private sector actors like multinational organisations. Advocacy often seeks to take a systemic
perspective’ and targets the various related levels of influence: supranational, international,
interregional, national and local. Advocacy directed at system level changes has been increasingly
embraced by non-profit organisations, responding to the public and political calls for results that are
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more tangible and for accountability on public-funded development interventions. Advocacy
programmes 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).

Rooted in the observation that almost all alliances in the evaluation work through networks, an
important element in our approach to advocacy is the idea of networked advocacy. There is a
distinction between advocacy networks and networked advocacy. Advocacy networks are specialised
and set up with the objective of forming a coalition for advocacy. There are also organisations that
are not integrated in an advocacy network, but that nonetheless use networked advocacy for specific
campaigns (opportunities) where they seek collaboration with advocacy networks. The positioning of
the alliances regarding lobby and advocacy may thus be diverse and changing, depending on the
moment and the objective: at times being organised as a network and at times working through
networks.

Transnational advocacy networks (TANs) have gained ground within international development over
the past decades.® They are part of a rapidly globalising world where transnational cooperation in
multi-actor networks has grown and structural change is advocated by civil society through public
and policy arenas rather than merely through development interventions.® TANs seek to link the local
to the regional and global policy arenas and to integrate the ‘local’ voice (as well as using it to
influence) in policymaking processes. Advocates working through TANs interact in different domains
(public, political, civil society and private sector) with a multitude of stakeholders on various levels
(national, regional, global). Studying these processes can provide more insight into the
interconnected and interdependent dynamics underlying transnational advocacy.

Networking is crucial for advocacy. It can serve different objectives and can work differently for
different aspects of advocacy. We have defined six areas in which networked advocacy works: 1)
networked advocacy as a strategy to achieve change, 2) networked advocacy as a mission to link local
to regional to global, 3) networked advocacy for legitimation and improved credibility 4) networked
advocacy for broader outreach and public awareness, 5) networked advocacy to increase advocacy
capacity and 6) networking as a means to facilitate interactions. This means that networked advocacy
is a transversal issue that needs to be given attention in the three priority result areas.

1.4 Lobby and advocacy in a dynamic world

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 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 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.

Some authors see advocacy as a relatively new phenomenon in NGO interventions,® while others
state that advocacy networks were well established before the Second World War, as social
movements and transnational networks go as far back as the Renaissance.'! Today, advocacy has a
strong position in global policy making. According to Teles and Schmitt (2011), ‘Nothing big happens
without advocacy’, 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
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transnational advocacy coalitions, INGOs or epistemic communities.”*? While today it is widely

accepted that the role of advocacy in the development sector has expanded the last years, the
debate on its role for development, as well as its added value and overall effectiveness, continues.
Several trends can be identified that influence these discussions on lobby and advocacy in the
development sector and at the same time shape the context for the three thematic areas in this
evaluation in particular: 1) re-definitions of state and non-state divisions as a part and consequence
of globalisation, 2) continuing cycles of violence and 3) the contemporary importance of
effectiveness and impact in the development debate.* We briefly discuss these trends below.

In a rapidly globalising world, the division between state and non-state is increasingly being re-
defined and negotiated. Lobby and advocacy needs to navigate new complex realities of changing
power relations, standards and expectations. The opportunities and challenges related to this
process are threefold.

First, actors in the public and political arenas increasingly collaborate, interact and influence one
another. This opens new spaces for advocacy. Change often depends on multiple actors or
organisations, and advocacy networks increasingly comprise a range of different types of actors:
public and private actors as well as civil society.? This trend also creates new challenges.

Second, while there are more opportunities for interaction, diffuse policy processes may complicate
claim-making and influencing actual decision-making processes.’®* New communication channels, and
especially the rapid development of social media, also bring about opportunities and challenges for
advocacy. On the one hand, the possibilities for communication enhance networking. On the other
hand, 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.

Third, international power relations change. We see a steady increase in voices against repression
that aim to set standards in line with human rights and demand justice, but, 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, Western
countries are entering economic crisis, which 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.”

Another trend is that continuing cycles of violence, economic and food insecurity, inequality, lack of
human rights and organised crime?® 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®® but—in the Netherlands and in other countries—they are also concerned
with trade promotion. This combination of policy priorities poses opportunities and challenges for
advocacy.

Finally, the public debate on development cooperation has increasingly focused on effectiveness and
impact.?’ This implicitly refers to the practice of development cooperation. Consequently, 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
qguestions about development practice, have triggered sharp discussions on development
interventions and given rise to new challenges and approaches to development.
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1.5 Structure of the report

This evaluation report is organised as follows. First, we elaborate on the evaluation approach and the
methodology applied during this evaluation. We then go on to the evaluation of the separate
clusters. The cluster reports each consist of, first, separate reports on the different alliances that are
part of the cluster concerned, and, second, a synthesised cluster report. The alliance reports and the
cluster reports fulfil different functions in evaluation. The alliance reports extensively discuss the
work of the specific alliances in relation to the five evaluation questions and clarify how this is linked
to the three priority result areas. Each cluster report ends with a chapter called ‘Cluster level
synthesis’. These chapters serve to 1) summarise the main findings of the concerned alliance reports
in relation to the evaluation questions and priority result areas, 2) give an overview of emergent
themes and patterns, going into similarities, linkages and overlaps related to the evaluation
guestions across projects and alliances and 3) formulate cluster-level reflections, including lessons
learned and looking forward. The evaluation report ends with a synthesis on the level of the entire
evaluation, that is, a synthesis of findings across the eight alliances.
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2 Evaluation approach and methods

Evaluation of international lobbying and advocacy (ILA) remains an emerging field. In contrast to this
large-scale ILA evaluation, most studies on advocacy focus on national advocacy or specific aspects of
just one programme. This evaluation presented the opportunity to look at the multi-layered
processes of advocacy in a multitude of cases transnationally, to contribute to an understanding of
these processes and to improve the methodology for advocacy evaluation.

ILA is a unique domain, meaning that the methods developed for other types of evaluation may not
always apply directly when evaluating ILA efforts. In designing our methodological approach to the
evaluation, we drew on recent work specific to the ILA evaluation field, adapted and elaborated
methods developed for other types of evaluation and, where necessary, crafted innovative
approaches appropriate for ILA evaluation.

This chapter begins with an explanation of the overall approach to the evaluation and of the relevant
evaluation guidelines and parameters. The second section provides a more detailed summary of the
methodological choices made. Finally, the chapter concludes with an overview of our analytical
approach to each evaluation question.

2.1 Evaluation aim and overall approach

2.1.1 Evaluation aim and focus

The specific evaluation aims formulated by NWO-WOTRO led to three foci: a results-oriented focus, a
learning-oriented focus and an analysis-oriented focus.

In terms of the results-oriented focus, in assessing results, the evaluation team explicitly took into
account the outcomes to which the lobbying and advocacy programmes under evaluation
contributed. These outcomes are seen as the result of the interactions (co-creations) of different
actors including Northern and Southern partners, organisations in the regions/countries, national
and international governments, and companies. All of these actors work in their own systems and
have their own interpretations and interests regarding the context and its opportunities and threats
and how to implement their projects. We approached outcomes as observable changes—intended or
unintended—in the policies, practices, behaviour, relationships, actions, activities or mind-set of an
individual, group, community, organisation or institution.

The learning-oriented focus involved both content and methodological development. Rather than
perceiving the evaluation as the work of a ‘distant outsider’, we began with the assumption that the
alliances would be eager to learn more about their own programmes and interactions (co-creations)
and the complex environment in order to improve programme effectiveness. It was therefore
important to collaborate closely and strive for a learning-oriented process and action perspective.
Across alliances, where possible, we drew upon existing internal monitoring protocols as sources of
information. Additionally, the larger evaluation team met twice with representatives from the
alliances to discuss our approach: once at the beginning of the evaluation process and again just
before the endline data collection (April 2014).

Regarding the analysis-oriented focus, this evaluation sought to learn about pathways and
mechanisms leading to the changes that were observed. We endeavoured to uncover how changes
come about in the interplay between actors and their environment, what role the alliances’ theories
of change play in this process and how issues of capacities, power and conflicting views within the
alliances affect change. In short, we strove to determine how the changes observed came to be,
while fully acknowledging the complexity of the processes and contexts investigated.
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2.1.2 Theory of change

Throughout the evaluation, theory of change (ToC) is a key aspect of our approach to answering the
evaluation questions. We find the ToC important because it helps us to reconcile the linear
evaluation tradition of comparing outcomes at a certain moment in time against a set of objectives
with evaluation traditions that acknowledge complexity and recognise the adaptive capacities of
programmes. ToC refers to the understanding that an organisation, project, network or group of
stakeholders has about how political, social, economic and/or cultural change happens and how they
themselves can contribute to such a change process. A ToC can be a tool for planning,
implementation and/or evaluation. It aims to define all of the building blocks required to bring about
a given long-term goal and to describe the types of interventions that will bring about the outcomes
depicted in a schematic illustrating the pathway of a change. Each expected outcome in the pathway
of change is tied to an intervention or intervention strategy, revealing the often-complex web of
activity that is required to bring about change.?

ToC is a frame used to guide the evaluation process. As such, ToC is fundamental to our approach,
playing a role at multiple points in the evaluation process, from informing decisions about data
collection to shaping the analysis and presentation of results. Working with ToCs allowed us to gain
insight into the internal organisational processes underlying advocacy as well as the alliances’
adaptability to (changing) external factors and actors. Through our use of ToCs, we were also able to
obtain an understanding of the changes to which the alliances seek to contribute, how they seek to
do this and on the basis of what assumptions. Having an awareness of the ToCs an alliance works
with also enabled us to identify which actors, activities and outcomes to include in the evaluation.

We approached ToC from the actor orientation adopted throughout this evaluation. This means that
we viewed the ToC as a negotiated social construction rather than a given, concrete, unchangeable
object. ToCs evolve over time to adjust to changes in the environment and in response to insights
gained in monitoring or other learning processes. Across the phases of data collection, we sought to
establish changes that took place in how the alliances understood change to happen (the ToCs) as
the ILA programmes developed. As an evaluation team, we were open to the possibility of finding
multiple ToCs active in an alliance or multiple interpretations of a particular ToC. Instead of ignoring
this diversity, we endeavoured to explore these differences and to bring them out as potential
explanatory factors in the change process. In practice, no major differences within the alliances’
programme staff were found, but differences in focus are discussed where relevant in the cluster-
and alliance-specific sections of this report.

As used in this evaluation, a ToC includes several elements: 1) context, including social, political,
institutional and environmental conditions, the current state of the issue the project is seeking to
influence and other actors able to influence change; 2) the long-term change that an alliance seeks to
support; 3) the anticipated process/sequence of change, for both the change overall and the
contribution of the alliance to this; 4) the assumptions an alliance has regarding how change may
happen and 5) a diagram and narrative portraying the ToC.?

Each of these elements was important for answering the different evaluation questions (EQs). The
context and how it changed between the beginning of the ILA programmes and the endline data
collection provided data for EQ 1 on changes. Knowledge about the long-term change the alliances
sought to support was needed to understand how outcomes fit the broader aims of an alliance as
well as the intended strategy and the underlying assumptions, informing the answers to EQs 1, 2 and
3 on changes, contribution and relevance. The identification of the pathway of change informed our
answers to EQ 2 on contribution, EQ 3 on relevance and EQ 5 on explanatory factors. The articulation

48 of 661



of the different steps to be undertaken by the alliance and/or other actors/factors was helpful in
understanding of the contribution that an alliance saw for itself in this process, identifying certain
outcomes as interim steps towards higher goals and assessing where in the pathway of change
identified outcomes have had a role, or, in other words, how relevant they were in light of the overall
objective. Drawing out, making explicit and assessing the alliances’ assumptions inherent in the ToCs
was also part of our examination of contribution (EQ 2). The visual depictions of the ToCs were
intended to help to visualise the complexity of the social changes being discussed, and both the
narrative and the visual descriptions of the ToCs were used as tools to discuss changes in the ToCs
between the beginning of the ILA programmes and the endline data collection as well as differences
and similarities between different segments of the alliances.

Methodologically, the decisions about how many ToCs needed to be reconstructed, and at which
levels, were made per alliance. For most alliances, separate ToCs were reconstructed for each project
or campaign. For one alliance (the Ecosystem Alliance in Cluster 1), the numerous campaigns and
projects under evaluation made it unfeasible to reconstruct a complete ToC for each of them. For
this alliance, the ToC was reconstructed at programme level.?

In all cases, we worked with the alliances and used multiple sources of data to reconstruct the
relevant ToCs. At the beginning of the evaluation process, few of the alliances had a complete ToC
that was suitable for our purposes. In general, there was an overall ToC for the alliance, but the
selected ILA programme or programmes were just one part in that. To be useful for this evaluation, it
was necessary to focus on the ILA component and include a higher level of detail.

Across alliances, the evaluators followed the same basic steps to reconstruct the ToCs. Beginning in
2012 during the baseline assessment, we surfaced the ToCs (and changes that had already occurred
in them) through reviewing the alliances’ MFS Il documentation and through in-depth interviews.
The documentation varied in its usefulness for reconstructing the ToCs, and multiple interviews with
alliance staff members were generally very important. For the endline assessment in 2014, the
evaluators conducted further interviews to identify changes in the ToCs since the baseline. In line
with the learning-oriented focus of the evaluation described above, the ToCs reconstructed for each
period were checked with the alliances through additional interviews, discussions over email and/or
reviews of the baseline report. The process for reconstructing the ToCs, including data collection
methods and important data sources, is elaborated per cluster and per alliance later in this report. It
should be noted here that not all ILA programmes constructed a ToC or worked with a ToC prior to or
during the MFS Il period. Moreover, working with a ToC was not a requirement by MFS II.

The reconstructed ToCs represent the alliances’ understanding of how change happens, although
they were usually not previously formulated by the alliances in this format in full. The ToCs show
what the alliances thought, assumed and planned. The evaluator was a facilitator in the process of
reconstructing the ToCs, responsible for ensuring that all elements and relations came to the table.

2.1.3  Priority result areas

The Call for Proposals for this evaluation (issued by NWO-WOTRO), distinguished three priority result
areas for the ILA evaluation: 1) agenda setting, 2) policy influencing and 3) changing practice. These
priority result areas were intended to illustrate the various phases that can be distinguished in
advocacy interventions and/or in achieved outcomes, 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 the public and private sector and in political
arenas. Policy influencing focuses on creating a public constituency and changing public and political
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debate, leading to demonstrable change in policy by the lobby targets. The ultimate aim is to change
practice, where the change in policy is realised in reaching development objectives.

For each priority result area, the evaluation team defined uniform outcome indicators (used across
the evaluation) and specific outcome indicators (focused indicators used within the clusters or
individual alliances). Uniform outcome indicators considered under each priority result area are as
follows:

e Agenda setting: the extent to which 1) within the programme, 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 issues at stake, organise themselves and adhere to the
position of the ILA programme; 3) lobby/advocacy targets react upon the positions taken by
the ILA programme; 4) relevant NGOs and/or other stakeholders involved in the programme
are invited to participate in meetings (or organise 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.

e Policy influencing: the extent to which 1) demonstrable changes (including adoption of new
policies and prevention of undesired policy changes) take place by lobby/advocacy targets
and 2) a demonstrable shift takes place in the accountability structure for governmental
actors or other authorities.

e Changing practice: the extent to which there are 1) concrete changes in practices of lobby
targets regarding policy formulation and 2) concrete changes in practices of governments,
institutes and/or targeted companies as to implementation of policies (=practice) in the
‘field’.

The specific outcome indicators, defined per cluster or per alliance, were nested within these broad
uniform outcome indicators. The specific outcome indicators were initially defined at the beginning
of the evaluation process and were then refined during the baseline study in discussion with the
alliances. As is the case with the uniform outcome indicators, the specific outcome indicators were
clustered under the three priority result areas and were used to classify observed outcomes by
priority result area.

Throughout the evaluation process, it has been acknowledged that 1) Not all alliances at all times aim
to achieve results in all three priority result areas, 2) The priority result areas are useful analytical
distinctions but are not always clearly bounded in practice and 3) Results may also be achieved
entirely within alliances (In the case of broad alliances, the emergence of a common agenda may, for
example, in itself be considered an important result for agenda setting). One objective specified in
the baseline report was to test the applicability and relevance of the distinction of the three core
result areas.

2.1.4 Networking as a crosscutting issue

As was already mentioned in the introductory chapter, the importance of networked advocacy was a
theme that crosscut the evaluation questions as well as the three thematic clusters in this evaluation.
Almost all of the alliances in the evaluation accomplish their work through networks, but there is
variation in the intensity and manner of cooperation. In the course of conducting this evaluation,
given the overarching importance of advocacy networks and networked advocacy, we considered
carefully how best to treat these issues methodologically. Therefore, we focused special attention on
identifying the role of networking and networked advocacy in the alliances’ ToCs, overall missions
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and strategic approaches (including strategies to build legitimacy, increase public awareness and
develop advocacy capacity).

Being attentive to the multifaceted roles of networking in the ILA projects under evaluation had
several implications for our methodological planning and practice. In (re)constructing the relevant
ToCs, we explicitly included networking as an aspect of advocacy in our discussions with the alliances,
ensuring that relevant aspects of networking were incorporated into the ToCs. In terms of changes
achieved, we included questions about networking, where relevant, in uncovering how the changes
came about. We also endeavoured to assess the assumptions underlying networking that might
otherwise remain untested. Also related to networking was our effort to uncover which actors and
stakeholders (including important networks and partners for cooperation) were involved in what
manner in the advocacy processes. The networked nature of advocacy was considered regarding
each of the different evaluation questions, querying, for example, whether the relevance of an
activity was similar across all levels of advocacy and examining how the links between the local,
national, regional and global levels affect the relevance of changes achieved; the extent to which
working through networked advocacy was an effective strategy; the efficiency of working in
networks and the role of an alliance’s approach to networking as either a positive or negative
explanatory factor.

2.2 Analytical approach, data and methods

Acknowledging the three types of focus of the evaluation and achieving each dimension of the
evaluation aim were the guiding force behind our methodological choices. In designing the
evaluation methodology, the evaluation team as a whole was conscious of two competing interests:
sensitivity to specific contexts and comparability across alliances and clusters. To ensure
comparability across alliances and clusters, we developed a joint evaluation approach including the
analytic models, and all evaluators shared a core evaluation design. Our selected methods
consciously allowed for flexibility and recognition of contextual differences within clusters and within
alliances to assess the outcomes in appropriate ways and to achieve the maximum possible learning.
This demanded constant revisiting of the methodological frames and tools selected for data
gathering and analysis and regular peer review on the evaluation process as such.

The evaluation team used the phase of the baseline assessment (2012) to design and test the
evaluation methods. In 2013, we revised and elaborated the methodology, also adding those parts
that were not yet needed during the baseline, such as the ultimate approach to the evaluation
guestions on contribution (EQ 2), efficiency (EQ 4) and explanatory factors (EQ 5).

This section reviews the basic parameters for the evaluation methodology and introduces the
decisions made regarding data collection and analysis.

2.2.1 Scope and timeframe

The evaluation measured outcomes against ToCs from 2011 to 2014, and we distinguish four
different moments in that period. As the programmes began some time prior to our baseline
evaluation research, the first round of data gathering (for the baseline assessment) needed to
capture two moments: TO and T1. TO is the baseline as described in the alliances’ MFS Il proposals
and their further planning documents (second half 2010 through early 2011). T1 is the moment of
data gathering for the baseline assessment (late 2012). T2 represents our interim data collection
between the baseline and endline reports. T2 data were collected through monitoring exercises on
particularly poignant processes and indicators per alliance, generally covering developments in 2013.
T3 comprises the moment of data gathering at the end of the evaluation (March—October 2014).
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2.2.2 Unit of analysis

As is set out in the Call for Proposals, a pre-selection for this evaluation resulted in certain alliance
ILA programmes in each of the three thematic clusters being subject to evaluation. Within the
selected programmes, several projects were identified for each alliance.?* The ILA project, as defined
by NWO-WOTRO, was the unit of analysis of this evaluation. The scope of the selected projects
varied substantially across alliances. In some cases, as is elaborated further in the cluster and alliance
chapters, evaluation sub-teams have had to place additional limits on the boundaries of the selected
projects for reasons of feasibility. We focused specifically on results at the ILA project level and were
also able to draw conclusions at programme level. At cluster level,?> and for the evaluation as a
whole, we also include sections synthesising results across alliance programmes.

2.2.3  Data collection methods

Data gathering focused on the relevant ToCs, organisational dynamics, adaptations in strategies,
interactions between actors and externalities that influenced the ILA activities. To obtain the
necessary data for our analysis, a range of data collection methods were used. Most crucially, across
the evaluation team, we used semi-structured interviews, both with alliance staff and with external
knowledgeable persons, and the analysis of internal and external documents.

Several variations in data collection emerged because of differing alliance accessibility, ways of
working or data requirements of evaluation sub-teams. All alliance sub-teams in Cluster Il also used
observation as a data collection method, to varying extents. They were able to add this method
because alliance members granted access to the evaluators. In one case, GPPAC (Global Partnership
for the Prevention of Armed Conflict), the alliance member leading the evaluated programme,
granted the evaluators access to their internal meetings, offering the unique possibility to observe
processes usually closed to direct observation by the evaluators. GPPAC’s willingness to open their
working process in this way created the opportunity to observe meetings that were not accessible to
other evaluation sub-teams, maximising the learning potential for the evaluation. In the other two
cases in Cluster lll, observation was conducted at public events, as well as formal and informal
meetings with partners and targets in the advocacy processes. For the evaluation of the IMPACT
Alliance, a survey was used to assess relevance, and a pattern analysis between Facebook and
Twitter reactions to public campaign moments was added.

2.2.4 Data sources

Across the evaluation, a large number of in-depth interviews were conducted with alliance members,
partners and external experts. (See Appendix 1 for a list of interviews conducted per alliance.) In
cases where observation was used, this focused on a variety of national- and international-level
meetings. Documents analysed included internal alliance documents (e.g. MFS Il proposals, meeting
minutes, annual and mid-term reports, memos, other communications, websites, partner-level
documents, research, reports and campaign materials) and external documents (e.g. legislative
documents, external stakeholder websites, other public documents, UN meeting outcome
documents and media reports). (See Appendix 2 for a list of documents reviewed per alliance.)

Across alliances and clusters, there is some variation in the number and type of data sources used.
Differences between the alliances and programmes under evaluation in terms of size, organisational
structure and degree of access granted to evaluators accounted for some of the variation. In terms of
external interviews, evaluation team members experienced different levels of responsiveness and
encountered different numbers of informed experts, depending on the specific topic of the
interview. There was also some variation in the availability of personnel across the evaluation team.2®
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These factors, where relevant, are elaborated in the following chapters reporting on each cluster and
alliance.

2.2.5 Data analysis

Because of the complexity of the processes to be understood and the influences of multiple actors
and factors that had to be synthesised to create that understanding, the data collected, and
consequently the analytical methods used, were primarily qualitative. Quantitative data is included
where relevant, but it is important to stress that often across this evaluation, pure quantification
would have led to a reductionist approach to the evaluation that would have been unable to capture
the essence of the ILA work being done. For example, providing counts of contact moments with
decision makers provides little or no information about the content or contextualised importance of
those interactions. Similarly, in terms of outcomes, one large or weighty policy change can be more
important and relevant than five smaller policy changes. Across the evaluation, it was necessary to
collect rich, qualitative data to be able to assess the situations in depth and to gain true insight into
the processes being assessed.

In designing the qualitative data analysis, we acknowledged from the planning stage the need to
incorporate an appropriate amount of flexibility to gain understanding about a very diverse set of
alliances. This flexibility included the extent to which coding was used. Variation in the use of coding
(using NVivo) resulted from differences in the data collection format (for some alliances, data were
collected in a highly structured format that made explicit coding of material less essential) and
personnel availability, as well as differences between the alliances themselves. This aspect of
implementation of the analytical approach is addressed separately in the cluster- and alliance-
specific chapters.

23 Case studies

To answer multiple evaluation questions, it was necessary to gain an in-depth understanding of a
range of key processes in the ILA programmes. We recognised that the programmes and projects
under evaluation were wide-ranging and that it was not possible to study at a sufficient level of
depth all actors engaged in all activities across all contexts. Therefore, we purposively selected cases
for in-depth study to produce meaningful and useful insights.

For each alliance, cases were selected where the phenomenon of interest (broadly defined as
processes identified through the ToCs relevant to the alliances under evaluation) could be observed.
Depending on the situation within each alliance, there was some variation in the nature of a ‘case’,
but these were most often physical places (e.g. countries). Cases can also be particular organisations,
groups, networks or events.

Our case studies focused on a project, specific ILA activity or campaign implemented under MFS |l
and traceable in its outcome. Implementation under MFS Il meant having a traceable financial link
and/or being implemented through partnerships with MFS Il alliance members (the Dutch CFA)
working towards programme goals.

Based on the desire to achieve an in-depth understanding of the ILA projects under evaluation, the
evaluation team selected two cases for each alliance. The selection of the two case studies per
alliance took place at alliance level and in cooperation with alliance staff. We have selected cases of
relevance to, and those provide learning opportunities for, the MFS Il alliances under evaluation. The
desired types of learning opportunities were decided in discussion with the alliances. After seeking
input from the alliances, the evaluation team made the final determination about case selection.
Where appropriate for a specific programme under evaluation, non-European cases were selected.
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The core criteria for the selection of these cases were 1) usefulness in terms of assessing the
effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of ILA programmes funded by MFS Il; 2) usefulness in terms of
learning for the alliance and 3) feasibility of data collection. In all instances, we sought to identify
cases that would yield insight into the three priority result areas and contribute to answering the five
evaluation questions.

Within this frame, several differences can be observed in the case studies carried out across this
evaluation. Cases were identified after the evaluation team had developed a sufficient level of
understanding about the nature of working of the alliances through document analysis and
interviews. Differences in the complexity of the projects under evaluation led to different time-scales
regarding how quickly it could be determined which cases would be useful. For some alliances (e.g.
Ecosystem Alliance, IMPACT Alliance), one of the case studies initially planned was not carried out
because of practical problems or because changes in the alliances’ planning reduced or eliminated
the relevance of the initially selected case. Case studies were carried out at country level, regional
level or supranational level, depending on the scope and nature of the alliances’ goals and activities.

Differences between the projects under evaluation resulted in the case studies also having roles that
varied significantly across this evaluation, and this is reflected in the presentation of the cases across
the individual alliance-level evaluations in this report. In particular, as is explained in more depth in
the Cluster Il report, the international cases made up only a small part of the overall ILA work of the
SRHR Alliance. Additionally, variation in the level of integration of the case-level outcomes into the
relevant ILA programme ToC(s) are reflected in variation in the extent to which outcomes from case
studies are fully integrated in each chapter or presented separately.

All of the key partners of the five alliances represented in Clusters | and Il were based in the
Netherlands. Although these groups are to a greater or lesser extent embedded in global networks,
the key partners and staff were based in the Netherlands, and some of the policy processes focused
upon Dutch or EU policies. In these clusters, the partner processes in Southern countries were
assessed in detail primarily through the case studies. As is elaborated in the cluster- and alliance-
specific chapters, the case studies should be given variant amounts of weight in the different alliance
reports based on differences per alliance in the relative distribution of efforts geographically.
Because of the nature of the alliances evaluated in Cluster Ill, in this cluster, cases were selected to
follow particular processes (at regional or global level). Further details of the specific cases selected
and the rationale for this selection are given in the cluster- and alliance-specific chapters of this
report.

2.4 Triangulation

Through all stages of the evaluation, from data collection to analysis, we used triangulation to
maximise the quality of our findings. Triangulation describes the process of incorporating multiple
data sources, evaluators, methods or theories. Triangulation contributes to the robustness of
findings through increasing the reliability and usefulness of the conclusions and reducing bias. This
approach allowed us to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the ILA programmes under
evaluation and an increased awareness of the diversity of values, perspectives and positions from
which key informants view certain issues or contexts.

In this evaluation, triangulation was accomplished through the use of multiple methods, sources and
evaluators. As described earlier in this section, we drew on multiple methods and types of data
sources to answer the EQs, allowing us to view the issues from multiple perspectives. In the case of
this evaluation, where ‘achievements’ can be a subjective matter and the primary information comes
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from the organisations under evaluation, it was especially important to find external sources to
substantiate the data from the alliances. Working in teams for the data collection and analysis of
each alliance further contributed to the triangulation of findings. Additionally, at the stage of data
analysis, we used a system of peer review within the evaluation team to draw in the perspectives of
evaluators from different thematic clusters.

25 Team configuration

With the goal of triangulation of findings in mind, the principle set-up of our team was that each
alliance was evaluated by a team of two evaluators. The roles and specific responsibilities between
the two varied per alliance. As planned, Southern consultants also worked as part of the team. These
consultants were primarily involved in the case studies geographically located in Asia and Africa. Two
Southern consultants were involved in the larger evaluation team from the time of the original
proposal. Because of difficulties with communication and conflicts in scheduling this work, it was
necessary to contract a new consultant in Africa during Phase 2. This change influenced some of the
case studies in the evaluation (for two alliances in Cluster 1). For the fieldwork in Asia, scheduling
conflicts for the consultant led to changes of plan for case studies for two other alliances (one in
Cluster | and one in Cluster Il). Where relevant, these changes are discussed further in alliance-
specific chapters.

2.6 Specific approach to each evaluation question
Guided by the approach and analytical framework proposed above, the evaluation team developed a
specific methodological approach to answering each of the five evaluation questions.

2.6.1 Changes

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?

For this question, we have focused our research on changes to which the alliances claim to have
contributed, allowing for consistency with evaluation questions 2-5.

We sought to identify all such changes and to explain how the changes related to the three priority
result areas, to the alliances’ own ToCs, to the objectives of the projects under evaluation and to
developments in the broader context and thematic and policy focus area of the alliances. These
changes are almost always part of a process. Even if an intended final outcome is achieved, the
process in which that outcome is a relevant change normally does not end. Therefore, in this
evaluation, we did not explicitly distinguish between final outcomes and interim or intermediate
outcomes. The ToCs elaborated for the alliances’ programmes under evaluation should clarify the
intended role of each outcome in the change process.

The identification of relevant outcomes was accomplished in cooperation with the alliances. In
general, outcomes were identified through a combination of document review and interviews with
alliance members. The existence of these outcomes was then verified by further (external) document
review and interviews with external informants. For three alliances (Fair, Green and Global; the
Ecosystem Alliance [partly, for some of the projects under evaluation] and Freedom from Fear),
documents describing the outcomes suitable for evaluation purposes were provided directly by the
alliances. Where needed, these written descriptions were supplemented through internal interviews.
In all cases, the detailed descriptions of all outcomes were reviewed or discussed with alliance
members and then revised. This process was first conducted for the baseline report (2012) and then
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repeated in full for the endline report (2014), with ‘lighter’ data gathering in the interim period
(2013).

We approached EQ 1 as a question that mainly elicits a descriptive answer, which is a stepping-stone
to answering the subsequent evaluation questions. In answering this question, we described the
claims made. In answering EQ 2, we assessed the contribution of these claims, to the extent feasible.

2.6.2 Contribution
Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of the MFS Il alliances and their partners
contribute to the identified changes (i.e. measuring effectiveness)?

The evaluation team worked to assess the realised intended and unintended outcomes and the value
added by the MFS Il alliances, giving due recognition to the complex dynamics in the field. As a
consequence of this complexity, attribution between MFS Il 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.?’” Part of assessing the
effectiveness is the establishment of contribution as opposed to attribution. Effectiveness as defined
by NWO-WOTRO relates the outcomes (changes) of policy objectives to the output of alliances and
other partners.? In this ILA evaluation, we assessed effectiveness in terms of the plausibility of the
association of inputs and outputs with outcomes, while acknowledging that an alliance may use
different pathways of inputs—outputs to achieve one outcome.

Assessing the contribution of advocacy, especially in an evaluation of this scale, is to some extent
‘uncharted territory’. After considering several approaches, the evaluation team decided to use a
specific method of contribution analysis to inform our assessment of the contribution of the MFS II
alliances to the identified outcomes. We selected this method because of its potential to compile an
evidence-based, in-depth understanding of the processes leading to a change.

Because of the time-intensive nature of this method, it was recognised that it would not be feasible
to assess the contribution to all of the identified outcomes in depth. Based on expectations of
feasibility, we decided to look in depth into the contribution of each alliance to two selected
outcomes (or closely related outcome ‘clusters’), though this represented a significant limitation to
our ability to address this evaluation question and meant that our findings could not necessarily be
generalised to the selected ILA programmes in their entirety.

Although we limited the use of the full contribution analysis method to two outcomes or outcome
clusters, we were able to assess the contributions of the alliances to other outcomes in more limited
ways. First, outcomes often come in clusters, connected with the implementation of parts of
alliances’ programmes, so the results of our contribution analysis for the selected outcomes are
often part of the substantiation required to assess the contribution of additional outcomes.
Moreover, in the course of our data gathering, we collected additional information on contribution,
and we integrated this contribution-oriented information into our report as much as possible. Finally,
for all included outcomes, we maintained the minimum validation that 1) the outcome was an
observable fact and 2) the activities that the alliance claimed contributed to the outcome were a fact,
and their contribution is plausible in the assessment of the evaluation team and in light of the
pathway of change. For a number of alliances, these contribution claims were further substantiated
by external written sources, with lobby targets explicitly referring to contributions made by the
alliance or reacting to these, or by external resource persons confirming contributions made and the
role of the alliance towards achieving the outcome (e.g. IMPACT Alliance; Ecosystem Alliance; Fair,
Green and Global and Hivos). In this way, contribution analysis involved triangulation and seeking
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hard evidence, taking the analysis beyond the two outcomes or outcome clusters selected for the
more in-depth contribution analysis.

For each alliance, the two outcomes (or outcome clusters) for which we answered the contribution
question were selected based on the importance/relevance of the change according to the alliance,
the change’s relation to the priority result areas and the importance/relevance of the change in the
larger ToC. Where feasible, we also considered the amount of MFS Il money that went into activities
and outputs leading up to the change. As the selection of the two outcomes for contribution analysis
was made separately by each alliance sub-team, and as the alliances varied significantly, the selected
outcomes vary in scale and scope, although all were selected using the above criteria. For example,
for some alliances, the selected outcomes were identified entirely through the case studies (e.g. all
Cluster 1l alliances). For other alliances, a contribution analysis was conducted for all of the
outcomes of one campaign (e.g. IMPACT Alliance).

As our starting point for answering this question, we tried to work with Mayne’s?*® contribution
analysis framework, also integrating other methods to establish evidence of contribution (e.g.
process tracing). In our efforts towards accurate evidence, it was necessary to balance the need for
accuracy and evidence with the resources available to us. We were also aware that different contexts
and alliances would present us with different possibilities and barriers, and that we would therefore
have to address the question of contribution flexibly.

Our ambition for this evaluation question involved setting out the cause-effect issue to be assessed;
elaborating the theory of change explaining the postulated cause-effect relationship, also identifying
risks and rival explanations; using the existing evidence to assemble and assess the contribution
claim and challenges to it; seeking out additional evidence; revising and strengthening the
contribution story and making a final assessment of the overall contribution. For the ILA programmes
under evaluation, efforts to further explain the nature of the relation between causes and effects
were informed by Mayne’s contribution analysis.>® In most cases, the use of this method helped to
collect and analyse data for systematically answering EQ 2.

In practice, even with the reduced set of outcomes selected for contribution analysis, we faced
multiple challenges related to the availability of evidence. In some cases, the nature of the outcomes
selected meant that there was little objective evidence accessible to our team. In other cases,
evaluators were faced with an information overload. In both cases, the amount of work required to
search for the appropriate evidence to verify contribution claims was extensive.

Differences are to be observed in the way contribution analysis was done across the alliances. In
Cluster 1ll, the contribution analysis was part of the in-depth cases studied and started with
outcomes achieved as part of a process considered key to the ILA work. The outcomes were selected
based on their typical character for the ILA programme and were analysed by taking into account the
key processes and relations shaping them (e.g. budgeting for children in Africa advanced in the policy
agendas at AU and UN; A civil society network to further pan-African child rights; a working
relationship with the UN Human Security Unit; working relations on UNSCR 1325 financing with UN
bodies and local civil society in Colombia). By tracing these outcomes achieved as part of a process,
space was provided to identify (hidden) outcomes that were otherwise not included (e.g. budgeting
for children on the agenda at the UN and contributions to the post-2015 discussions on this subject;
the Mindanao peace process in the Philippines). In Clusters | and Il, the starting point for the analysis
consisted of outcomes achieved, for which contribution was then established. The outcomes selected
in Clusters | and Il mainly represent changes in policies and practices of lobby targets, whereas the
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outcomes in Cluster Ill predominately refer to changes with regard to agenda-setting processes,
concentrating on networked advocacy processes such as building capacities, networking,
‘coalitioning’” and developing relations and rapport with policy targets, possibly making it more
difficult to identify rival explanations for the outcomes achieved. Clusters | and |l were able to
identify rival explanations in many cases, although this was not always easy. Both approaches have
their limitations: Those starting with outcomes achieved have a bias towards selecting positive
outcomes, but seem to have more possibilities for identifying rival explanations, whereas those
aiming to trace outcomes through key ILA programme processes provide more opportunities to
identify several outcomes relating to one output or hidden outcomes, after which it would perhaps
be possible to also identify rival explanations. Additionally, where more feasible outcomes were
available, certain identified outcomes were not selected for contribution analysis because of the
large number of actors involved in lobbying one lobby target. For example, this situation was
encountered with outcomes claimed by the IMPACT Alliance, Hivos and the Ecosystem Alliance as a
result of extensive consultation rounds. In these cases, many actors were involved and, prior to
conducting a contribution analysis, a social network analysis (at global or European level) would have
been necessary to attempt to clarify the relations between actors and their stakes before the
evaluation team would have been able to assess contribution.

2.6.3 Relevance
What is the relevance of these changes?

We conceptualised relevance in light of the relevant ToCs, as our basic point of reference. Relevance
is understood as the assessment of 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’.

In answering this evaluation question, we examined whether the projects under evaluation
addressed the needs identified in the alliances’ ToCs and to what extent the changes addressed the
alliances’ overall aims for ILA. We operationalised changes as outcomes that were identified in
answering EQ 1. It was fundamental in our approach to understand that the relevance of, for
example, a policy change, is subjective. It is therefore important to choose a more objective
reference. This reference was the alliance’s ToC. Within the ToCs, the most important elements to
use for this assessment were the objectives and expected outcomes.

Substantiation of the relevance took place in different ways. First, in interactions between the
evaluators and alliance staff, the alliance staff members were asked to explain the alliance’s view on
the relevance of each outcome. The evaluator, having a good understanding of the issue and the
context, as well as the alliance’s ToC, had the task of assessing whether this ‘claim of relevance’ was
plausible. The second level of substantiation incorporated the view of external respondents on the
relevance individual outcomes or clusters of outcomes.

2.6.4 Efficiency
Were the efforts of the MFS Il alliances efficient?

The NWO-WOTRO Call for Proposals defines efficiency as ‘a measure of how economically resources
(inputs) of the MFS Il Alliance or their (Southern) partners are converted to direct results (outputs)’.
This definition reveals that efficiency is mostly seen in the economic terms of outputs in relation to
inputs. With regard to the efficiency of the efforts of the MFS Il alliances, we developed a
methodology that centres on the ‘theory of efficiency’ of the intervention.
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Most evaluations on lobby and advocacy do not deal with issues of efficiency, deeming these either
irrelevant or immeasurable. To give a brief example of the difficulties involved, how do you judge the
efficiency of holding a meeting in a five-star hotel? What if that is the only way to convince your
primary lobby targets to participate? Efficiency in lobby and advocacy cannot be measured unless the
story behind expenditures is understood.

After considering several other methods and determining them to be unsuitable for this evaluation,3!
to respond to the evaluation question on efficiency, we developed an innovative methodology
suitable for the specifics of ILA, where outcomes are often intangible and contribution difficult to
assess, and where the capacity to adapt to changing contexts is key to good practice. We also wanted
to develop a methodology that was coherent with the general methodological approach that judges
ILA efforts against a ToC, considering that coherence is a requirement of quality evaluations.

The original MFS Il Call for Proposals requested that efficiency be addressed in terms of ‘value for
money’, giving due regard to the relation between the quantity of financial means (applied for
human resources/extra expertise, time, materials, campaigns, etc.) and quality results achieved in a
certain time frame, including arrangements to verify efficiency. Hence alliances/partner
organisations supposedly have working protocols (procedures) to enhance (or uphold) the efficiency
of interventions as well as protocols to monitor efficiency. Together, these protocols could be
considered their theory of efficiency (ToE).

Our method for assessing efficiency centres on the ToE of the ILA programmes. We asked alliances
about their ToEs and endeavoured to evaluate the quality of the ToE and how they performed
against it. The key is that we have shifted emphasis away from an evaluator determining and scoring
programme efficiency to establishing how alliances build in and monitor optimal cost-effectiveness in
their programmes. The entry point for the ToE was the ILA programmes under evaluation.

In addition to the considerations presented above, we also consider the methodology attractive
because it has the potential to improve practice. Compared with efficiency statements that give an
absolute or relative score to practice, this method will generate insights into theories and practices of
efficiency that can be used by alliances to improve their efficiency.

We drew upon both (internal) interviews and documents in our reconstruction of the ToE and in
assessing how the alliances performed against this in practice. In some cases, teams needed to
conduct additional interviews and seek out additional documents to perform these assessments, and
in other cases, the sources used in answering the other four questions were sufficient for answering
this EQ.

We would like to emphasise that it is an experimental method that we have developed for the
purpose of this evaluation. Developing or testing methods was part of the objectives of the
evaluation. However, the need to focus on efficiency only came about after the baseline. The ToE
method was developed and subsequently applied without having been piloted or tested. This means
that the findings are not highly comparable as they partly display differences in the understanding
and level of internalisation of the method by the different evaluators. The findings are nonetheless
relevant in drawing out patterns in the ways that alliances deal with efficiency and in providing clues
for future evaluations of the efficiency of lobby and advocacy.
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2.6.5 Factors explaining the findings
What factors explain the findings?

In operationalising our approach to this question, we first had to define which findings should be
explained. We focused this analysis on the explanation of the identified outcomes and their
relevance. This includes the explanation of contribution, as we only discuss outcomes to which the
alliances claimed to have contributed. Put simply, we asses factors potentially explaining success and
failure.

In answering this question, we considered internal factors, external factors, their interactions and
also the nature of the issues addressed. Internal factors can have an important role in explaining the
outcomes of lobbying and advocacy. To assess the role of internal factors, we drew upon the concept
of ‘organisational capacity’, operationalised in line with the five capabilities (5Cs) framework.?
Organisational capacity is the sum of five capabilities, and through the five capabilities (5Cs), we
sought to make an assessment of the organisational capacity. The 5Cs framework distinguishes
capacity defined as ‘producing social value’ from five core capabilities, which, by themselves, do not
necessarily contribute to social change. We employed the five capabilities: 1) to act and commit, 2)
to deliver on objectives, 3) to adapt and renew, 4) to relate and 5) to achieve coherence. We adapted
the 5Cs model to increase its applicability to lobbying and advocacy evaluation. Our approach to the
5Cs, therefore, contributes not only to explaining why changes happened but also to understanding
how the 5Cs can be read in the context of ILA.

Specifically, each of the five capabilities was understood as follows:

e ‘The capability to act and commit’ involves strategic intent and the organisational ability to
act on this intent within alliance or the wider network. Specifically within ILA, this includes
the ability to mobilise constituency, public, resources, allies/’champions’ or the media and
the ability to articulate constituency views and needs into language and images that can find
hearing while realising representation.

e ‘The capability to deliver on objectives’ concerns the organisation’s capability to achieve
access to financial resources, knowledge and information sources, human resources, facilities
and standards on measures of performance, embedded in a results-orientation and logic.
Specifically within ILA, it also concerns the ability to relate to decision-making actors, arenas
and processes, and includes the ability to mobilise financial resources and to plan and
perform campaigns and activities.

e ‘The capability to adapt and self-renew’ is about the ability to learn internally and to adjust to
changing contexts. This is influenced by internal openness to learning, the ability to analyse
important external factors, flexibility and openness to change, and it could be argued that
this is the core capability required for ILA. Specifically within ILA, this capability may include
the ability to adapt lobbying and advocacy to external actors and factors (changing the ToC),
having knowledge of shifting contexts and relevant trends, involving network partners in
learning and decision making, having a culture of learning and self-reflection and being able
to make use of opportunities and adapt the scope of the issue to the changing context.

e ‘The capability to relate’ concerns the building and maintaining networks with constituents
and allies as well as with external actors. Specifically within ILA, this may include the
translation of constituency understandings, viewpoints and interests into an agenda that
resonates with them; the ability to address a broad audience and engage with a growing
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number of members; the ability to frame lobbying/advocacy issues in a way that fits with
relevant networks; maintaining appropriate communication with the larger network;
maintaining clarity about relations with relevant networks; the ability to deal with tensions in
the broader network and the ability to adapt the scope of the issue to be relevant for the
broader network.

e ‘The capability to balance diversity and achieve coherence’ includes the simultaneous
engagement with diversity and need for coherence within the organisation. This capability is
expressed in the vision, strategy and practices, achieving coherence while engaging with
internal diversity. In ILA, typically building on large networks, this may include internal
processes of participation and clarity of roles; the inclusion of different layers and
geographical areas represented in agenda-setting, policy influencing and changing practice;
the inclusion of different layers and geographical areas in the representation of the alliance
and ILA activities and the ability to deal with diverging opinions, voices, interests and
objectives within an alliance

To answer this evaluation question, it was also important to assess the role of external factors that
may explain the findings. A survey of lobbying and advocacy evaluation literature resulted in an
overview of external factors, broadly formulated, that can help to explain outcomes obtained
through lobbying and advocacy work. These factors include 1) characteristics of the targets, including
their agenda, opposition to the issue, power with regard to the issue and openness to influence; 2)
characteristics of the issue context, including the presence and capacity of organised opposition
against or support for the lobbying and advocacy goal on a particular issue; 3) characteristics of the
public in terms of their support for or opposition against the alliance’s position on an issue, the
congruence of the ILA objectives with societal values or agendas and the role of mass media and
social media and 4) characteristics of the general context, including the socio-political, socio-
economic and socio-cultural context and the political or legal space for CSOs.

Additionally, where relevant, we worked specifically to identify how external factors might impact
organisational capacity (or the importance of particular organisational capabilities) and how the
nature of the issues addressed might explain the outcomes identified. Literature on lobbying and
advocacy consistently points to the issue as an independent factor explaining results (Carpenter
2011, Wong 2012, Keck and Sikkink 1998, Mahoney 2007), identifying, for example, the scope of an
issue, the degree to which an issue can be related to directly identifiable victims and the complexity
of an issue (including the multiplicity of actors that need to be targeted) as explanatory factors.

In practice, we identified explanatory factors through interviews with alliance staff and with external
resource persons and through reviewing internal and external documents.

2.7 Overall methodological reflection and lessons learned

This evaluation set out to do justice to the complexities of international lobbying and advocacy. To a
degree, we have succeeded in capturing important dimensions of this. Our methodological approach
meant that we kept an open eye for the flexibility required for lobbying and advocacy, the
multiplicity of relations involved, the long-term orientation needed when it comes to seeking change
and the highly political nature of the work, with multiple forces often acting against one’s objectives.
At the same time, the complexity of the programmes and processes studied was so high that it was
difficult to do justice to them with the means (time, human resources and funds) available to the
evaluation team. However, aside from available resources, it would never be possible to observe
everything, and evaluations, by definition, present snapshots of the relevant processes underway. It
would never have been possible to reproduce in full the complete picture of the complexity inherent
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in the programmes under evaluation and their working contexts. Through a shared sense for the
complexity of the evaluation context, as an evaluation team, we worked to take advantage of the
opportunities available to elucidate the relevant aspect of ILA processes.

Regarding the specifics of our general methodological approach, an important conclusion is that it
was useful to use a specific definition of outcomes, focusing on observable changes in other social
actors. This decision was, in fact, crucial for gaining a good understanding of the lobbying and
advocacy programmes and was fundamental in the design of the entire evaluation approach. The
definition was also the basis for adopting a theory-based evaluation methodology that acknowledges
the complexity of change processes through lobby and advocacy, instead of other evaluation designs
that assume linear change processes.>

Whilst embracing complexity of change, especially in Cluster Ill, some alliance evaluation sub-teams
faced challenges with regard to capturing the complexity of collaborations and processes that make
up the networked, multilevel advocacy of some of the programmes and projects under evaluation: It
was difficult to do justice to them, especially with the means (in terms of time, human resources and
funding) available to the evaluation team. With the evaluation centring on outcomes to which
alliances contributed, the political context in which these emerged could be made part of the
evaluation only to a limited degree, affecting our ability to assess the validity of the strategies we
evaluated within specific contexts. This has also influenced our ability to assess the added value of
these strategies in the face of activities and outcomes of other civil society organisations or NGOs
active on the same issues—sometimes multiple organisations advancing similar or closely-related
messages to the same targets.3* A high degree of complexity was also found in the alliances’ own
ways of working, with partners, targets, activities, arenas and outcomes involving multiple sites often
crossing country and continental borders and consisting of intense moments embedded in long-term
processes.

Another way of embracing complex change processes that was not well developed in our
methodology consisted of identifying tipping points, emerging patterns and system-wide change:
Some examples have been found were outputs delivered by the alliance or outcomes achieved
helped to reach other outcomes without further efforts of the alliance. In the light of increased
attention for development effectiveness and efficiency, in particular with regard to the new strategic
partnership programme between the Dutch government and Dutch NGOs, more attention to those
tipping points or emerging patterns might be helpful. The Fair, Green and Global Alliance outcome
where the president of Ecuador warned other Latin American countries about the negative
consequences of investor-state dispute settlement and the investors and food and beverage
companies targeted by the IMPACT Alliance that, after having been targeted, became allies of the
campaigners and took action, are some examples that highlight the fact that an alliance has triggered
change, which, in turn, triggers further change. Well-informed understandings of the pathways of
change and the necessary strategies to achieve organisational goals, which can be reflected in well-
designed ToCs, are key to such change processes.

Identifying all outcomes of an ILA programme is nearly impossible in the case of very large
programmes, covering many countries where partners are contributing towards the same change.
Therefore, the outcomes identified for some of the alliances present in the first place those changes
achieved at international level and in the Netherlands and to a lesser extent those achieved in other
countries. In the evaluation of the Ecosystem Alliance, for one of the programmes (themes) under
evaluation, only two projects were included in the evaluation as a way of illustration, and not all
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outcomes achieved at country level were documented for the Together for Change Alliance, the
IMPACT Alliance or the SRHR Alliance.

Several issues emerged through working with the priority result areas. In a discussion of the priority
result areas during the April 2014 learning day, alliance representatives urged the evaluation team
not to lose sight of the ‘building block’ outcomes that often occur prior to the priority result areas.
Examples of these outcomes mentioned included the strengthening of local voices, capacity
development and networking. Correspondingly, in evaluating the work of some alliances, the priority
result areas as defined were found to be restrictive. This was especially the case for the Protection,
Human Security and Conflict Prevention Cluster (Cluster 1ll), in which the alliances generally had a
particularly strong focus on networked advocacy. Evaluators found it difficult to do justice to the
complexity of the advocacy in the cluster while remaining within the three priority result areas.
Certain important foundational outcomes (e.g. those related to capacity building, developing and
maintaining relationships and networks, facilitating interactions and convening stakeholders) could
be included in the priority result area framework only through a somewhat artificial broadening of
the priority result categories.

The Economic Justice Cluster (Cluster I) and the Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights Cluster
(Cluster 11) experienced similar difficulties with the three priority result areas and with the uniform
outcome indicators developed during the baseline study. Some of the outcomes achieved by the
alliances could fall under different priority result areas, depending the contextual explanations given
to the outcomes. Apart from this, Cluster | implicitly worked with a stricter definition of outcomes, in
particular searching for observable changes—intended or unintended—in the policies, practices,
behaviour, relationships, actions, activities or mindsets of lobby targets, rather than considering
changes for any individual, group, community, organisation or institution. Based upon this definition,
but also based upon the outcomes as identified by the alliances themselves, outcomes related to
capacity building, networking, coalition forming and similar changes were only identified to a limited
extent. For example, Cluster | does not report any outcome related to the first standard indicator:
‘Within the programme, the relevant members of an alliance determine, share and keep up to date
their policy positions and strategies’. However, many outcomes have been classified under the
second indicator: ‘Alliance and other actors become aware of the issues at stake, organise
themselves and adhere to the position of the ILA programme’.

Although the approach of developing specific outcome indicators nested within the uniform outcome
indicators allowed for flexibility in defining the substantive content of the priority result areas, this
exercise at times pushed the definition of the categories to the extent of altering their intended
meaning, indicating that this system of classification deserves further consideration to maximise its
usefulness for summarising such outcomes. It would also be useful to apply future efforts to
developing a clear understanding of how the three priority result areas relate to each other—
whether this is linearly or in a different fashion. More specifically, it would be fruitful for future work
to consider how to assess situations where it is found that the three priority result areas do not
relate to each other in a linear fashion. Based especially upon the experiences of Clusters Ill and |,
key issues to further explore with regard to working with priority result areas and standard indicators
require reflection as to whether progress being made in terms of capacities being built, networks and
coalitions being formed amongst CSOs and NGOs should be considered intermediate outcomes
towards changes in lobby targets, or as outputs of ILA programmes. With regard to ILA programmes,
the relation between outputs (e.g. conferences, research documents, courses delivered) and
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outcomes with lobby targets can sometime be challenging and less straightforward, because most
often intermediary steps like seeking allies, networking and coalition forming are needed.

As already described above, applying the specific contribution analysis method was not always
possible, in particular when networked advocacy processes have taken place such as is the case with
Cluster Ill or when many actors influence the same lobby target, representing different or
overlapping constituents with converging or diverging agendas (Clusters | and Il). Nevertheless,
attempts to identify rival explanations using contribution analysis were made for five of the eight
alliances, with outcomes most often reflecting policy or practice changes. Contribution analysis is,
however, a time-consuming effort, and other methodologies for measuring the contribution of lobby
and advocacy efforts appear to be as time intensive as is contribution analysis.
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THEMATIC CLUSTER 1: ECONOMIC JUSTICE CLUSTER
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3 Overview of the Economic Justice Cluster

3.1 Economic Justice Context

In the past decade, many actors in development, scholars and scientists have criticised the existing
economic models that create social and economic disparities.®> Profound changes are needed in the
global political and economic system.3® The global food system will also require major adaptations if
over nine billion people will need to be fed in 2050. Competition for land, natural and mineral
resources, water and energy will be intensified, and conflicts will increase between populations
whose livelihoods depend upon those resources and international companies from industrial
countries.?” At the same time, greenhouse gas emissions leading to climate change have become
more than ever a global concern for many actors.

3.1.1 Muiltilateral Institutions and fora

Although multilateral institutions have the mandate to orchestrate global answers to the above
concerns that would then need translation into national policies, many of these institutions have
failed to formulate appropriate answers. After proposing a global agriculture and food security
programme to strengthen resilience to food price spikes and to boost smallholder productivity in
2008 and the introduction of a results-based payments system in agriculture in 2012, the G20 failed
to address systemic food security and climate change issues whilst being responsible of 80% of global
greenhouse emissions.®® Global activists were also very dissatisfied with the Rio+20 declaration of
the UN Conference on Sustainable Development in 2012 that they thought lacked the ambition
necessary to address the challenges posed by a deteriorating environment, worsening inequality and
a global population growth.

In another policy field, the declaration of 2014—-2024 as the decade of sustainable energy for all (UN
SE4AIl) underscores the importance of ensuring access to sustainable energy sources for all people.

Apart from these multilateral institutions where legally binding agreements are being negotiated,
agendas are moving faster in those settings where both civil society organisations (CSOs) and the
private sector have a say, such as, for example, the UN Committee on World Food Security (CFS).
After endorsing the 2012 Voluntary Guidelines, which currently set the global standard for land and
natural resources governance, the CFS recently also endorsed the Principles for Responsible
Agricultural Investments, which take the Voluntary Guidelines into account.

Since the 2013 baseline study,*® the UN Global Compact has also managed to formulate 10 principles
that aim to guide multinationals in how they do business. The Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) guidelines for multinational enterprises are perhaps even more
important.*

Other non-binding standards are set by the roundtables of different commodities. Limited progress
has been observed with regard to these roundtables.

3.1.2 Geopolitical changes

Geopolitical power relations are shifting and are increasingly being felt in global decision-making
arrangements such as those in the World Bank Group and the WTO (see the influence of the G33—
G46 developing countries). In 2013, Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa created the New
Development Bank as an alternative to the United States- and European Union-dominated World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund. Four of these BRICs countries together represent 41% of
the global population and 25% of the world’s land area and account for more than 25% of global
GDP. Increasingly, these countries will set international standards, and traditional donor countries in
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Europe, the United States and Canada will see their bargaining position as standard-setting countries
decrease.

3.1.3 Developing countries

According to the World Bank governance indicators, no particular changes occurred in the 2010-
2013 period in most continents, apart from the Middle East, which saw a decline in political stability.
Although no changes are observable in the World Bank governance indicator for voice and
accountability, other sources, such as CIVICUS (2013), observe that the space for civil society is
increasingly being constrained.*? 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. Recent studies have shown that environmental or forestry
legislation is regularly undermined, control mechanisms are weak and information about the
valuation of land is imprecise and often absent. Generally speaking, local populations experience
fewer employment opportunities, a decreased natural resource base and the loss of household
revenues,*”® and communities or people exercising their rights are increasingly threatened.

3.1.4 The Netherlands

In the Netherlands, the Dutch political situation has changed. The work of the Minister for
Development Cooperation changed scope. The Minister is now Minister for International Trade and
Development Cooperation, with a shift of sections of the Department of Economic Affairs to this
Minister. This has created new dynamics with more possibilities to relate international trade to
development cooperation in governmental policies and vice versa.

3.2 The four alliances under evaluation

This cluster assesses the efforts and effects of four alliances that tried to contribute to changes of
agendas, policies and/or practices related to existing power relations, within the context described in
the previous paragraphs, in favour of sustainable livelihoods for smallholders, local communities and
the ecosystems and natural resources upon which they rely.

3.2.1 The Fair, Green and Global Alliance (FGG)

This alliance comprises ActionAid Netherlands, Both ENDS, Clean Clothes Campaign (CCC, not
evaluated), Milieudefensie (including Friends of the Earth International [FoEl] and Friends of the
Earth Europe [FOEE]), SOMO and the Transnational Institute (TNI). It aims to ‘contribute to poverty
reduction and to socially just and environmentally sustainable development by enhancing the
capacity of civil societies in the South’. It is convinced that systemic changes and sustained
development can only be reached by bottom-up and community-led initiatives, but it acknowledges
that change at global level is also needed. This evaluation looked at two interventions of FGG.

e The efforts of SOMO, Both ENDS, FOEE and TNI and their partners to influence international
trade and investment agreements in relation to food security and land issues, investor
obligations and universalised services or common goods that should be accessible to
everyone. The focus is on trade agreements with ASEAN and Latin America and African
countries on one side and with the EU on the other side. This evaluation illustrates FGG’s
efforts to influence, amongst other things, international trade and investment agreements.

e The efforts of Milieudefensie and ActionAid to ensure that Dutch companies and Dutch
government policies do not contribute to environmental pollution, nature devastation and
destruction of natural livelihoods resources in the South. Both organisations developed
different theories of change that mutually reinforce each other. The evaluation illustrates
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Milieudefensie’s efforts to change policies, for example, through a deeper exploration of a
biofuel case in Indonesia.

Coordination within FGG is lean and mean and based upon subsidiary principles.

3.2.2 The Ecosystem Alliance (EA)

This alliance aims to ‘improve the livelihoods of the poor and create a sustainable economy, through
inclusive and transparent governance mechanisms that foster local ecosystems and landscapes that
accommodate multiple uses by different actors’. The three partners, IUCN NL, Both ENDS and
Wetlands International, designed a common framework that aims 1) to strengthen the livelihoods
and ecosystems in developing countries; 2) to change the policies and practices around four global
commodities (palm oil, soya, biofuels and products resulting from mining) in favour of local
communities and their ecosystems and; 3) to ensure an enabling policy environment at international
level that reduces greenhouse gas emissions at global level and ensure appropriate climate change
adaptation and mitigation mechanisms. The Alliance works with separate projects on both ILA and
country programmes. In its theory of change, the EA assumes that positive international and bilateral
policy changes, particularly in relation to global public goods, will influence national policies (in the
South) and benefit the reality for local communities, and that local realities and experiences are
crucial to underpin their lobby at international and bilateral levels.

Compared with the baseline, the unit of analysis (i.e. the number of projects under evaluation) has
been downsized: Two projects under the livelihoods and ecosystems theme were included, all
commodities and the climate change mitigation through the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC).

Collaboration between the three partners in the EA intensified during the baseline study when they
decided to join forces on three geographical areas in 2013. Apart from this, the partners each have
their own but complementary identity, organisational culture, track record and lobby and advocacy
approach.

3.2.3 Hivos, People Unlimited 4.1 Alliance

Hivos, the consortium lead of the People Unlimited 4.1 Alliance, carried out an international lobby
and advocacy programme that aims for 100% sustainable energy, as quickly as possible and at global
level. The evaluation looked at two components of this programme: 1) increasing access to energy
for poor people and shifting to sustainable energy in developing countries, with a particular focus on
the UN initiative ‘Sustainable Energy for All’ (SE4AIll) including the opportunity of interaction between
the SE4AIl process and policy processes in developing countries, and on the EU and the World Bank,
and 2) the 100% Green IT campaign in the Netherlands that aims to reduce the CO, emissions of
Dutch data centres. The latter was developed because Hivos believes that changes are also needed in
developed countries. Hivos is the only Alliance partner involved in this programme, and it works with
Southern partners. Two interventions were examined in depth: one targeting the World Bank on its
energy policy during an international forum, and the other on Uganda where Hivos’ partners lobbied
for access to sustainable energy sources in line with the UN SE4All initiative, which since the baseline
study gained in importance in Hivos’ theory of change.

3.2.4  Oxfam Novib, Dutch IMPACT Alliance

Oxfam Novib, consortium lead of the Dutch IMPACT Alliance, is the only Alliance partner that
implements the GROW Campaign, together with 16 other affiliates of the Global Oxfam
Confederation that works globally in some 90 countries. The GROW campaign is implemented in
some 40 countries. Two components within the GROW campaign where evaluated: 1) the land grab
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campaign that aims to stop land and water grabs by powerful corporations and countries and 2) the
Behind the Brands campaign that targets the 10 biggest food and beverage companies to change
their policies and practices regarding seven themes.

Public campaigning on land that started in September 2011 has now been reduced significantly, but
continues through lobby activities, and the Behind the Brands campaign has been public since
February 2013. The baseline study already assessed several campaign strands of the land grab
campaign and continued looking at the last campaign strand targeting the World Bank Group. With
regard to the Behind the Brands campaign, the evaluation assessed two campaign spikes: women
and land grabbing. Oxfam Novib played a leading role in the design of both campaigns under
evaluation. Oxfam Great Brittan and Oxfam America have been playing leading roles in these
campaigns, followed by other affiliates that contributed during campaign launches and spikes. As a
part of the land grab campaign, a case study was done in Mozambique, where Oxfam, together with
Oxfam in Brazil and Oxfam Japan, are trying to influence an agribusiness development programme to
be implemented by the governments of the three above-mentioned countries. A case study in
Pakistan was cancelled because the office decided to contribute to other parts of the GROW
campaign.

3.2.5 Budgets

As to budgets available for the different programmes for the 2011-2015 period: The programme
under evaluation implemented by the FGG Alliance is in total €3,029,952. For Hivos (People
Unlimited 4.1), the total budget of the two programmes under evaluation is €1,528,489. For the EA,
the budget for the programme under evaluation is more difficult to establish: 23% of the total budget
of €39,736,957 is allocated for the international component. The estimation is that some 75% of this
international component, or €6.8 million, is within the scope of the evaluation.

For the Oxfam Novib programme under evaluation, the MFS Il budget mentioned in NWO-WOTRO's
call for proposals (€23,400,000) is available for the GROW campaign and for other activities that
contribute towards achieving economic justice. It is, however, impossible to allocate the budget to
the five GROW campaign objectives, in particular those related to the land grab and Behind the
Brands campaigns. Apart from Dutch funding, both campaigns also received funding through the
other Oxfam affiliates.

3.2.6 Thematic issues covered by the alliances

In terms of the thematic cluster that clubs together these four alliances, we observe that the
programmes are very distinct with only a limited overlap. The right to sustainable livelihoods for local
communities is being addressed by means of advocating changes in trade and investment
agreements and biofuel policies to ensure they do less harm to local communities’ livelihoods and
their environment (FGG); by securing ecosystems for local communities and influencing social and
environmental standards roundtables (EA); by increasing local communities’ access to sustainable
energy sources (Hivos); by securing access to land rights (Oxfam, FGG) and by mainstreaming gender
in supply chains (Oxfam). FGG, the EA and Hivos all have addressed policy issues related to climate
change and adaptation, with a particular focus on the palm oil sector in Indonesia and Africa.
(However, for FGG themselves, the relation is with biofuels and land rights, not with climate change
and adaptation). Most lobby and advocacy interventions targeted national governments, the EU (as
an umbrella organisation of national governments) and multilateral institutions such as the World
Bank Group and the UNFCCC. Apart from targeting public sector actors, the EA and Oxfam have also
explicitly targeted private sector organisations and private sector initiatives such as the roundtables.
In addition, one of Hivos’ campaigns directly aims at changes in one economic sector: data centres in
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the Netherlands. Furthermore, FGG targeted investors and to a limited extent private sector
companies that are within the scope of this evaluation. Beyond the scope of this evaluation, it also
develops more activities targeting the private sector, as well as activities on land governance.

This evaluation only focuses on parts of the programmes developed by the four alliances. Sometimes
different alliances have worked towards the same outcomes. Most issues under evaluation can be
categorised as follows:

e Lland, land grab and, related with these issues, biofuels and biomass.

e C(Climate change—always aiming also at other changes such as sustainable livelihoods or
development, wherein the CSOs focus on specific aspects like sustainable energy and
REDD+.

e Trade and Investment—sector-specific and at the level of trade policies and investment
treaties.

e Mainstreaming themes such as gender and land in the supply chains of the biggest food and
beverage companies.
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4 Impact Alliance

4.1 Introduction

This assessment looks at two campaigns, the land grab campaign and the Behind the Brands
campaign, that are part of the GROW campaign (2011-2015) implemented by Oxfam Novib together
with the Oxfam Confederation in more than 90 countries. The GROW campaign aims at creating a
better future where everyone has enough to eat. Five operational objectives were formulated for the
2011-2015 period: 1) help grow movements to build a better future where everyone always has
enough to eat; 2) stop land and water grabs by powerful corporations and countries, which seize the
land and water that women and men living in poverty depend upon for their food; 3) 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; 4) invest in the productivity, resilience and
sustainability of small-scale food producers, particularly women, who produce much of the world’s
food and 5) respond to global food price crises and provide a fast and fair response.

The first campaign that is being looked at is the land grab campaign, which aims to stop land
grabbing, and the second is the Behind the Brands (BtB) campaign that targets the food and
beverage sector. Like the land grab campaign, the BtB campaign is subdivided into public campaign
spikes, and this evaluation assesses two spikes specifically, one on women in the cocoa sector and
the second on land grab.

Oxfam uses the land grabbing definition as formulated in the Tirana Declaration by the International
Land Coalition as a reference for its campaign.*** Important elements in this definition are the
recognition of land rights as a human right for men and women and the acknowledgement that land
rights not only comprise individual land rights but also user and access rights, including collective
rights, as formulated in formal laws and customary law. Important elements and principles that,
according to Oxfam, prevent land grabbing from taking place are included in the adhesion to the
principle of free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) for all affected communities, not only for
indigenous people. This includes thorough impact assessments (prior to land acquisition), the full
disclosure of land deal contracts and the acceptance of full-chain responsibility by investors and
buyers of land. At the same time, developing countries should enhance their capacities to ensure
good governance of land and tenure rights.

4.1.1 Changes in the context

The term ‘land grab’ was first used by GRAIN*® when it drew attention to the phenomena of non-
transparent land deals between wealthier food-insecure nations and investors on the one side, with
mostly poor, developing countries on the other side, as a strategy to produce crops and extract
minerals for export. Since 2000, 1000 land deals representing 37.5 million hectares of land have been
concluded, according to Land Matrix.*” However, many large-scale land acquisitions are not
disclosed, and therefore exact figures are not available. Most land acquisitions take place in countries
with weak land governance or tenure arrangements and with poor respect of human rights and
where local populations depend upon land for their social, economic and spiritual livelihoods. Most
known deals are being concluded on the African continent.*®
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4.1.2

In 2011-2014, land grabbing received increasing attention on the agenda of international
fora, and in many places it has become a shared concern that better land governance and
tenure arrangements are needed. A number of stakeholders, including several donor
governments, UNHABITAT, the International Land Coalition (ILC), Oxfam, Rights and
Resources Institute and others, are currently calling for the integration of land rights into the
Sustainable Development Goals beyond 2015.%°%°1 |n this same period, the focus seems to
have broadened from discussing only land grabbing into respecting the land and natural
resource rights of local communities.

In terms of policies, a major milestone was the endorsement of the Voluntary Guidelines on
Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests (VGGT) by the UN
Committee on Food Security (UN CFS) in May 2012. This was the first global normative
instrument on land governance ever to be adopted. In October 2014, the same committee
endorsed the Principles on Responsible Investments in Agriculture (PRIA), which now
includes a principle on the respect of tenure of land, fisheries, forests and water. These are
the result of negotiations between private sector organisations, civil society and national
governments. While it is too soon to tell what role the PRIA will play, the VGGT are setting
the global standard for many other fora where land is an issue.

In terms of changing practices, the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) has started to
assist development countries with the promotion and the implementation of the VGGT.>? The
FAO and the African Union (AU) will, for example, join forces to improve the governance of
tenure in line with the VGGT and the African Land Policy Frameworks and Guidelines.>® These
African Frameworks and Guidelines were already endorsed by the Heads of States and the
government of the African Union in 2009 and are currently being mainstreamed into the
programmes of regional African organisations. The ILC compared both guidelines and
identified 12 common messages that help to integrate both frameworks in land reform
processes in Africa.>* Meanwhile, the World Bank (WB) has used its Land Governance
Assessment Framework to support countries in the strengthening of their land governance
and tenure system; the WB has published some 50 assessments.

In 2013, a new Global Donor Working Group on Land was created, comprising the already
existing EU Working Group on Land, as well as the FAOQ, JICA, IFAD, MCC, USAID, CIDA, UN-
HABITAT, WB and the International Finance Corporation (IFC). Most important interventions
aim to operationalise the VGGT. This intention was again reinforced when the G8, under the
UK Presidency, launched a ‘Land Transparency Initiative’ in 2013. All of these initiatives at the
same time mobilise resources to implement the VGGT.

All of these changes clearly show that governments, multilateral institutions and the private
sector are taking the risks of large-scale land acquisitions more seriously than before 2011
and that concrete steps are being taken to address land grabbing.

Changes in the Alliance

The GROW campaign is being implemented by the Oxfam International Confederation (OI) that has
affiliates in 17 countries and works in more than 90 countries. Oxfam Novib (ON) is one of the 17
affiliates and is part of the IMPACT Alliance that became eligible for MFS Il funding in 2010. IMPACT
Alliance partners are SOMO, the 1%Club, Butterfly Works and Himilo Relief and Development
Association. Apart from SOMO, which plays a minor role in the GROW campaign, the other three
partners are not involved in this campaign but are involved in other interventions of the MFS Il

programme.
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GROW is managed by the Oxfam International Campaign Management Team. Since its campaign
structure was designed in 2011, it has changed in line with the nature of the campaigns and lessons
learned: Apart from adjusting its structure to the functions, it has become lighter so as to enable
smaller country offices and Oxfam affiliates to fully participate in the implementation and
management of the campaign and to ensure a stronger representation of African, Latin American and
Asian country offices. Staff regularly change roles and functions within the campaign structure to
reflect changing priorities and staffing needs. A substantial part of the staff, however, has worked
together intensively in past international campaigns. This is valid in particular for ON and Oxfam
Great Britain (OGB), followed by Oxfam America (OA), which together play the most prominent roles
in the global GROW campaign in terms of staffing and funding. ON has played a central role in
designing the land grab campaign and the BtB campaign and is also heavily involved in and leading
their implementation on behalf of Oxfam International.

Oxfam changed its internal monitoring and learning system for the GROW campaign as of January
2013 as a consequence of the availability of staff capacity and the time-consuming quarterly
reporting system in place until then. Previously, quarterly and consolidated progress reports
provided an overview of all GROW interventions and outcomes achieved at national, regional and
international level.

4.1.3 Changes in the focus of the evaluation

Originally, this assessment meant to assess the global land grab campaign and the BtB campaign,
which comprises the land grab campaign launch in October 2011, Oxfam’s work on the UN CFS and
its land freeze campaign; ON’s interventions in the Netherlands; the ON field offices in Pakistan and
Mozambique and Oxfam Brazil, which receives ON funding. Because of time limitations, no
assessment has been done of Oxfam Brazil or of outcomes achieved at in-country level. This
evaluation does, however, look at the ways in which land grab case studies from Brazil featured in
the BtB campaign. During the baseline study, the evaluator was not able to work with Oxfam’s most
important Pakistani partner on land issues, SCOPE. Possibilities to include Pakistan in the BtB
evaluation were again dropped when Oxfam decided not to continue this campaign. The baseline
study of Mozambique did not fulfil the terms of reference, and a decision made in 2013 to focus on a
case for the BtB campaign had to be revised when Oxfam decided not to take this case forward. The
country office is now focusing on a tripartite arrangement between the governments of Japan, Brazil
and Mozambique to invest in an agribusiness scheme called the ProSavana programme, which is now
part of the unit of analysis of this evaluation. Oxfam colleagues and partners in the three countries
have joined efforts to ensure the land rights of local communities are respected.

4.1.3.1 Case selection and the role of the cases in the report

As mentioned above, since the baseline, in collaboration with Oxfam, efforts have been made to
select two countries in which Oxfam is working with partner organisations to implement parts of the
land grab campaign and/or the Behind the Brands campaign. Selection criteria used were the
willingness of the Oxfam office to take part in the evaluation and security issues for Oxfam partners
and their office. At that moment, Pakistan and Mozambique were selected because in both countries
ON was preparing contributions to at least one of the campaigns. The objective of the case studies
was to obtain further insights about the integration of a ‘Southern’ perspective in both campaigns, in
terms of contributions made to the international campaign and relevance. In 2012, as mentioned
above, the evaluator was not able to work with SCOPE, the most important partner on land issues for
ON at that moment. Instead, he worked with another ON partner that, however, was not directly
linked to the campaigns. At that moment, plans in Mozambique to align with the land grab and the
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BtB campaigns were only starting. Although both countries had plans to contribute to the BtB
campaign by documenting land grab cases, further research by ON led to the non-continuation of
these cases. Whilst pursuing the aim to include a Southern perspective, including Southern partners,
a decision was made to use an online questionnaire to obtain information regarding relevance of
three important changes made, as well as regarding coordination issues. Apart from this, a
consultant was hired to conduct a case study in Mozambique to assess collaboration between Oxfam
Mozambique and Mozambican civil society, and between Oxfam Mozambique, Brazil and Japan to
prevent land grabbing from taking place within the framework of the tripartite agribusiness
ProSavana programme. It proved, however, to be too ambitious to assess the tripartite collaboration
in relation to the evaluation resources available. The assessment does, however, provide insights into
the relations between Mozambican civil society and Oxfam Mozambique. This collaboration fits into
the land grab campaign, because it addresses large-scale land acquisitions by Brazil in Mozambique.
Evaluation findings are, however, limited.

4.1.3.2 Data sources and analysis
For the assessment of both campaigns, diverse methods for data collection were used. These are
presented here for each evaluation question.

With regard to changes, the evaluator made a first inventory of outcomes claimed by Oxfam based
upon written information made available by Oxfam and completed with publically available
information. After this, evidence was collected for both the outcomes achieved and the contributions
made by Oxfam, based upon both public and confidential written information. Completed with a first
description of the relevance of the outcome, the document was sent to the ON teams for the land
grab and the Behind the Brands campaign for comments and further completion, followed by an
interview in July 2014 with the evaluation team to confirm the findings in the document, to complete
the list of outcomes and to seek further evidence of contribution and relevance. When necessary, the
ON team consulted with other Oxfam members of the campaign team by e-mail. The findings of this
approach are presented in the annex, presenting the outcomes and their relevance and including a
quick contribution analysis for each outcome. This approach considerably decreased ON’s time
needed to write down outcomes, their contribution and relevance.

The same interview was also used to reflect with the teams on outcomes achieved versus outcomes
planned, in particular for those related to the land grab campaign. Classifying the outcomes achieved
into the priority result areas and standard indicator categories was done by the evaluator. With this
approach, we have been able to answer the questions in the evaluation methodology related to the
changes to which the Alliance claims to have contributed, their relation to the three priority result
areas and their relation with the ToC in terms of progress being made.

With regard to the contribution question, during the same interviews with the ON teams, the
selection of outcomes to be included for a full contribution analysis were discussed, followed by a
reflection on the pathways of change that explain the outcomes achieved. With regard to the land
grab campaign, two outcomes that reflect changes in policies and practices of the International
Finance Cooperation were selected because they were recent outcomes achieved and had not yet
been evaluated by a mid-point evaluation commissioned by Oxfam to assess the GROW campaign,
including the last land grab campaign spike targeting the World Bank Group. The suggestion to assess
an outcome related to the World Bank’s revision of the Environmental and Social Safeguards was
rejected because the change was too preliminary and because a contribution analysis would hardly
be possible, given the fact that the first WB consultation round already involved more than 2,000
persons from 40 countries and during which 81 position papers were submitted with 1,257 signatory
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organisations.>® With regard to the BtB campaign, instead of assessing the contribution to one
outcome achieved with one food and beverage company that committed to zero tolerance for land
grabbing in its supply chain, all outcomes achieved with food and beverage companies were taken
into account as a means to test the pathways of change and underlying assumptions in the ToC.

After the selection of outcome (packages), interviews were conducted with external resource
persons, and documents were consulted to identify rival pathways that explain the outcome and to
collect additional information. The last phase of data collection for this evaluation question
comprised interviews with both Oxfam staff and external resource persons, as well as Internet
searches to complete information to confirm or reject pathways. Key elements taken into account to
increase the plausibility of contributions beyond listing interventions consisted of looking at patterns
between interventions and outcomes; the sequence of interventions leading to outcomes;
confirming or rejecting that interventions took place; and the extent to which lobby targets adhered
to key messages of the Oxfam campaign.

An MSc student did an internship with CDI to assess Oxfam’s use of social media during the BtB
campaign, gaining insights that were used to assess the contribution of these to the achievement of
the outcomes, in particular those related to the first BtB campaign spike on women and cocoa.
Together with the quick contribution analysis of the other outcomes, as mentioned above, a rather
complete overview has been obtained of all contributions made by Oxfam, answering the questions
in the evaluation methodology that search for causal explanations for the changes achieved, a
plausible relation between the interventions of Oxfam and these explanations. A question regarding
inter-organisational interactions that explain the outcome has been dealt with whilst answering the
efficiency question below.

With regard to the relevance of the changes achieved, in the first place, a general overview was
made as described above when changes achieved were identified, assessing the relevance of changes
in the wider ToC of the campaigns. The information sources used for this general overview are a
combination of information obtained from ON and the evaluators’ assessment. However, an
additional online questionnaire was administered to obtain the opinions of staff working in the
headquarters of the Oxfam affiliates, staff working in country offices and Oxfam partners about the
relevance of three selected outcomes for their own work and their own country. Ten of the 19
respondents invited sent in their answers, four of which represent the outsider view of partners
Oxfam is working with in Indonesia, Mozambique, Pakistan and on the African continent. These
answers provide insight into for whom and where these outcomes are relevant. The online
guestionnaire became an option when field work in Pakistan as a case study became irrelevant
because of changing plans within the BtB campaign.

Information collected in relation to the efficiency question has in the first place been collected
through interviews with ON staff following the three questions. When this information was
insufficient to answer the three questions formulated in the evaluation methodology, ON consulted
with more members of the campaign teams from other Oxfam affiliates to complete the missing
information by mail. No written information was made available. The online questionnaire used to
obtain information on relevance also contained information regarding coordination issues within the
Oxfam confederation and helped to get a more nuanced idea about efficiency, but substantiation of
these findings is still limited. The findings answer the questions in the evaluation methodology: the
theory of efficiency of the campaigns, how it works in practice and how the Alliance is improving its
efficiency.
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The evaluation question regarding explanatory factors was mainly answered without collecting
additional information but was based upon the analysis of all information already available. The most
important factors that we looked at are internal factors within Oxfam that explain the findings,
external factors and the interface.

4.1.3.3 Sources consulted
This assessment has used the following data sources:

e Oxfam made available documents that described strategic plans and the internal evaluations
of different campaign strands and spikes. Oxfam provided evidence of meeting dynamics
with food and beverage companies (FBCs) and with investors that helped to assess Oxfam’s
direct lobby activities for the BtB campaign. Such information was hardly made available for
the land grab campaign, because Oxfam considered these too sensitive to share with the
consultant.

e Information found on the Internet completed the evidence of outcomes achieved as well as
contributions made. Some 190 sources were used for this purpose, of which 26 originate
from Oxfam.

e Interviews with 21 respondents of Oxfam offices and 40 external resource persons provided
more detailed information on outcomes achieved, for the contribution analysis and the
relevance of the outcomes achieved. These interviews include those held during the baseline
study. Unfortunately, World Bank staff working with Oxfam did not agree to an interview,
because some of the land grab cases described by Oxfam are still being monitored by the
Office of the Compliance Advisor/Ombudsman of the International Finance Corporation
(CAO-IFC) to ensure that decisions are being correctly implemented by the IFC. A number of
interviews were conducted face to face, but the majority of interviews was held by Skype.
Most interviews were recorded and transcribed.

e An online questionnaire was used to obtain the opinions of staff working in the headquarters
of the Oxfam affiliates, staff working in country offices and Oxfam partners about the
relevance of selected outcomes achieved for their own work, as well as to obtain information
regarding the coordination of the GROW campaign. Ten of the 19 respondents invited sent in
their answers, amongst which were four responses from partner organisations with which
Oxfam is working.

e A consultant worked on the Mozambican ProSavana case study and interviewed nine
resource persons in person. Additional data were gathered through the Internet.

e An MSc student did an internship and assessed the role of the social media used during the
first spike of the BtB campaign on women and cocoa.

4.1.3.4 Limitations

Triangulation:
Generally speaking, most information obtained from either respondents or written information was
triangulated with other information sources to the extent possible. Triangulation occurred between
information provided by ON and other Oxfam affiliates, and between Oxfam and external
information sources. Triangulation has been most obvious for answering the evaluation questions on
changes and contribution, however the following observations need to be taken into account:

e The contribution analysis for the land grab campaign mostly relied upon external resources
(respondents and written materials) rather than inside information from Oxfam. Interviews
with external respondents, mainly representing civil society organisations, provided a
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consistent contribution story, but as mentioned, it was not possible to include the
perceptions and opinion of different actors from the WBG. Additional information provided
by them, as well as more inside information from Oxfam might have enriched the
contribution story.

e The contribution analysis for the BtB campaign on the contrary, relied to a great extent upon
internal documents from Oxfam, with triangulation of information from different Oxfam
staff, NGOs, private sector experts and roundtables. However, more information coming
from Food and Beverage Companies themselves might possibly have enriched the
contribution analysis. The evaluation team however also decided to abstain from
interviewing lobby targets themselves, which in itself would increase the risk of obtaining
biased information.

Triangulation of information for the relevance and the efficiency question is less obvious, but the
online questionnaire helped to obtain some more in-depth information from other Oxfam affiliates,
Oxfam offices and their partners, which helped to increase the reliability of findings. Some external
resources such as a mid-point evaluation team also helped to check findings.

Possible biases:
The outcomes achieved only comprise positive outcomes, intended or unintended, and no traces
were found within Oxfam documents of negative outcomes that required additional action.
Biases with regard to contribution were as much as possible limited by using the motto:
“the more likely Oxfam is explaining the outcome, the harder you have to find rival pathways
contesting this” (inspired by Bayesian logic).

Other limitations:

Not all outcomes seem appropriate as a starting point for a contribution analysis. One example
already given is the influence Oxfam has exerted during the first global consultation round regarding
the WBG Environmental and Social Safeguards. Too many stakeholders have been involved in these
consultations, of which an unknown number may have explicitly addressed land governance issues
during consultations at different places. Assessing contribution on this occasion might have started
with a social network analysis of those 2000 persons attending the consultations in 40 different
countries in order to map networks that are typically addressing land issues and how these relate the
Oxfam network as a means to identify rival pathways.

A similar approach might be worthwhile attempting when assessing Oxfam’s contribution towards
the adoption of the Voluntary Guidelines in May 2012. Oxfam supported the Civil Society Mechanism
that is an official body to the UN Committee on Food Security and that represents 11 different
constituents (farmers, fisherfolk, landless, etc.) all around the world. Apart from this, Oxfam applied
another strategy, that of influencing national governments on land issues, who in turn were in the
position to adopt the Voluntary Guidelines.

These examples are beyond the scope of this evaluation.

4.2 Evaluation questions 1 and 3: Changes and relevance

This section presents the original Theory of Change (ToC) of the land grab campaign, as well as that
of the BtB campaign. There is a partial overlap between both campaigns, because one of the
campaign spikes of the BtB campaign looks at large-scale land acquisitions in the supply chains of the
10 biggest FBCs in the world, based upon their global overall revenue and their position in the Forbes
2000 annual ranking.>® Other themes addressed by BtB do not overlap with the land grab campaign.
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After the description of the ToCs in 5.2.1, this section continues with an overview of the most
important outcomes achieved by both campaigns.

4.2.1 Theories of change for the land grab campaign and Behind the Brands

4.2.1.1 How Oxfam works with Theories of Change

Oxfam drafts strategies, which include ToCs, for all its campaign work, be it for global campaigns, for
separate campaign strands, for campaigns in Oxfam countries and the like. ToCs represent the
general orientation of the campaign in a visual manner, comprising loose relations between
outcomes and main strategies, including a description of assumptions and a narrative.

At the start of MFS Il, ON and the Oxfam Confederation prepared an operational plan for the GROW
campaign covering the 2011-2013 period.>” A ToC for the entire campaign was elaborated to provide
strategic direction, which was reconfirmed in its next operational plan for 2013-2015.> The GROW
campaign ToC has been approved by the Economic Justice Campaign Management Team. The visual
representation of the ToC for the land grab campaign in this report was constructed during a meeting
with ON in 2012 and follows the detailed description of the land grab campaign in the operational
plan, which presents outcomes, intermediate outcomes and strategies. The operationalisation of the
ToC mainly occurred by means of the development of campaign strands at global, national and
regional level. Where appropriate, Oxfam developed for each campaign strand a separate ToC as a
means to orient the campaign teams. One example of such a ToC is that of the landfreeze campaign,
which has been visualised in Figure 5.3 as one of the pathways to explain Oxfam’s contribution to
changes in policies and practices of the International Finance Corporation. ToCs that provide further
guidance during the implementation of the GROW campaign also require a sign-off by the Economic
Justice Campaign Management Team for Oxfam Confederation-wide campaign strands.

In the 2011-2013 operational plan, the Food Justice Index was part of the GROW campaign and
partially integrated into the land grab campaign. The Food Justice Index further evolved into the
Behind the Brands campaign. ToCs for this campaign changed during the design of the campaign but
not after the campaign was launched. The ToC of the last version is represented in this section and
was signed off by the Economic Justice Campaign Management Team.

Generally speaking, we observe that Oxfam’s ToCs for GROW and for the landgrab and the BtB
campaigns have not changed during implementation. They are reviewed at regular intervals, but they
remained valid, so they have not changed but serve to provide strategic guidance and are reviewed
by strategic decision makers periodically. This also applies for ToCs for campaign strands. The teams
implementing the campaigns use these ToCs to guide their interventions and operations, as well as
to monitor progress towards outcomes. Campaign teams are flexible in deciding about the right mix
of actions to implement towards achieving these outcomes.

4.2.1.2 The land grab campaign
The original ToC for the entire land grab campaign, which already included parts of the BtB campaign
related to land issues, is as follows:

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:

e changes in regulation and legislation in seven developing countries take place that
strengthen land policies for women and men;

e strong regional land policy frameworks and guidelines inform the design and implementation
of national processes and
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the UN CFS adopts strong Guidelines on Land and Natural Resources Tenure (VG) that inform
national policies.

Companies and investors adopt responsible investment policies and practices in relation to
irresponsible large-scale land acquisitions. This will happen if:

those who are directly or indirectly involved in land grabs are investigated and named where
appropriate;

institutions and norms that influence companies’ and investors’ behaviour are held to high
standards in relation to land and natural resources and

a number of commodity chains adopt responsible investment policies and practices in
relation to land.

Some of the world’s most powerful FBCs engage in a ‘race to the top’ to improve sustainable
agricultural sourcing policies and practices. This will happen if:

empowered publics pressure FBCs in a more ‘GROW’ way and
FBCs, investors, retailers and progressive business groups improve their policies and practices
to add to the pressure for positive change coming from the public.

At the time (2011), the third objective was still in the design process and was internally referred to as
the Food Justice Index. Later, this was internally referred to as the Food Company Campaign and was
finally made public as the BtB campaign.

4.

Within this ToC, Oxfam affiliates on behalf of Oxfam International and country offices
developed and implemented different campaign strands over time. The most important
campaign strands at the international level were the following:

The global land grab launch, which started in September 2011.%° Its primary objective 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 four to five
cases that highlight how interrelated actors (public, private, international), policies, rules and
regulations facilitate land grab.

The campaign strand targeting the UN CFS, which aimed at building a global movement for a
new agricultural and ecological future and an accountable global governance mechanism in
which the UN CFS takes the lead. The main focus on land issues was that of having strong
Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests
(VGGTs). A second objective was that of strengthening the Civil Society Mechanism (CSM) in
such a way that it would be capable of addressing other GROW campaign themes at the UN
CFS and to ensure that this mechanism and the UN CFS organise outreach at regional and
national level.

The campaign strand targeting the World Bank Group (WBG), calling for a freeze of its
involvement in large-scale land acquisitions, was launched in October 2012.%°

The BtB campaign that was launched in February 2013, and that has had a particular strand
on land grabbing by large FBCs and investors since October 2013.%?

Oxfam International affiliates support these campaign strands in different ways: Either they
implement part of the international campaign or they organise national campaigns that feed
into the international campaign. Examples of these include the following:
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e Lobbying the respective governments where Oxfam affiliates are settled as to ensure that
their government representatives have a similar voice in the UN CFS or in the WBG Board of
Directors.

e Upon request of ‘Eerlijke Bankwijzer’ and financed by ON, Profundo researched the land
policies of 11 Dutch banks. This research was used by ON to lobby these banks to change
their policies by means of direct engagement as of October 2011, followed by a public
campaign in February 2012.5?

e As part of the October 2013 international BtB land spike on land, Profundo, financed by ON,
published a report highlighting the involvement of Dutch banks and pension funds in one of
the land grab cases highlighted during the campaign spike.®® With this action, ON managed to
inform Dutch citizens about land grabbing another time as well as the Dutch government and
parliament, not only by means of the report, but also by means of a national television
broadcast.®

e Other affiliates organised similar activities in their own countries.

6. Oxfam country offices are also involved in different campaign strands or implementing their
own additional national campaigns in the following ways:

e Field offices raise the awareness of local organisations and their partners to form strong
coalitions to address national land governance policies and practices.

o Field offices support local communities and partners to resolve local land issues.

e Field offices and their partners use global advocacy to solve large-scale land grab cases in
terms of seeking remedy for the populations involved, changing the policies and practices of
the corporates or investors involved and changing the standards of international institutions.

e Regional campaigns.

e South—-South campaigns such as the collaboration between Oxfam Mozambique, Oxfam
Japan and Oxfam Brazil to jointly address issues of large-scale land acquisition in the
ProSavana Triangular Programme between Mozambique, Japan and Brazil.

Campaign strands and their content have developed over time, taking into account outcomes
achieved during previous campaign strands. Therefore, these strands do not focus on one particular
outcome at a time, but on different outcomes simultaneously.

Oxfam'’s strategies to reach these outcomes consist of research activities, direct engagement with
lobby targets, building alliances with social movements that claim their rights, producing briefing
papers to attract the public attention of global media and motivate global audiences to engage with
the campaign through social media, using and challenging existing complaint mechanisms and
influencing multi-stakeholder initiatives such as the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil (RSPO).
Oxfam also envisioned the development of a Food Company Campaign Index, which later turned into
the BtB scorecard.

Within the land grab campaign, the baseline study already assessed the outcomes achieved for the
2011 campaign launch, the VGGT work with the UN CFS and the Dutch banking campaign. The last
campaign strand is the land freeze campaign targeting the WBG, which will be assessed in this report,
together with the BtB campaign.

4.2.1.3 Behind the Brands campaign
The BtB campaign is embedded in the general ToC of the land grab campaign as far as land issues are
concerned. It is, however, to be considered a separate campaign for other themes. Campaign design
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started in 2011 and continued until February 2013, when the campaign was launched publicly. At the
heart of the campaign is a scorecard that ranks the biggest FBCs on seven themes (women, small-
scale food producers, workers, land, water, climate and transparency). This scorecard is updated two
times a year to both show progress and to increase pressure on FBCs to improve their scores and
engage them in a race to the top on all seven themes. In addition to the scorecard, Oxfam engages
directly with the 10 FBCs, their investors, NGOs and other relevant stakeholders. The 10 FBCs are
PepsiCo, Coca-Cola, Mars, Kellogg, General Mills, Danone, Unilever, Nestlé, Mondeléz and Associated
British Foods (ABF).

Apart from engaging with all 10 FBCs on all seven themes, three particular campaign spikes have
been implemented so far (on women’s position in value chains focusing on the cacao sector and
women in the cocoa sector, on land issues with a particular (but not exclusive) focus on the sugar
sector and on climate change mitigation). This evaluation assesses the first two campaign spikes on
gender and on land. Both campaign spikes, apart from the six-month period when they receive
extensive exposure to consumers, global publics and media, follow the ToC of the general campaign,
which is visualised in Figure 5.1.

The BtB campaign ultimately aims to ensure that small-scale producers and their communities will
have increased opportunities to enjoy greater food security, income, prosperity and resilience. Its
specific outcome is achieved when at least eight of the 10 FBCs, two multi-stakeholder initiatives
(MSI) and two certification organisations engage more actively in the public debate and publicly
commit to policies in line with Oxfam’s ultimate aim.

The first pathway represents Oxfam’s ToC and is visualised through the and
. It has four lobby targets and different pathways:

1. Ten FBCs become aware of their impact on small-scale food producers, workers and rural
communities in developing countries. As a consequence, they acknowledge the need to
develop better policies and to become more transparent in their sourcing practices. Oxfam’s
most important strategy is to engage with the FBCs.

2. Global and local media are mobilised by publishing campaign materials such as the updated
BtB scorecard and the briefing papers and media briefs that accompany the campaign spikes
to inform the wider public about progress being made by the FBCs with regard to new
commitments made. Media will put the 10 FBCs in the spotlight and under pressure.

3. Global publics hold the FBCs to account (including via social media actions and offline stunts)
and put public pressure on them for better policies and practices. Oxfam therefore uses
similar information as that being developed for the media and develops both online and
offline stunts that mobilise consumers to engage with the campaign. These actions target the
brands of the FBCs. Oxfam uses these brands as a means to stimulate peer competition
between brands (and ultimately between the companies).

4. Allies (NGOs, investors groups, friendly contacts of the 10 FBCs, shareholders) work with
Oxfam to increase the pressure on the 10 FBCs and other key private sector actors (at least
two MSIs and two certification organisations). Oxfam therefore engages directly (and
sometimes co-strategizes) with these actors, works with them to develop public campaign
activities and provides information on the BtB scorecard, campaign materials and approach.

The second pathway is that other NGOs, the sector itself and MSIs that work closely with the FBCs
already address these issues before or during the BtB campaign. As a result of this, the FBCs change
their policies and practices. This is visualised by the dark blue oval and the blue arrow.
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This ToC contains several assumptions: 1) that FBCs are brand competitive and are in competition
with each other to obtain better scores (race to the top), 2) that policy changes that are made public
by the FBCs lead to changing practices, 3) that transparency and disclosure of information on the
FBC’s policies, their suppliers and their sourcing countries provide opportunities to other actors to
take action, 4) that FBCs are sensitive to consumer pressure and 5) that consumers care about the
products that they buy.

Allies (NGOs, investors groups) of Other NGOs, the sector itself
the 10 FBCs increase pressure on and MSis that work closely
them and upon other private sector with the FBCs already work on
actors the 7 themes before and
during the BtB campaign

Directly engage with
investors, NGOs and
MsSls

Direct engagem.ent with 8 of the 10 FBCs acknowledge the 8 ofthe 10 FBCs, 2 MSlsand 2
. 10 FI;Cs. - need to develop better policies and to certification organisations are active
) Inform and negotiate become more transparent in their in the public debate and publicly
RIEIcHdEEdiice sourcing practices commit to improved policies and
Develop thematic
campaigns on Gender
and Cocoa, Land and
Sugar and others
Publics feel empoweredto hold FBCs to
account and put pressure on them
More food security, more
'ment and morer

of Oxfam's local stakeholdersin at
least 16 countries.

Initial BtB design Mobilise publics DN
and research

Keep scorecard up
to date and publish
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made by other FBCs Media share information (e.g. via social ‘

media: comments, tweets, Facebook posts)
about the impact of the 10 FBCs on Oxfam's
local stakeholders, and create pressure

Approaches Assumptions
planned
Campaign Pathways Race to the top
é Rival Pathway 1 Policy changes --> changing practice

Other actors Disclosure of information by FBCs
and factors

FBCs are sensible to consumer pressure

Figure 4.1 ToC of the BtB Campaign

4.2.2 Changes achieved

This section briefly describes the outcomes realised to which Oxfam’s land grab campaign and its BtB
campaign have contributed in general. For both campaigns, the outcomes are organised according to
the priority research areas: agenda setting, policy influencing and changing practice.

Uniform indicators (Ul) were formulated for each of the priority result areas. These are presented in
Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Uniform indicators per priority result area

Agenda Setting

- Within the programme, the relevant members of an alliance determine, share and keep up to date their policy
positions and strategies. Ul 1.1

- Alliance and other actors become aware of the issues at stake, organise themselves and adhere to the
position of the ILA programme. Ul 1.2

- Extent to which lobby/advocacy targets react upon the positions taken by the ILA programme. Ul 1.3

- Relevant NGOs and/or other stakeholders involved in the programme are invited to participate in meetings
(or organise meetings) relevant for the issue(s) by lobby/advocacy targets on public/private sector policies or
those of international institutions. Ul 1.4

- The terms of public debate are influenced: New civil society perspectives and alternative approaches are
introduced into the policy debate. Ul 1.5

Policy Influencing

- Demonstrable changes (or prevention of policy changes, including adoption of new policies) take place by
lobby/advocacy targets. Ul 2.1

- Demonstrable shift in accountability structure for government and private sector. Ul 2.2

Changing Practice
- Concrete changes in practices of lobby targets as to policy formulation. Ul 3.1
- Concrete changes in practices of governments, institutes and/or targeted companies as to implementation of
policies (changing practices) in the ‘field’. Ul 3.2

The following sections will present the outcomes achieved according to these uniform indicators for
the land grab campaign, the BtB women and cocoa spike and the BtB land and sugar spike. This
presentation is in line with the requirements of the terms of reference of NWO-WOTRO. After this
presentation, the outcomes of the land grab campaign and those of the BtB land and sugar spike will
be presented in light of the ToC.

4.2.2.1 Land grab campaign
The outcomes listed below do not provide the entire picture of changes achieved through the land
grab campaign.

In the first place, no comprehensive overview is available of outcomes achieved with regard to
national land policies and governance in the 90 countries where Oxfam works (policy influencing),
nor of outcomes achieved that relate to the concrete resolution of conflicts between companies and
local communities (changing practice). O’Neil and Goldschmid®® conclude, based upon document
review, that ‘Policy changes on land rights at the national and regional levels were less prevalent with
advances reported in the African Union, the Philippines, the Netherlands and Vietnam, although this
evaluation could not assess the extent of Oxfam’s influence in these countries/regions. Instances
were also reported where Oxfam was directly involved in tackling land or water grab cases. For
example, in South Sudan, Burkina Faso, Bangladesh and Guatemala..” Oxfam’s monitoring,
evaluation and learning system does not enable the compilation of such a comprehensive review,
and this is also to be explained by the decentralised operation procedures for the GROW campaign at
the affiliate level.

In the second place, the outcomes achieved do not yet include those of the BtB spike on land issues,
which, as will be seen below, contributed considerably to the second objective of the land grab
campaign: Companies and investors adopt responsible investment policies and practices in relation
to irresponsible large-scale land acquisitions.
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Table 4.2 Outcomes achieved: land grab campaign

Agenda setting

As a result of the launch of the land grab campaign, a wider audience has been reached at the global level to stop land
grabbing (numbers as 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, the World Bank and the RSPO, and is quoted and covered by renowned news
agencies such as BBC World Service, BBC World TV, Voice of America, CNN Spanish, Canada Broadcasting Corporation, Al
Jazeera, the Wall Street Journal, 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 Ol and OGB channels. (Ul 1.2)
In October 2012, the Dutch government discussed the WBG's role in land grabbing with Vice President Rachel Kyte: the
Dutch government understands Oxfam’s concerns but agrees with the WBG that not all 21 large-scale acquisitions are to
be classified as land grabs.% This is later followed by a debate in parliament.®? (Ul 1.2)
In October 2012, at the launch of the land freeze campaign, the WBG reacted two times publicly by stating that it shared
Oxfam’s concerns but would not agree with a land freeze.®86970 (Ul 1.3)
The WBG reacted to several social media campaigns in the October 2012—-April 2013 (video with music by Coldplay and
600 tweets to stop land grabbing);?* online petitioning with 50,000 signatures/200,000 expected that did not lead to a
reaction. (Ul 1.3)
The Civil Society Mechanism (CSM), an official structure within the UN CFS, was very effective in the negotiation process
and managed to improve the VGGT significantly. It is the largest international mechanism of civil society organisations in
the world, and since its official recognition, governments’ attitudes have changed tremendously in that they started to
respect the technical expertise of civil society.”273 Oxfam is one of the many actors that were involved in the CSM. (Ul 1.4)
Land continues to be on the agenda of the WBG since July 2012 (before the land freeze campaign publicly began), and
after the public campaign of October 2012, only becomes public when needed. Several public statements were made by
the WBG. (Ul 1.4)
The UN CFS is now being recognised as a global governance mechanism on land and natural resources and starts working
on responsible agricultural investments, monitoring and resilience in the coming two 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. Oxfam is one of the
many NGOs and CSOs involved in the process. (Ul 1.5)
In April 2013, before the annual Land and Poverty Conference, the WBG publicly stated that land access for poor people is
critical, endorsed the UN CFS VGGT to inform the safeguards review, highlighted the importance of strengthening the
capacities of national governments for improved land governance and committed to making basic information about land
transfers public.”# (Ul 1.5)

The WB draft version of the safeguards contains two specific safeguards (ESS1 and ESS5) with regard to land
acquisition and tenure and involuntary resettlement.’> (Ul 1.5)

Policy influencing

The Voluntary Guidelines have been adopted and include the recognition of a wide variety of different types 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 and informed consent (for indigenous communities) and use quite progressive language on
consultation for non-indigenous peoples, equal access for women and men to land, fisheries and forests. Oxfam has been
one of the many contributors of these guidelines. (Ul 2.1)

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, in particular for those that receive public support
for private sector work (FMO, IDH, etc.).”677(Ul 2.1)

In 2012, three out of 11 Dutch banks targeted by the campaign ‘Eerlijke Bankwijzer’ changed their policies with regard to
land issues: Delta Lloyd,’® SNS Asset Management,”9:80 ACTIAM&? and ABN AMRO.82 AEGON followed when it was again
targeted during the BtB campaign in October 2013. (Ul 2.1)

In the period September 2013-September 2014, the IFC has introduced new regulations and practices with regard to
lending through financial intermediaries (Fls). More changes are yet to come in the coming months. 83848586 (U] 2.1)

In the period January—April 2014, the IFC’s policies and intentions with regard to large-scale land acquisitions funded by
the IFC changed in a number of ways.87 (Ul 2.1)

By the end of 2012, the Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation had begun to play a more prominent
role in addressing land issues both in the Netherlands and outside. Land grab issues are more frequently discussed in the
Dutch parliament since 2013, including a hearing organised in February 2013 that also involved the WB. In 2014, the
Minister launched a land governance Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue to strengthen land governance in countries where Dutch
actors are intervening. Oxfam participated in lobbying the Minister, together with ActionAid, Both Ends, ICCO,
Milieudefensie and NCIV. 88.89,90,91,92,93,94,95 (] 2,2)
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Changing practice

e Aland grab case is under mediation with the grievance mechanism at the RSPO and to date 10 of the ‘14 demands’ are
resolved and the remaining demands are mainly related to land matters, which involve local government/authorities and
are beyond the company’s jurisdiction.®®7 (Ul 3.2)

e Aland grab case in Honduras, including human rights violations, is about to be solved. The IFC had to revise its
management response to the CAO-IFC audit after a huge outcry from civil society. It currently implements its Consultation
Draft Enhanced Action Plan,? and the Action Plan is regularly revised based on Oxfam’s advice. (Ul 3.2)

e Aland grab case in South Sudan was solved by the local communities themselves in August 2011, and before it was
published in Oxfam’s report.®%100 Different actors, including Oxfam,101.102 claim to have contributed to solving the case. (Ul
3.2)

e Aland grab case in Uganda was solved and the CAO is still monitoring progress with the implementation of the agreement
between the company, which received some of its funding from the IFC, and the communities. (Ul 3.2)

e Aland grab case in Guatemala was solved for 140 of the 769 families concerned by the government of Guatemala.103.104
Different actors, including Oxfam,195.10 claim to have solved the case. (Ul 3.2)

Generally speaking, the outcomes in the above table show that Oxfam has been able to put land
grabbing and the need to improved land governance mechanisms on the agenda of a wide range of
fora (agenda setting). Most importantly, Oxfam has contributed, with many other NGOs and civil
society organisations, to the VGGTs (policy influencing), and these VGGTs are now being used by
Oxfam and others to lobby other organisations, such as the WBG and the private sector. No
information is available that shows how Oxfam has been using these VGGTs to influence policies of
developing countries; this will probably happen in the years to come. Oxfam and other NGOs have
been successful in influencing policies of the IFC of the WBG, as well as the first draft of the
Environmental and Social Safeguards of the WBG that are currently under review. Particularly with
regard to the IFC, the land grab case in Honduras has triggered the WBG to start changing its policies
and practices. This case associated IFC investments with land grabbing and human rights violations.
The Uganda case, also under mediation with the CAO since 2011, has now been resolved, improving
the livelihoods of thousands of families with secure land titles.

4.2.2.2 Behind the Brands Campaign

The tables below show the outcomes achieved for both the women and cocoa spike, targeting
Nestlé, Mars and Mondelez publicly over February—June 2013, and the land and sugar spike,
targeting Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and ABF from October 2013 until April 2014. It is important to observe
that, apart from the public campaign spikes, the regular update of the BtB scorecard and direct
lobbying also introduced changes on other themes, such as water, climate change, working
conditions, transparency of information provided by the FBCs and farmers. These outcomes are not
presented in the tables below.
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Table 4.3 Outcomes achieved: Behind the Brand campaign, Women and cocoa spike

Agenda setting

e Between 26 February and 8 March 2013, 1,237 supporters (1,000 were planned) participated in a ‘thunderclap’ telling
Mars, Mondelez and Nestlé to respect women and cocoa farmers with an outreach of 1,065,000 persons.107 (Ul 1.2)

e 114,000 persons signed the online petition to ask Mars, Mondelez and Nestlé to respect women and cocoa farmers.
(Ur1.2)

e 1.1 million persons viewed the general BtB website, and 350,000 persons engaged in the women and cocoa campaign
by sending comments on the campaign, sharing or liking posts on Facebook or by retweeting messages. (Ul 1.2)

Policy influencing

e Nestlé (March 2013), Mars (March 2013) and Mondelez (April 2013) fully committed to Oxfam’s asks.108,109,110 Thjs
implies that they will conduct third-party assessments and publish the data, that they have adopted a corresponding
‘plan of action’ to address the findings of these assessments and that the three FBCs will engage with and influence
other powerful public and private actors including governments and cocoa certifiers to address gender inequality. (Ul
2.1)

e Within one year (February 2013—2014), seven of the 10 FBC had changed their scores on gender (PepsiCo, General
Mills and Danone did not). In addition to Nestlé, Mondelez and Mars, Coca-Cola, Kellogg, Unilever and PepsiCo
subscribed to the UN Women Empowerment Principles. (Ul 2.1)

Changing practice

e Nestlé, Mars and Mondelez conduct a gender impact assessment and publish a gender action plan.111.112,113 (U] 3.1)

e Mars, Mondelez and Nestlé exert influence regarding gender upon other companies and governments: They joined
the World Cocoa Foundation (WCF) CocoaAction initiative that was published in May 2014 in which gender parity is
one of the issues. Ten other companies adhere to this CocoaAction plan, and an agreement was signed with the
government of lvory Coast to implement the plan.114 (Ul 3.1)

The launch of the women and cocoa spike coincided with the general campaign launch.

Table 4.3 shows that global consumers started to engage with the women and cocoa spike by signing
petitions, but also shows contributions through directly targeting the FBCs, requesting them to
change (agenda setting). Mars, Mondelez and Nestlé committed within two months of the launch of
the campaign, and others that were not targeted also followed (policy influencing). Apart from
producing their own gender action plans (that are expected to be implemented), the three FBCs all
integrated gender in the CocoaAction plan of the World Cocoa Foundation (WCF) that aims to secure
cocoa supplies in a sustainable manner (changing practice).

Table 4.4 Outcomes achieved: Behind the Brand campaign, Land and sugar spike

Agenda setting

e 35investors worth over 1.4 trillion USD published a statement in support of the BtB campaign in September 2013.11>
(Ur1.2)

e 18 million followers on Twitter and Facebook of 47 NGOs (out of 90 NGOs), allies of Oxfam, have been reached in the
first two months of the land and sugar spike October—-November 2013. (Ul 1.2)

o Afew NGOs, allies of Oxfam, have provided meaningful information to Oxfam with regard to engaging with FBCs. (Ul
1.2)

e More than 700 consumers joined a ‘thunderclap’ Twitter action targeting PepsiCo, Coca-Cola and ABF (Ul 1.3)

e Consumers sent 27,000 emails to PepsiCo in one day. (Ul 1.3)

e 150,000 consumers joined Oxfam’s movement to change the way FBCs impact people and planet in the period
October 2013—-February 2014. (Ul 1.3)

e Six Dutch investors all publicly reacted to the ‘Nieuwsuur’ broadcast on 2 October 2013 in which they were alleged to
be associated with a land grab case in Brazil.116 (Ul 1.3)

e Two Brazilian land grab cases!!” were brought to the attention of the Brazilian government by Oxfam as well as the
Dutch government in response to the ‘Nieuwsuur’ broadcast on 2 October 2013. These remain unresolved, but
substantial progress has been made. (Ul 1.3)
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Policy influencing

e Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and Nestlé adhere to the UN CFS VGGTs. (Ul 2.1)

e Between February 2013 and February 2014, ABF, Mondelez, Kellogg and General Mills also included the principle of
FPIC in their supplier codes. In total, eight of 10 FBCs improved their BtB scores for land in that period. (Ul 2.1)

e ABF’s subsidiaries Illovo and Twinings improved their own codes of conduct and in particular included the principle of
FPIC for all communities. (Ul 2.1)

e Coca-Cola (November 2013), PepsiCo (March 2014), Unilever (April 2014) and Nestlé (August 2014) declared zero
tolerance for land grabbing in their supply chains.118119,120121 (] 2,2

e The Dutch government engaged directly with four Dutch banks and two pension funds after these were linked with a
trader allegedly being involved in land grab in Brazil. The Minister also addressed the issue with the Brazilian
government and the Dutch embassy and reported back to the Dutch parliament.122 (Ul 2.2)

e Shareholders of PepsiCo and ABF filed resolutions together with Oxfam that led to policy changes with regard to land
grabbing. (Ul 2.2)

Changing practice

e Coca-Cola and PepsiCo started their independent assessments in top sourcing countries to better understand land
grabbing risks in their supply chains. Coca-Cola discusses the issue with the government of Cambodia and along with
PepsiCo investigates the cases in Brazil and Cambodia. (Ul 3.2)

e Coca-Colais investigating a Cambodian land grab with which it is associated in Oxfam’s briefing note with the
assistance of an independent auditor hired by Coca-Cola.123 (Ul 3.2)

e Coca-Cola actively participates in the Private Sector Mechanism of the UN CFS with regard to land rights.12* (Ul 3.2)

e NGOs in Cambodia identified one other Cambodian land grab case in which Coca-Cola is allegedly involved when the
FBC had disclosed its top three supplying countries and suppliers (Mitr Pohl, for instance, is a case where Coca-Cola is
now engaging in Cambodia as a result). (Ul 3.2)

In comparison with the women and cocoa spike, far more global consumers have been reached
during the land and sugar spike. Additionally, investors who attended webinars and meetings
organised by Oxfam in the first half of 2013 began to align with Oxfam’s general BtB campaign, and
Dutch investors were forced to publicly react after a television broadcast declared an alleged
association between these investors and land grab in Brazil (agenda setting). Eight of the 10 FBCs
improved their BtB scores for land, in most cases by introducing the FPIC principle into their supplier
codes. Four FBCs committed to zero tolerance for land grabbing in their supply chains (policy
change), implying that they also commit to addressing these (changing practice), as can be witnessed
when assessing the outcomes achieved under the heading of changing practice.

4.2.2.3 Outcomes achieved in relation to objectives set

The previous overview of outcomes achieved does not reflect the reasoning behind the original ToC
and objectives of the land grab campaign, which at some points achieved outcomes for agenda
setting, policy influencing and changing practice with the same set of interventions. This also applies
for the BtB campaign, whose ToC also does not distinguish between agenda setting, policy change
and changing practice. Therefore, this section briefly highlights which outcomes have been achieved
against the ToC of the land grab campaign, which also integrates the outcomes of the BtB land and
sugar spike.
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Table 4.5 Outcomes achieved in relation to the original land grab ToC

Outcomes planned

Outcomes achieved

Policy changes and their
implementation in developing
countries strengthen the land and
natural resource rights of women
and other small-scale food
producers.

The adoption of the VGGT is a major milestone that currently informs the bilateral
cooperation agenda of donor countries and, as is the case in the Netherlands, helps
donor countries to hold their private sector accountable for large-scale land
acquisitions that do not respect these VGGTs.

The Global Donor Working Group on Land (established only in 2013) states that it
currently implements 554 projects in 125 countries (landgov.donorplatform.org).
This is to be considered the direct effect of the adoption of the VGGTs by the UN CFS,
to which Oxfam contributed with many other NGOs and civil society organisations.

Changes in regulation and
legislation in seven developing
countries take place that
strengthen land policies for
women and men.

During the campaign, at least seven land grab cases have been researched, published
and (partially) solved. These are Uganda, Indonesia, Honduras, Guatemala, South
Sudan, Brazil and Cambodia. These cases have, however, not resulted in changes in
regulation and legislation.

Oxfam is running land programmes in Vietnam, Cambodia, Bangladesh, Myanmar,
the Philippines, Guatemala, Pakistan, Senegal, Burkina Faso, Malawi, Paraguay,
Uganda and other countries to improve land governance.

The adoption of the VGGTs has considerably increased donor support to developing
countries, and in a more coordinated way.

Strong regional land policy
frameworks and guidelines
inform the design and
implementation of national
processes.

The FAO and the African Union (AU) will join forces to improve the governance of
tenure in line with the VGGT and the African Land Policy Frameworks and Guidelines
(FAO, 2014). These African Frameworks and Guidelines were already endorsed by the
Heads of States and the government of the African Union in 2009 and are currently
being mainstreamed into the programmes of regional African organisations. This is a
direct effect of the adoption of the VGGTs by the UN CFS, to which Oxfam
contributed with many other NGOs and civil society organisations.

The UN CFS adopts strong VGGTs
that inform national policies.

The VGGTs have been adopted, and these provide strong guidelines. At the same
time, the UN CFS is now being recognised as a global governance mechanism on land
and natural resources and has obtained the legitimacy of many actors to address the
PRIA, which were endorsed in October 2014. The CSM is being respected for its
technical expertise in many of the negotiations.

Companies and investors stop
their engagements in
irresponsible large-scale land
acquisitions.

Coca-Cola (November 2013), PepsiCo (March 2014), Unilever (April 2014) and Nestlé
(August 2014) declare zero tolerance for land grabbing in their supply chains.

Those who are directly or
indirectly involved in land grabs
are investigated and named
where appropriate.

Two land grab cases involving international private sector organisations have been
solved (South Sudan) or partially solved (Guatemala). Different actors, including
Oxfam, claim to have solved the case.

Three land grab cases (Honduras, Uganda, Indonesia) involving the IFC and the RSPO
have been completely or nearly solved.

Six Dutch investors all publicly reacted to the ‘Nieuwsuur’ broadcast on 2 October
2013 in which they were alleged to be associated with a land grab case in Brazil.
Two old land grab cases in Brazil have been addressed by the Brazilian government:
One case will be solved because the contract between the trader and the farmers
comes to an end, and the status of the other land grab case is pending.

At least two cases of land grab in Cambodia are being addressed by Coca-Cola and
PepsiCo, together with the Cambodian government.

Institutions and norms that
influence companies’ and
investors’ behaviour are held to
high standards in relation to land
and natural resources.

The WBG draft version of the safeguards contains two specific safeguards (ESS1 and
ESS5) with regard to land acquisition and tenure and involuntary resettlement (WB,
July 2014).

In the period September 2013-September 2014, the IFC has introduced new
regulations and practices with regard to lending through Fls and large-scale land
acquisitions. The mediation mechanisms of both the IFC (the CAO) and the RSPO
were tested by bringing up cases of Uganda, Honduras (IFC) and Indonesia (RSPO).
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A number of commodity chains The BtB land spike targeted the sugar sector, the palm oil sector and the soya sector;

adopt responsible investment major changes are to be reported at the level of individual supply chains. Apart from
policies and practices in relation Danone and Mars, all FBCs targeted by the campaign have improved their land
to land. policies. Apart from this, Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Unilever and Nestlé committed to zero

tolerance for land grabbing, which implies they will address potential land grab cases.
Evidence is available that Coca-Cola and PepsiCo are investigating land grab cases in
which they are allegedly involved in a number of countries, including Cambodia and
Brazil.

A number of traders have also improved their own codes of conducts and in
particular include the principle of FPIC for all communities (lllovo, Twinings). Big
traders like ADM (January 2013) and Cargill (July 2014) also have improved their
codes of conducts.1?> This implies that a momentum is being created to get entire
supply chains land grab free.

The world’s 10 biggest FBCs All of the ten FBCs have proved sensitive to Oxfam’s campaign, which looked at seven
improve policies and practices issues (land, gender, workers, farmers, climate change, water, transparency). As a
and begin a ‘race to the top’ consequence, they have improved their policies and it is assumed consequently their
within the food and beverage practices.

sector. This will happen if:

Empowered publics pressurise Millions of followers on Twitter (most specifically) and on Facebook (to a lesser

FBCs for more transparent, extent) have been reached through messages sent by NGOs that are allies of Oxfam.
sustainable and equitable Apart from these, more consumers than expected signed online petitions,
agricultural supply chains. participated in ‘thunderclaps’ addressing the FBCs publicly targeted or sent emails to

FBCs (27,000 emails in one day to PepsiCo). Presently, more than 700,000 persons
have joined the BtB movement to change the way food companies do business.
Apart from this, in at least one case in Cambodia, NGOs are now identifying land grab
cases and addressed these when Coca-Cola and PepsiCo disclosed their top three
supplying countries and suppliers.

FBCs, investors, retailers and A number of FBCs have become Oxfam allies in the sense that they exert influence
progressive business groups upon governments and other actors in their supply chains. Examples are Coca-Cola
improve their policies and and PepsiCo regarding land, and Mars, Nestlé and Mondelez regarding gender in the
practices in response to pressure | cocoa sector.

for positive change coming from 35 investors worth over 1.4 trillion USD published a statement in support of the BtB
the public and consumers. campaign in September 2013, and four Dutch banks have included the principle of

FPIC in their policies. Shareholders of PepsiCo, ABF and Mondelez have filed
resolutions together with Oxfam that led to policy changes with regard to land
grabbing and gender.

Generally speaking, many outcomes in the original ToC have been achieved, except for changing
policies and practices in developing countries, which are in the process of being achieved not only by
Oxfam, but by many other actors.126 With regard to the BtB land spike, unintended outcomes were
achieved: Whereas Oxfam planned that only one FBC would commit to zero tolerance for land
grabbing, four FBCs made this commitment. Other intended but ambitious changes achieved consist
of FBCs, previously targeted by Oxfam, turning into allies and taking responsibility for chain-wide
changes. The same applies for other actors in the BtB campaign, in particular media, global audiences
and investors who became allies in this campaign. With respect to the overarching objective to stop
land and water grabs, this water-related part of the objective was not explicitly dealt with in the
campaign. With regard to the BtB women and cocoa spike, outcomes have been achieved as
foreseen and the FBCs publicly targeted also turned into Oxfam allies.

4.2.3 Relevance of outcomes achieved

The assessment of the relevance of outcomes achieved for both campaigns addresses the extent to
which these outcomes contribute to the achievement of other planned outcomes in the ToC and its
ultimate objective. An online questionnaire helped to obtain information regarding the relevance of
outcomes achieved as perceived by respondents representing Oxfam International, its affiliates, field
offices and its partners in Indonesia, Pakistan, the African continent, Mozambique and Cambodia.
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Apart from this, the timeliness of the campaigns were assessed in relation to the readiness of the
lobby targets.

The land grab campaign managed to put large-scale land acquisitions and the risks for local
communities on the agenda of both international institutions and national governments in both
developing countries and donor countries. The relevance assessment concentrates in particular on
the endorsement of the VGGT by the UN CFS, the outcomes achieved at the level of the WBG and
those achieved as a result of the BtB land spike as depicted in the ToC of the land grab campaign in
Figure 5.2.

4.2.3.1 Relevance of the campaign targeting the UN CFS

Figure 5.2 visualises the relevance of the VGGT that were endorsed in May 2011 in the ToC of the
land grab campaign The VGGT are currently the standard for land
governance and tenure, and they are being integrated in other standards such as the WBG
Safeguards and the African Union Land Policy Framework and Guidelines. Private sector fora, such as
the UN Global Compact, also take up the VGGT and make these operational for their constituencies.
The UN Global Compact, for example, is planning to use Environmental, Social and Governance
reporting systems that will help to incorporate the VGGT into business reporting.’?’ The
endorsement of the VGGT also increased the legitimacy of the UN CFS to negotiate other global
standards such as the recently adopted Principles of Responsible Agricultural Investments (PRAI). The
WBG publicly committed to using the VGGT in their standards, which will have the potential to
strengthen land governance and tenure systems in development countries, but it is too soon to
predict the final outcome of this Safeguards Review.'?® The IFC improved the implementation of its
performance standards with regard to land issues, but a lot needs to be done before it will effectively
influence corporates’ and financial intermediaries’ (Fls) behaviour as was assumed in the ToC. In
addition, Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and Nestlé publicly committed to adhering to the VGGT, and they are
addressing land issues in their top supplier countries and value chains. Apart from all these spin-offs,
the Global Donor Working Group on Land has synthesised all of their land-related work in a global
database,® which claims 554 projects in 125 countries with a total value of 4.6 billion USD. Every
project is coded by which parts of the VGGT they are supporting. The FAO alone is running VGGT
promotion in 30+ countries. The EU spent €35 million this year and €45 million in 2015. These efforts
will also bring the African Union and the VGGT land frameworks together. According to the principles
of the VGGT, these projects will be multi-stakeholder and address the needs of marginalised men and
women. The inclusion of land issues in the Sustainable Development Goals will inform the future
development framework for all development cooperation until 2013.
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Figure 4.2 Relevance of three major outcomes

The 10 respondents who filled in the online questionnaire, representing Oxfam International, its
affiliates, field offices and its partners in Indonesia, Pakistan, the Africa continent, Mozambique and
Cambodia, state that the VGGTs are very relevant (8 persons) and relevant (2 persons) because these
are a reference for civil society and are being used to influence national governments (in both
developing and donor countries), as well as private companies, to align with the VGGTs.

The timing of Oxfam’s focus on the negotiation process for the VGGT was appropriate. Oxfam was
part of the CSM’s working group on land working on the draft of the VGGT from the very beginning in
July 2010, and it played a constructive role in supporting the movements that were involved.

4.2.3.2 Relevance of the land freeze campaign

The WBG outcomes (see Figure 5.2 blue rectangle and arrows), (i.e. the first draft of the WBG
Environmental and Social Safeguards), as well as those related to the IFC, have the potential to
influence national policies of developing countries that receive grants, investments and technical
advice from the WBG. They also have the potential to influence the standards of other development
banks, credit agencies and the 80 private banks that adhere to the Equator Principles. However, the
extent to which this will materialise is not yet clear. Therefore, the arrows used are dashed.

e |t is likely that Oxfam and the International Development Initiative (IDI) influenced the
content of the draft WBG safeguards that integrates components of the VGGT.?*° However,
the first draft also contains loopholes that allow national governments to use their own
standards rather than those of the WBG, again increasing the risk that local communities do
not benefit from grants and investments by the WBG.
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e The percentage of IFC investments being administered through Fls is steadily increasing and
already comprises between 40% and 60% of the total investment portfolio. The promised
implementation of stronger standards for FIs and for large-scale land acquisitions has not yet
materialised, as is highlighted by later CAO audits and the October 2014 monitoring report
on the implementation of the FI action plan of the IFC.*! However, awareness of land grab
risks has increased in the meantime, possibly influencing current investment decisions taken.

e The critical audits published by the CAO and the disclosure of information related to
investments that help NGOs to track the role of IFC investments in land grabbing and human
rights abuses open the opportunities for NGOs to start filing complaints with the CAO. At
least one NGO has started this procedure, having increased its confidence in the CAO since
the Honduras Dinant audit was published.

A new development bank was recently launched by the BRICS countries, and China is pushing a 50
billion USD Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. These are unlikely to follow the WBG’s safeguards
and performance standards and will likely dilute the impact of the safeguards.!32

Two respondents to the online survey stated that the outcomes at the level of the WBG are not
relevant because Oxfam should not focus on these (reason is not clear); six others stated that they
are relevant because their country depends upon WBG investments/grants and because the Bank
would provide a model for good land governance to be replicated by others. For two other persons,
these outcomes are very relevant, because the WBG then sets a global standard for other donors and
investors and solves the land conflicts between the companies and local communities in Uganda and
Honduras.

Timing: The public part of the land freeze campaign strand started in October 2012, when the WBG
was already considering adopting the VGGT and just needed a further push by Oxfam to commit
publicly to these guidelines.’®® The launch coincided with the Annual Meetings of the WBG and the
IMF in Tokyo, and these Annual Meetings, the WBG Spring Meetings and the annual Land and
Poverty conference have been used for direct engagement with WB staff and Executive Directors. At
that time, the WBG also launched the review of its Environmental and Social Safeguards, presenting
an opportunity for Oxfam to start lobbying for the integration of land governance and tenure
concerns in the new safeguards. Oxfam was also aware that the CAO was conducting its audits on Fls
and on the land grab case in Honduras as well as seeking to solve Oxfam’s land grab case in Uganda,
which then would also provide new opportunities to improve the WBG policies and practices. When
the audits and the management response by the IFC were made public, these provided momentum
for Oxfam and its allies to seek publicity, and since then, the timing of the public campaign (letters
and press coverage) has depended more upon IFC reports being published or leaked and public
statements by the WBG. Other reasons for launching the land freeze campaign in October 2012 were
the fact that the recently adopted VGGTs (May 2012) needed to be brought one step further and
that, according to Oxfam, no other actors at that moment were targeting the WB on large-scale land
acquisitions or on Fls. Oxfam and CIEL’s publication on Fls in April 2012 had prepared them to start a
campaign targeting the IFC as a development bank.!3
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4.2.3.3 Relevance of the BtB campaign

The outcomes related to the BtB land and sugar spike are relevant for the ToCs of both the land grab
campaign and BtB. They are also visualised in Figure 5.2, starting with the red rectangle and arrows.
First, coining the term ‘zero tolerance of land grabbing’ considerably influenced the public debate
about land grabbing (agenda setting), including in the donor community.

e For the first time, the entire supply chain approach was introduced into the land grab debate
and their roles and responsibilities with regard to land issues were put on the international
agenda (agenda-setting).

e The implications of Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and Nestlé committing to ‘zero tolerance of land
grabbing’ and five other FBCs and the traders adhering to the principle of FPIC, not only for
indigenous people but for entire communities, are already beyond the WBG safeguards draft
and the appropriate implementation of the IFC standards. The FBCs that committed to zero
tolerance are already engaging with national governments to address land grab conflicts, and
entire value chains are now taking into account the FPIC, which will possibly decrease the
number of investors and companies being associated with land grabbing (at least the front
runners).

e The fact that these FBCs disclosed their top sourcing countries and top suppliers considerably
helps NGOs and CSOs to map supply chains up to the FBC, which enables these NGOs and
CSOs to address the issue throughout the supply chain. One NGO is already known to follow
this strategy.

e Apart from this, Coca-Cola and PepsiCo have publicly adhered to the VGGT, which will also
accelerate changes in national land governance policies and practices in developing countries
(policy changes).

The BtB women and cocoa spike is also relevant for the cocoa sector, because after Nestlé, Mars and
Mondelez committed to mainstream gender in their respective supply chains, the WCF formulated a
general action plan to secure their supplies and to implement environmental and social standards
that integrate women in the supply chain (moderate change) and signed a memorandum of
understanding with the government of Cote d’lvoire. The WCF represents 90% of the global cocoa
sector. The current debate in the sector on gender mainstreaming, as well as its implementation
through the CocoaAction plan, help the sector to strengthen their collaboration beyond certification.

In the original ToC of the BtB campaign, we observe that both campaign spikes are already
contributing to its specific objective: ‘Eight of the 10 FBCs, two MSIs and two certification
organisations are active in the public debate and publicly commit to improved policies and practices’.
The assumptions that underpin the ToC also have proved to contribute to the outcomes achieved to
this point.

The BtB campaign in itself is very relevant, because it showed a very new way of campaigning private
sector organisations. Many donors, NGOs and multilateral institutions have commended the
campaign approach, because it establishes the relation between investors and FBCs with issues like
gender, land grabbing and climate change that, up to now, have been mainly addressed by
governments. 135136137138 The campaign addresses the roles and responsibilities of the private sector
in dealing with social and environmental issues and their integration into the standard operating
procedures of entire value chains.
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The online questionnaire included a question regarding the relevance of the achievements of the BtB
campaign at the level of the FBCs. Although the question did not distinguish between the women and
cocoa spike and the land and sugar spike, most respondents referred to the land spike.

The BtB campaign is not relevant according to two respondents because their initial contribution to
the campaign was not continued for different reasons and because the focus on FBCs is not relevant
when one only wants to have national policies and practices for smallholders. Another respondent
saw the relevance of the campaign, because, in his country, corporates are present, and BtB might
contribute to finding solutions to land conflicts. The campaign is very relevant for the seven
remaining respondents, because both suppliers and governments of producing countries now have
to take their responsibilities to align their standards and practices on land issues, the FBCs involved in
the BtB campaign set the standards for other FBCs to follow, the campaign strengthens the
arguments for NGOs to urge the government to adopt strong land policies and the disclosure of top
sourcing countries and suppliers by the FBCs and their influence upon the government helped NGOs
in Cambodia to again urge the government to address land grab cases. In addition, the European
Union engaged with the government of Cambodia, asserting that they prefer to source sugar that is
land grab free.

Timing: The design phase of the BtB campaign took 1.5 years. This involved developing the scorecard
methodology, the ToC, the web-platform, the social media strategy, as well as researching the
companies and developing the campaign strategy and materials. This phase was needed to consult
academics, other NGOs, stakeholders and companies to make sure the scorecard methodology was
solid and properly aligned with global norms and corporate social responsibility standards in the food
industry. The campaign was launched as soon as the scorecard was finalised and the website and all
the different teams (public campaign, media, company engagement, scorecard team, allies) were in
place. It was not reliant on external events such as the campaign strand related to the VGGT or that
of the land freeze. However, WB staff observed that the overlap between the land freeze campaign
and the BtB launch was interpreted by some to mean that the WBG was no longer targeted.'

4.3 Evaluation question 2: Contribution

Section 5.2.2 presented the outcomes to which Oxfam has contributed according to a quick
contribution analysis. The analysis consisted of finding sources of information that explicitly linked
Oxfam to the outcome as well as finding sources of information that explicitly linked other actors to
the outcome (rival explanations), which was the case with some outcomes.

By far most of the 45 outcomes presented were achieved by the Oxfam confederation, which
mobilised allies. Oxfam was one of the many contributors for five outcomes, and for six outcomes it
explicitly worked in collaboration with other NGOs. For two outcomes, also other actors were
identified who claim the outcome: Further in-depth analysis might provide new results with regard to
contributions by Oxfam.

This section presents the findings of a more in-depth contribution analysis for two major outcomes
or outcome groups. The first group of outcomes examined in depth focuses on two outcomes
achieved at the level of the IFC as a result of the land freeze campaign. The second group of
outcomes consists of the changes that occurred in the FBCs that were publicly targeted during the
women and cocoa spike and the land and sugar spike of the BtB campaign.

The assessment of the contribution for both outcome groups consists in the first place of explaining
the outcome achieved, followed by the inventory of all causal pathways that possibly might explain
the outcome. These causal pathways comprise both pathways to which Oxfam contributed and
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alternative pathways followed by other actors and factors. After the construction of these pathways
in a ‘model’, information was sought to confirm (parts of) pathways or to reject these pathways, and
this is followed by an assessment of the strength of the evidence collected.

This assessment then helps to see what the nature of the relations is between different parts in each
pathway, as well as the relation between each separate pathway and the outcome achieved. Table
5.6 presents the types of relations that can possibly exist between the different parts.

This contribution assessment in the first place aims to find out what caused the change and in the
second place then draws conclusions about Oxfam’s role in achieving the outcome.

Table 4.6 Nature of the relation between parts and other parts or outcomes14°

The part is the only causal explanation for the outcome. No other interventions or factors
explain it. (necessary and sufficient)

The part does not explain the outcome at all: Other subcomponents explain the outcome.

The part explains the outcome, but other parts explain the outcome as well: There are multiple
pathways (sufficient but not necessary)

The part is a condition for the outcome but will not make it happen without other factors.
(necessary but not sufficient)

The part is a contributory cause. It is part of a ‘package’ of causal actors and factors that
together are sufficient to produce the intended effect.

Before assessing Oxfam’s contribution to the two outcome groups, the next section first attempts to
describe some of the patterns observed in Oxfam’s campaign work. This will be followed by a section
that assesses Oxfam’s contribution to the policy and practice changes within the IFC, and the last
section will deal with the BtB outcomes.

4.3.1 General description of the way the Alliance has made contributions
Some patterns that explain how Oxfam has been working in the GROW campaign are as follows:

e Campaigns that target multilateral institutions, such as the UN CFS and the WBG, lobby in the
first place the member states of these institutions at the national level where Oxfam affiliates
are operational so that these governments possibly reflect Oxfam’s ideas at the international
level. In the second place, Oxfam targets these multilateral institutions directly and supports
and/or jointly works with NGOs and CSOs that also directly target these multilateral
institutions. A concrete example of this is, for instance, the VGGT: The Oxfam office in Rome
supported the CSM in its negotiations with the UN CFS and is also a member of the CSM-
steering group, whereas national affiliates lobbied their own governments that ultimately
have to endorse these guidelines. The same applies for the WBG land freeze campaign,
where the Oxfam International Office in Washington, D.C,, is directly involved in lobbying WB
staff and collaborating with other NGOs whilst Oxfam affiliates lobby their own governments
to take a particular position in the Board of Executive Directors of the WBG. A small
difference between the work at the UN CFS and that at the WBG is that the land freeze
campaign also mobilised a global audience to put pressure on the WB by means of using
social media (petitioning, video campaigns with the support of Coldplay), ensuring wide
media coverage and offline activities before the WB and in other places around the world.

e The BtB scorecard was inspired by ONL’s experiences with the ‘Fair Bank Guide’ and ONL'’s
‘Green Santa’ Campaign. Oxfam Novib, Amnesty International Netherlands, Friends of the
Earth Netherlands, Dutch Labour Union FNV, Animal Welfare and PAX are the coalition
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members of the ‘Eerlijke Bankwijzer’, and they jointly invited Profundo to research the
policies and practices of 10 Dutch banks on particular topics. Profundo has played a key role
in creating the Fair Bank Guide’s methodology. The scores are made public as a means to
inform clients of banks and encourage these to take online action towards their bank. In
2012, ONL commissioned a study on the land policies of Dutch banks and engaged with these
banks before the scores were made public on the Fair Bank Guide platform. The BtB was
designed according to the same principles of engaging consumers, engaging FBCs into
competition for better scores and asking them to take on bold policy commitments and make
their policies transparent to the public. In addition, the BtB campaign has used traditional
media as well as social media more intensely to mobilise consumers to put pressure on the
FBCs.

e In both the land grab campaign and the BtB land spike, Oxfam has conducted research on
land grab cases to show to a global public audience what land grabbing (and human rights
violations) means for the livelihoods of local communities and that land grabbing is not a
local problem, but a result of systemic issues that have global implications. These cases are
linked to international value chains and investor flows, and have been linked to FBCs (Coca-
Cola and PepsiCo), investors such as Dutch banks and the IFC and to MSiIs such as the RSPO.
The objectives were to show these relations, to seek remedy for the communities, to test
grievance mechanisms (RSPO and CAOQ) and to obtain systemic change through financial
institutions such as the IFC and international food and beverage sector.

e Most campaign strands and spikes consisted of a combination of research, evidence-based
direct lobby or engagement, media coverage, working with allies and mobilising global
publics to engage in the campaign through online (social media) and offline activities.
Usually, the first six months comprised public campaigning, after which the campaign
continued by means of direct engagement and only mobilising media and global publics to
apply pressure when needed or deemed necessary.

4.3.2 Land Freeze Campaign

4.3.2.1 Outcomes achieved

The IFC increasingly finances development through FIs such as banks, insurance companies,
microfinance institutions and private equity funds. These Fls, in turn, provide finance to sub-clients.
Between 40-60 percent of all IFC financing is occurring through these Fls. A major risk attached to
this is that the IFC loses oversight of the environmental and social impacts of these loans at sub-client
level, which consists of local communities and their environment, creating a risk that the IFC might
possibly be involved in land grabbing. Already in 2010, the Office of the Compliance
Advisor/Ombudsman (CAO) of the IFC concluded that there were significant gaps between the IFC’s
Environmental and Social requirements and their practical application by Fls, and that these gaps
may potentially result in environmental and/or social harm.*! Based on this, the CAO decided to
proceed to an audit of IFC financing through FIs, which was published in October 2012.14? It
concluded that major efforts were needed to ensure that the IFC’s policies and practices do no harm
at community level and deliver positive outcomes, if they invest through Fls.

In the period September 2013—September 2014, the IFC introduced new regulations and practices
with regard to lending through Fls:

e The IFC Environmental and Social Review Procedures (ESRPs) contain three new procedures
concerning Fls in the Environmental and Social Review Procedures Manual since June/July
2014.143,144
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e Some Fls are now required to disclose information concerning loans.1#>14

e The thresholds for risk categorisation of loans have changed.*’

e Staff in charge of environmental and social risk assessment is more involved in assessing
loans and development proposals, whereas previously mostly economic experts were
involved 148149

e The IFC has intensified its advisory services to assist its clients to put in place appropriate
monitoring systems to measure environmental and social risks (and impact).

In October 2014, the CAO monitored progress being made by the IFC and concluded that the changes
introduced ‘have the potential to improve the quality of Environmental and Social outcomes’, but
that they do not yet reflect the changes needed to correspond with the IFC’'s higher level
environmental and social commitments.!*°

A fundamental issue repeatedly being addressed by the CAO, IFC staff and NGOs is the extent to
which the IFC is accountable for development impacts at sub-client level. Although the IFC states that
it is mainly development oriented, it cannot guarantee outcomes at the sub-client level.**!

The second outcome relates to a land grab case described by Oxfam during the campaign launch in
2011. The IFC provided a loan to Dinant Corporation in Honduras to expand its palm oil activities. Key
allegations are that the company forced farmers to leave their land (land grabbing) and that violence
against farmers on and around the plantation regularly occurs because of the inappropriate use of
private and public security forces under Dinant’s control or influence (human rights violations). The
CAO published an audit in December 2013,**? but following the IFC’s weak management response to
the audit in January 2014,%>3 the IFC Board of Executive Directors demanded that the IFC formulate a
revised management response, carry out an internal review and develop an action plan drawing on
lessons from other CAO audits. Apart from the fact that the IFC addressed the situation in Honduras,
the IFC’s analysis of this and other cases under mediation with the CAO led to changes in relation to
the assessment of loan requests (assessing the context and the sector, including existing land tenure
and transfer systems); the development of guidance notes on land, land-intensive investments
following WB/UNCTAD/IFAD/FAO sponsored PRAI** on the use of security forces by clients; stronger
advisory support for clients to put in place the mandatory environmental and social risk monitoring
systems; more involvement of senior management on high risk transactions and the use of the ‘High-
Risk List’ to prioritise supervision and collaboration with external partners.'>

4.3.2.2 Contribution analysis

The first pathway follows Oxfam’s explanation of the outcome. Figure 5.3 shows this contribution
story starting with the [lIlCRaERy the , the of the IFC and
the blue oval of the CAO. Important strategies in this pathway are based upon direct engagement
with WB staff and Executive Directors, using the media to put the WBG under pressure and teaming
up with other NGOs.

For both outcomes (Fls and Honduras), Oxfam has a similar contribution story: Oxfam and other
NGOs started to prepare themselves when the CAO published the intention to start an audit on Fls in
2011. This audit was published in October 2012, when Oxfam launched its land freeze campaign. This
preparation included, for example, networking with other NGOs such as CIEL and Eurodad; Oxfam
and CIEL publishing a paper on Fls in April 2012, featuring several land conflict cases'® and
monitoring progress being made by the CAO in its auditing of the Honduras case and the Uganda
case.
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After the Honduras and the Fl audits were made public by the CAO, followed by a weak management
response from the IFC,>15® Oxfam and other NGOs publicly criticised these responses®®*!° and
meanwhile lobbied the WB! and drew international media attention from, for example, the New

York Times, the Financial Times, Reuters, Inter Press Service, Al Jazeera, the Guardian and regional
media 162,163,164,165

The Committee on Development Effectiveness (CODE)!® in the FI case and the Board of Executive
Directors for the Honduras case then asked the IFC to produce an action plan and to take stock of
past experiences.167:168

After these were shared during the April 2014 Spring Meetings,%>’° NGOs continued lobbying the
WBG for structural changes in the working procedures of the IFC in favour of more oversight on
impact at sub-client level and cultural changes needed within the IFC to ensure the compliance of
their investments with Environmental and Social standards.

Evidence from within the WBG that possibly confirms the importance of the role of NGOs in
explaining the outcomes within the IFC is as follows:

1. According to the internal systems in the WBG, CAO audits and the management responses
are usually tabled at the level of the CODE. The Dinant case, however, was discussed by the
Board of Executive Directors, and they unanimously concluded that the IFC had to revise its
action plan. The main reasons advanced by respondents consist of the continuous direct
engagement by Oxfam and other NGOs with WBG staff and Executive Directors, the fact that
land issues were on the agenda of the WBG since the launch of the land freeze campaign and
the huge impact of the media coverage of the case organised by these NGOs, which
associated the WBG with human rights violations in Honduras.!’!

2. The Board of Executive Directors was unanimous that the IFC’'s management response to the
Dinant audit was not appropriate and that the IFC needed to improve its performance. This is
unique because, most often, the Board is divided between Europe and America, which are
usually more sensitive to environmental and social Impacts, and those countries that need
IFC investments and therefore see strict environmental and social standards as hampering
these.

3. There is not enough information available that highlights the reasons of the CODE for asking
the IFC to review its very weak initial management response as a reaction to the CAO audit
on Fl. A second best guess is that the Fl issues have been on the agenda since the last review
of the IFC Performance Standards in 2009, gaining a lot of attention from NGOs working on
this issue for many years and increasingly being illustrated by field cases where things went
wrong. Apart from this, the weak management response from the IFC was covered by the
media, which quoted Bretton Woods Project (BWP).172

From the NGO side, the following information seems to confirm their role in the moderate changes in
the policies, systems and practices of the IFC.

1. CIEL, Oxfam, BWP, Eurodad and other NGOs have continuously lobbied WBG staff and
Executive Directors on IFC-related issues.

e BWP, Oxfam and CIEL have been working on the issue of Fls since 2009—2010 and may
possibly have influenced the decision of the CAO to start an audit.'’®> Oxfam joined this
initiative in 2012, when it published ‘Risky Business’ together with CIEL,Y’* in which it took a
critical stance, as well as by means of the land freeze campaign between October 2012 and
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April 2013, when it highlighted the importance of disclosure of sub-project information. It is
this same network of NGOs that lobbied the WBG after the publication of the Honduras case.

e In both cases, the NGOs, together with many other NGOs, wrote a public letter to the
WBG,7>17¢ followed by other public letters and reactions from the WBG after the IFC had
revised its management responses.

e Before the CAO audits were published, NGOs had good working relations with WBG staff and
Executive Directors. Oxfam’s good relations, in particular, were mentioned by several
respondents. However, their public criticism to the first IFC management responses and
possibly Oxfam’s public land freeze campaign may have temporally weakened direct
engagement concerning these management responses, but this turned into more
constructive dialogues to look for solutions.’” These relations helped the NGOs to obtain
inside information necessary for the timely mobilisation of more NGOs to sign letters or to
brief Executive Directors on technical issues.'’® Apart from this, WBG staff and Executive
Directors (EDs) are members of email lists that inform them about positions taken by NGOs,
and they take part in meetings organised by these NGOs.”® However, although all EDs are
being informed, in particular those representing European countries and the United States
are being directly lobbied in Washington, D.C. Oxfam lobbied the governments of the
Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Australia and Spain (not checked by evaluator), because the
NGOs themselves are based in these countries.

Collaboration with allies took place (and still takes place) on an ‘issue-to-issue’ basis, and allies
performed complementary tasks: Where one is lobbying, the other is assessing technical or legal
issues. Together, the NGOs were able to directly and effectively translate technical issues such as the
Fls into simpler messages for a wider audience, including WBG Executive Directors (the same applies
for the Honduras case); maintain good working relationships with WBG staff and EDs; mobilise media
to ensure global coverage when necessary; use evidence such as tracking information available in the
WBG database to inform lobby messages and mobilise a mass of other NGOs and CSOs when
necessary. The group consists of 27-45 NGOs/CSOs and was expanded with other CSOs for the
Honduras case.

In addition to this, NGOs increasingly published land grab cases and cases that showed negative
impacts through Fl lending, highlighting that the IFC and Fls were not complying with their own
standards. This gradually built pressure within the Bank to address the situation (Uganda, Honduras,
India and Cambodia).®° It is, however, observed that only the FI and Honduras audit, followed by
pressure from NGOs, led to a revision of the initial management response by the IFC. A CAO audit of
Tata Mundra, India, also showing that the IFC is breaching its own standards, did not result in a
revised and stronger management response, despite the fact that more than 100 organisations had
sent a letter, and it did not reach the media coverage that the Honduras and Fl case received.
Although the FI audit dealt with a very technical issue within the Bank, which was less attractive for
the public media, news agencies like IPS covered the case by reporting that the IFC does not know if
its investments ‘do no harm’ or improve development outcomes.!®! The global press coverage on
Dinant directly associated the Bank with human rights violations in Honduras and therefore directly
touched upon its reputation. Respondents stated that the very weak initial management response by
the IFC regarding FIs and Honduras, Oxfam’s capacity to obtain global media coverage for the Dinant
case and, to a lesser extent, that of the Fls and the joint efforts of the core group of NGOs that
constantly built pressure on the WBG Board of EDs helped to introduce the desired change within
the IFC.
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A second pathway reaches the same outcomes but without the external pressure from the NGOs.
This pathway assumes that the internal accountability systems within the WBG are strong enough to
decrease the risks of land grabbing and human rights violations taking place through both
intermediate and direct financing. In the figure, this pathway is visualised with blue arrows, starting
from the blue oval of the CAO.

We found the following information that rejects this pathway without external pressure from NGOs:

e Already in 2010, the CAO formulated recommendations for the IFC to ensure that
investments lead to local development impact.'®2 Both the FI and the Honduras audit were
critical about the way the IFC is performing. However, despite these and other audits, the
CAO on several occasions observed that the IFC did not provide appropriate management
responses to audits or appropriately follow up on the action plans.'®

e NGOs highlight at least two other CAO audits (India and South Africa) where the IFC’s
management response was below standards before the Dinant case, but these did not urge
the CODE to ask the IFC to review its management response.'®* Even after the Board had
discussed the Dinant case, the IFC showed that it had not taken stock of past experiences,
because the CAO was again very critical with regard to another IFC investment in the Ficohsa
Bank in Honduras.'®®

e On at least two occasions, the WBG stated their intention to take audits seriously'®*® and
measure the IFC’s success ‘by the development impact of our projects—not by the dollar
volume of our investments’*®” and to change the institutional culture to that end. However,
on both occasions, the management response by the IFC showed they did not (Dinant and
Ficohsa).'®

e Meeting minutes of occasions where IFC staff, EDs and CAO staff met with NGOs show,
however, that EDs take responsibility!®®!%° and that IFC staff has become aware of the issues
raised. Apart from this, press releases by the WBG president and the CEO of the IFC highlight
that the CAO is crucial in changing the IFC;'*! that the communication between the IFC
management, the Board of EDs and the WBG President has intensified to prevent future
mistakes in investments being made and that the IFC aspires to ‘do no harm’.’®? This
information on the intentions of the different entities within the WBG would, in the first,
place support this pathway that the accountability structures within the WBG are functioning
accordingly; however, NGOs and the CAO repeatedly show that those statements did not
materialise 193194

186

The third pathway follows the original ToC as signed off in August 2012. It is visualised through the

that highlight outcomes, the indicating Oxfam’s approaches, and the red
arrows, indicating relations between Oxfam’s approaches and outcomes as planned. To decrease the
number of land grabs taking place, 1) developing countries need to improve their regulations and
land governance mechanisms, and 2) information regarding large-scale land acquisitions (LSLA) needs
to be disclosed. Both outcomes require a temporary freeze upon land acquisition by the WBG, during
which it will review its policies and practices. For this to happen, Oxfam wanted to create the spaces
within the WBG where decision makers and staff debate the effects of LSLA on food security by
means of the mobilisation of a global audience and opinion leaders to put public pressure on the
WBG; by directly engaging with WBG staff and with the governments of WB member states,
represented in the WB Board of EDs; by ensuring global coverage of the campaign through the media
and by working with allies.
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This pathway explains the first six months of the land freeze campaign, after which Oxfam continued
its direct lobbying of the Bank. At the end of these six months, the WBG publicly committed to
integrating the UN CFS VGGT in its standards and operational guidelines. The WBG was already
informed about the campaign in July 2012. At that moment, many EDs were already concerned about
land reform and property rights and these issues were increasingly being discussed within the Board,
but the opinions of EDs were manifold.'®> The land freeze campaign touched the WBG at its very
heart and it happened at the time that the Bank was considering adopting the VGGTs (respondent).
The campaign raised the ‘awareness on the issue of land grabs both within the WB and externally.
The lobbying and policy work combined with the coverage generated by media and social media
placed pressure on the WB. Consequently, it was seen as provoking internal discussions within the
WB but some of their staff commented that the discussion focused too much on the veracity of the
claims made by Oxfam and not enough on the issue itself. There was also some debate around the
legitimacy of targeting the WB instead of other actors. NGOs focusing on land issues felt that this
approach was appropriate since few international NGOs have focused on the WB and this campaign

resulted in heightened attention to the issue’.*%

When the public campaign ended in April 2013, the WBG had publicly committed (to Oxfam) that the
VGGTs would inform the safeguards review, highlighted the importance of strengthening the
capacities of national governments for improved land governance and asserted that basic
information about land transfers would be made public. The campaign, however, also temporally
affected the ongoing relationship with the WB, creating tensions in particular at the beginning of the
campaign in October 2012.7

In this respect, the land freeze campaign’s contribution to the outcomes achieved is to be
interpreted as groundwork being done to start engaging with the IFC, together with the work Oxfam,
CIEL, BWP and others on the issue of FIs and the monitoring of the Uganda and Honduras cases with
the CAO. With regard to the intervention strategies used for this campaign, we understand that no
other allies were involved in this particular campaign, but that meanwhile Oxfam worked with other
NGOs on the FI and Honduras audits. At that time, it was also collaborating with the Bank
Information Centre (BIC) and with the International Development Initiative (IDI). Apart from the
public reactions obtained from the WBG as a consequence of the public campaign (media work and
public campaign), the most effective strategy seems to have been the direct engagement with the
WBG, which was already ongoing before the land freeze campaign was launched.
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Figure 4.3: Pathways that explain the IFC outcomes achieved, as well as the causal relations between (elements of) these

pathways.

4.3.2.3 What explains the outcome?
What ultimately explains the outcomes achieved within the IFC? In line with the table presented in
the beginning of this section that reflects the different types of causal relations that can exist
between (elements of) pathways and the outcomes achieved, the following seems to be the most
likely contribution to the pathway. With regard to the CODE and the Board asking the IFC to review

its management response:

e The CAO audits are an important element for their decision, but they are not sufficient,
because the IFC and the WBG repeatedly do not take these seriously enough. Without these
audits, however, NGOs will not be able to improve outcomes at the level of the IFC, or at
least we have not found evidence of this. The CODE and the Board most likely made these
decisions when, in particular with regard to the Honduras case, they were associated with
human rights violations by the global media. Apart from this, they were lobbied and received
direct information from Oxfam, CIEL, BWP and other NGOs about the key issues at stake with
regard to the FI and Honduras cases. The most plausible explanation is that of a causal
package that combines the efforts of the CAO and the NGOs visualised by a star, meaning
that these actors and factors together were minimally sufficient to explain the outcome. The
huge outcry of civil society in reaction of the IFC’s weak management response to the
Honduras audit that associated the WBG with human rights atrocities was a trigger for the
WB to intensify their supervision of the IFC.
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e After the CODE and the Board had asked the IFC to review its management responses (which
is sufficient and necessary), the IFC and the Board were influenced in various ways: in the first
place by other CAO audits and monitoring reports on progress being made, by ongoing
dialogue with NGOs and by press coverage organised by these NGOs and by WBG staffers
and Executive Directors themselves. Each of these causes in themselves might explain the IFC
outcomes as they are to date: Each of them might provide a sufficient but not necessary
explanation, visualised by an > .

e Apart from this, the land freeze campaign, work on the FIs by the NGOs since 2009-2010 and
ongoing publications of cases where the IFC breached its own standards might be considered
conditions that made the WBG staff and Executive Directors aware of structural problems

within the Bank, visualised as a +.

e Another condition that needs to be in place is the alighment of positions within the Board of
Executive Directors: Oxfam and other NGOs lobbied in particular the traditional donor
countries in the Board, but increasingly the BRICs countries and others that call themselves
the G11 are using their voice in the Board meetings.

4.3.2.4 What was Oxfam’s role in this?

Whereas the land freeze campaign was implemented by Oxfam alone, its work on the FIs and the
Honduras case was in collaboration with some 27 to 45 NGOs/CSOs, including a core group of CIEL,
BWP, Oxfam, Eurodad and some other NGOs. As has been mentioned above, these NGOs worked on
an ‘issue-to-issue’ basis, and allies performed complementary tasks. Respondents stated that Oxfam
excelled in direct engagement with the WBG, mobilising media coverage when necessary and
mobilising allies in a timely fashion to publish CSO statements. Respondents stated that these
achievements could not have happened without Oxfam.

4.3.2.5 Observations

This assessment was mainly based upon publicly available sources, and WB, IFC and CAO staff were
not available for interviews, because the Honduras case, the Uganda case and the monitoring of the
improvements made by the IFC with regard to Fls were still ongoing while this assessment was done.

4.3.3 Behind the Brands campaign

4.3.3.1 Outcomes achieved

The BtB contribution analysis focuses in particular on the women and cocoa spike and on the land
and sugar spike.

Evidence has been found that Nestlé, Mars and Mondelez have publicly and fully committed to
Oxfam’s requests with regard to mainstreaming gender in their value chains and have started to
implement these commitments to a great extent. Most important achievements are that all three
FBCs have conducted an independent gender impact assessment that informed a gender action plan,
subscribed to the United Nations Women Empowerment Principles and are seemingly influencing
other powerful public and private actors to address gender inequality in the sector. As of May 2014,
the WCF published a CocoaAction plan in which gender parity is one of the focal issues.’®® This plan
engages 12 big traders and FBCs.'® Also in May 2014, an agreement was signed between these
companies and the government of Céte d’lvoire to give the cocoa sector a new momentum.?® Apart
from these publicly-targeted FBCs, four others subscribed to the UN Women Empowerment
Principles without being targeted publicly: Coca-Cola, Kellogg, Unilever and ABF.

The land and sugar spike started in October 2013 and publicly targeted Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and ABF.
In line with Oxfam’s request, Coca-Cola (November 2013)2°t and PepsiCo (March 2014)22 committed
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to zero tolerance for land grabbing taking place in the way they are doing business. This entails that
they disclose their top sourcing countries and suppliers for sugar, soya and palm; conduct third-party
impact studies in these countries to assess on their involvement in land grabbing; adopt a company-
wide policy on land rights; influence peers, traders and sourcing governments on these issues and
adhere to the principle of FPIC for all communities (not only indigenous peoples) across operations
and suppliers. Apart from PepsiCo and Coca-Cola, Nestlé (August 2014)?® and Unilever (April
2014),4 which were not publicly targeted, also committed to zero tolerance for land grabbing. All
four companies adhere to the Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure (UN CFS).
Coca-Cola has started its assessment in Cambodia, and PepsiCo has stated it will investigate a case in
Brazil, as well as conduct impact assessments in top sourcing countries (beginning with Colombia and
Guatemala). Both cases (Cambodia and Brazil) were published in Oxfam’s briefing note when the
land and sugar spike was launched.?®> ABF (publicly targeted), Mondelez, Kellogg and General Mills
(all three not publicly targeted) adhered to the principle of FPIC for all communities affected by land
deals.

4.3.3.2 Contribution analysis
The first pathway is that of the ToC of the BtB campaign that consists of two major elements:

In the first place, a scorecard is being updated and published periodically that ranks the 10 FBCs
according to scores assigned on the seven themes, including gender and land. Company scores are
assigned based on an assessment of publicly available policies of companies. The media is
approached to cover the publication of the scorecard results, online public campaign ‘calls for
actions’ are communicated with supporters and assessments of trends are publicly represented.

In the second place, to date, every six months a thematic campaign spike has highlighted particular
FBCs, putting them in the spotlight for one particular theme. The women and cocoa spike targeted
Nestlé, Mars and Mondelez; the land and sugar spike targeted Coca-Cola, PepsiCo and ABF and the
climate mitigation spike targeted Kellogg and General Mills.

Oxfam’s contribution story with regard to the first two campaign spikes is as follows: 1) publication of
the general scorecard to engage the 10 FBCs into a ‘race to the top’, together with a package of
public campaign materials including a thematic policy briefing note, a media brief and other public
materials articulating (public) requests (asks) to the FBCs targeted; 2) ensuring that the thematic
campaign is covered in global (social) media throughout the spike but especially at the launch of the
campaign spike and again if FBCs publicly commit to Oxfam’s requests to publicly recognise and
celebrate the commitments that have been made; 3) throughout the campaign spike, ensuring that
global publics can sign petitions, send tweets or post to Facebook pages and participate in stunts
before the FBC offices when additional pressure is needed and 4) filing shareholder resolutions on
key investor meetings (such as quarterly earnings and Annual General Meetings) when needed.
Before, during and after the public spike, Oxfam engages in a dialogue with the FBCs and also works
with allies to amplify the influence on the FBCs.

This ToC contains several assumptions: 1) that FBCs engage in a ‘race to the top’ to obtain better
scores, 2) that public commitments for policy changes lead to changing practices, 3) that
transparency and disclosure of information by FBCs’ policies, suppliers and sourcing countries
provide opportunities to other actors to take action, 4) that FBCs are sensitive to consumer pressure
and 5) that consumers care about the products that they buy.

The following evidence was found that confirms this pathway.
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Strong evidence was found that the commitments made by Nestlé, Mars, Mondelez, Coca-Cola and

PepsiCo can be explained by this contribution story to a great extent:

The regular publication of scorecards engaged these FBCs into ‘a race to the top’.2%

The campaign launch and both campaign spikes, accompanied by briefing papers on women
in the cocoa sector?®” and land grabbing,?®® were widely covered by national and global press
agencies like Reuters, Bloomberg, AFP and EFE.

With regard to the gender and cocoa spike, 144,000 people signed the online petition, and
around 350,000 people engaged with the campaign by sending comments on the campaign,
sharing or liking posts on Facebook or re-tweeting messages (over 10,000). The website
received around 323,000 visitors, and there were more than 1.1 million page views. Coverage
was received in major international news outlets (New York Times, FT and BBC) and
important online outlets (like the Huffington Post).

The land and sugar spike reached 18 million followers on Twitter and Facebook pages in its
two months (October—November 2013). More than 700 consumers joined a ‘thunderclap’
Twitter action targeting PepsiCo, Coca-Cola and ABF; consumers sent 27,000 emails to
PepsiCo in one day and 150,000 consumers joined Oxfam’s movement to change the way
FBCs impact people and planet in the period October 2013—February 2014. In addition to the
land and sugar spike, three land grab cases were published in Oxfam’s briefing paper,
associating these with Coca-Cola and PepsiCo and their respective traders.

The land and sugar spike generated much more public attention (50 million people reached)
than did the first spike. The women and cocoa spike may have attracted fewer people as this
was the first spike that coincided with the general campaign launch. Over time, Oxfam
managed to increase its constituents in terms of allies and consumer followers and was able
to introduce new social media tools that helped to mobilise more consumers, including those
that had already been involved in the land grab campaign.

Oxfam and the FBCs engaged in a constructive dialogue on both the general scorecards and
Oxfam’s requests regarding women and land. ONL’s previous work in the cocoa sector since
2009 and its earlier engagement with some of the FBCs and industry initiatives gave Oxfam
the credibility to engage with the FBCs on the cocoa sector. Additionally, the collaboration on
the poverty footprint between Oxfam America and Coca-Cola helped to engage with the
FBCs.2%

The BtB Campaign started on 26 February 2013 with public stunts in front of the
headquarters of the FBCs, which for some were followed by other stunts in other countries.
For some FBCs, new offline and online stunts announced served as a tipping point to commit
to Oxfam’s asks (Nestlé, Mars, PepsiCo).

An analysis of social media used by consumers during the women and cocoa spike clearly
shows that consumers participated in the online campaign when asked to do so or in reaction
to messages in the media.?'° The BtB website, however, also has a facility where people can
take action by means of sending tweets, sharing posts on Facebook and the like for each
particular brand during interludes. To date, few consumers are using these facilities when no
particular Oxfam action is taking place.

Evidence exists that a number of these campaigns have triggered reactions by the FBCs.
Mondelez finally committed to Oxfam’s request after the NGO had filed a shareholder
resolution,?* which was withdrawn before the shareholder meeting on 30 April 2013 took
place.??? Similarly, a shareholder resolution filed by Oxfam and 13 other shareholders of
PepsiCo, followed by public actions on 26 November and 20 December 2013 and continued
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dialogue with Oxfam, finally resulted into a ‘zero tolerance to land grab’ declaration by
PepsiCo in March 2014213

e Information regarding the intensity of the direct engagement with the FBCs suggests that
those FBCs that Oxfam engaged with to a lesser extent did not move.

e The information available does not confirm that NGOs, apart from supporting the online
campaign, have directly engaged with the FBCs to support Oxfam’s asks.

ABF’s commitment to adhere to the FPIC principle in March 2014 followed a slightly different
pathway: Apart from engaging with ABF, Oxfam also engaged with its subsidiaries, Twinings and
Illovo. All three have included the FPIC principle in their supplier code, in October 2013, February
2014 and May 2014, respectively.?4215216 |t js assumed that pressure from subsidiaries towards the
headquarters contributed to the change. Oxfam also engaged publicly with Twinings, especially in
Australia. During ABF’s Annual General Meeting in December 2013, Oxfam campaigned outside and
lobbied inside with shareholders to highlight inadequacies in ABF’s land policies.?!

Alternative pathways that explain the integration of gender in the cocoa sector and land issues in the
sugar sector:

With regard to the gender and the cocoa spike, two strong factors provide an additional explanation
of the commitments made by Nestlé, Mars and Mondelez. In the first place, the cocoa sector faces
major challenges in securing its supply, and the average age of farmers in West Africa—still
responsible for 70% of global cocoa production—is 50 years, with younger farmers not seeing their
future in the sector.?®® This has urged the sector in the past years to join forces, design appropriate
strategies to increase cocoa production and make huge investments. It is in this light that members
of the WCF (representing 90% of the cocoa sector) formulated the CocoaAction Plan and signed an
agreement with the government of Coéte d’lvoire to make the sector more sustainable. Taking into
account gender in the value chains might be considered one of the solutions.

A second explanation of the outcomes is that Oxfam Novib, together with many other organisations,
has been introducing gender in the cocoa sector since 2009. In that year, KIT, Solidaridad, Hivos and
Oxfam Novib focused on the creation of a Gender Equity and Global Standards Initiative, which also
includes the creation of strategic partnerships between businesses, standard setters, producers and
support organisations as an essential for a chain to work better and to produce more.?*° In 2012, for
the first time, gender inequality was included on the list of critical issues to be assessed in the Cocoa
Barometer, in which many organisations participate.??® UTZ, a certification body, published its
position paper on gender in the cocoa sector in March 2011.%2! The BtB campaign builds upon these
past interventions, which were the result of efforts by many actors. These past experiences also
helped in engaging with the three FBCs directly.

Apart from interventions by Oxfam’s BtB campaign and its land grab campaign, no other actors or
factors were identified that explain why Coca-Cola and PepsiCo declared zero tolerance for land
grabbing. Bonsucro has been working on the introduction of the FPIC principle in its standards
(partially with Oxfam), but it is not in the position to lead a sector-wide change, given the fact that it
only represents 2% of the sugar sector.

4.3.3.3 Verifying assumptions in the BtB campaign
Apart from looking at rival pathways, a number of assumptions underpin the BtB campaign. The
following presents the information obtained with regard to these assumptions.

FBCs engage in a ‘race to the top’:
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Mondelez, Kellogg, General Mills, Unilever and Nestlé all improved their scores for land while not
being publicly targeted, and only Mars and Danone did not follow the ‘race to the top’. Unilever,
Coca-Cola, Kellogg and ABF improved their scores for gender without being publicly targeted, but
PepsiCo, Danone and General Mills did not. This implies that the ‘race to the top’ is likely to work for
some and not for others. Respondents stated that engaging in such a competition would also depend
upon the FBC’s corporate social responsibility capacity, its capacity to understand the consequences
of Oxfam’s request for its operational procedures, the alignment of Oxfam’s request with FBCs’
current priorities and the extent to which FBCs and Oxfam engage in a constructive dialogue. Other
considerations they make refer to the costs associated with the change, implying that committing to
Oxfam’s asks that do not incur extra costs are easily done, but that it is more difficult when
investments are to be made, although these will improve their revenues and reputation in the
medium term. Very costly changes would possibly lead to companies trying to engage with others to
introduce sector-wide changes. Like other sectors, the food and beverage sector also has
frontrunners who engage in a ‘race to the top’ and those lagging behind, who will follow together
with the entire sector. This is already observable with the 10 FBCs targeted in this campaign, and
possibly those FBCs that follow these FBCs in terms of revenue and in terms of their reputations.

Public commitments made by FBCs for policy changes lead to changing practices:

Some respondents state that, when FBCs publish their commitments, shareholders, investors and
others will hold them accountable. Some FBCs, before making public commitments, have already
assessed the feasibility of their implementation by seeking advice. Related to the organisational
structure, some other organisations prefer to start with practical changes before adjusting their
policies and therefore do not easily commit to policy changes, or do so later than foreseen. Practical
changes made by such organisations would not be taken into account in the BtB scorecard, which
only focuses on policy changes that have been made public.

Other respondents, however, stated that monitoring and enforcement of new FBC policies by
independent outsiders is still needed.

Transparency and disclosure of information of FBC’s suppliers and sourcing countries provide
opportunities to other actors to take action:

To this point, evidence exists for Cambodia, where, after Oxfam related a land grab case to Coca-Cola
and PepsiCo, other NGOs (again with the support of Oxfam) identified other land grab cases that
were associated with the same FBCs. The EU delegation also entered into a dialogue with the
government of Cambodia to find a solution for the entire sugar sector.???

FBCs are sensitive to consumer pressure:
Consumers care about sustainability when they buy a product, and they are willing to take action.
Seventy percent of the public avoids products if they do not like the brand, and 87% of the big
companies consider ‘quality’ and brand equally important in their business. They estimate that, on
average, 60% of their market value is attributable to its reputation.??

On the other hand, FBCs are brand sensitive, as the Dutch Coca-Cola representative explained in a
debate on land issues in February 2014.2%* Although it is generally agreed that not respecting land
issues can damage FBCs' reputations because they are increasingly under the scrutiny of
consumers,??® it is possible that not all FBCs in the BtB campaign are globally known by consumers.
For instance, many people may know Coca-Cola and act when the company is associated with land
grabbing, but fewer people may know Associated British Foods, which is composed of far better

known subsidiaries, such as Twinings and Ovaltine.
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4.3.3.4 What explains the outcome?
What ultimately explains the changes in the outcomes for the FBCs that were publicly targeted in the
women and cocoa spike and the land and sugar spike?

In the first place, the regular update of the scorecard and constructive ongoing dialogue
between Oxfam and the FBCs helped to engage some FBCs in a ‘race to the top’ when
observing that those publicly targeted FBCs had improved their scores on land and women.
This explains changes in the scores of the FBCs that were not publicly targeted during both
spikes. However, not all FBCs are sensitive to Oxfam’s attempts to engage with them directly
and to the scorecards that are regularly updated: Mars and Danone did not move on land,
and PepsiCo, Danone and General Mills did not move on gender, implying that direct
engagement and the scorecard publications did not work. To some extent, the information
available suggests that direct engagement with the FBCs is a key element in the intervention.
Secondly, for those six FBCs publicly targeted for land and women, a combination of direct
engagement with the FBCs and public campaigning (online and offline), together with global
(social) media coverage, provided momentum for changing their policies. When this strategy
did not work, Oxfam made use of shareholder resolutions where appropriate, and these
were filed in advance for all FBCs. This combination of interventions did not work for ABF,
which, however, improved its scores when its subsidiaries lllovo and Twinings were
approached by Oxfam.

With regard to the direct engagement with investors, NGOs and MSlIs, evidence is only
available that direct engagement with investors helped to file shareholder resolutions. MSils,
NGOs and certification bodies were informed about upcoming campaign spikes and reacted
positively.

These interventions together cannot be disentangled, given the fact that Oxfam adjusted its strategy
in line with the companies’ specific features. These are visualised in the BtB ToC in Figure 5.4 by a
star 1. They are part of a causal package that is sufficient to explain the outcomes achieved, given a
set of particular conditions that need to be in place.
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Figure 4.

4 Pathways that explain the FBC outcomes achieved, as well as the causal relations between (elements of) these

pathways

These conditions are as follows:

The feasibility of the implementation of Oxfam’s request in relation to the FBC’s priorities to
address Oxfam’s asks and an assessment of the material and immaterial (reputation) costs
and benefits of these changes.

The extent to which FBCs and their brands are sensitive to consumer pressure, which will be
more likely for the well-known brands and FBCs (Coca-Cola, for example) than for those that
are not very well known (ABF, for example).

Sector-specific context such as concerns regarding the future supply of cocoa and
collaborative efforts already undertaken by the WCF that represents 90% of all actors in the
cocoa sector, unlike the sugar sector, where Bonsucro represents only 2% of all actors in the
sugar sector and does not face similar concerns. These provide alternative explanations of
the outcomes achieved, but other explanations, such as Oxfam’s causal package, may also
explain these.

These would have to be visualised in Figure 5.4 by a + in an additional element that was not present
in Figure 5.1 that presents the original ToC of the BtB campaign.

4.3.3.5
The Bt
achievi
campai

The role of Oxfam

B campaign has been designed by Oxfam alone, and it played a very significant role in
ng the outcomes, as can be seen from the contribution analysis. As was already stated, the
gn is a very new way of campaigning private sector organisations. A number of NGOs already

work with scorecards but do not follow up on these with public campaigns and direct engagement,
whereas Oxfam does this.
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4.4 Evaluation question 4: Efficiency

This paragraph assesses what principles and procedures are in place to ensure the efficient and
effective implementation of the land grab and BtB campaigns that are part of the GROW campaign. A
broader picture of how the Oxfam Confederation is working and how this relates to financial issues
will increase the understanding of this section.

As already mentioned in the baseline report, Oxfam International (Ol) is a confederation of 17 Oxfam
affiliates in 17 countries on the European, American, South American, Asian and Oceanian
continents. Oxfam is active in more than 90 countries. Country offices consist of different affiliates.
They work under a Single Management Structure (SMS), with each country having one ‘managing
affiliate’ and up to three ‘implementing affiliates’. They jointly define the country strategy and are
jointly responsible for the strategic direction, alignment and coordination of the programmes in one
country. Apart from these, the Ol secretariat has six liaison offices in Addis Ababa, Washington, D.C.,
New York, Geneva, Brussels and Oxford.

Oxfam International (Ol) has a small secretariat that receives structural funding from all affiliates to
run the day-to-day operations and functions as a central hub for the confederation. It currently hosts
three international campaigns, including GROW, to which the land grab and the BtB campaigns
belong. Affiliates complete annual Memorandums of Understandings with Ol in line with the agreed
Oxfam campaign priorities. Their contributions are based on an inventory of campaign resource
needed to implement the three-year operational plans, such as the 2011-2013 and the 2013-2015
operational plans for the GROW campaign. The development of the operational plans for this
campaign is led by the Economic Justice Campaign Management Team (EJ CMT). They are signed off
by the Ol Campaign Group, comprising campaign directors of affiliates and Ol. Finally, the campaign
strategy is endorsed by the Executive Directors of Oxfam. The Campaign Group is in charge of
monitoring the mobilisation of resources amongst affiliates to implement the operational plans as
well as monitoring progress being made with their implementation. Ol staff and campaign teams are
accountable to the agreed plans. Each campaign team is led by one Oxfam affiliate lead, mandated
by Ol and financially covered by Ol through mobilised allocations from affiliates.

ONL, OGB and OA are the most important financial contributors to the land grab and BtB campaigns.
These three affiliates are also the largest affiliates in the Oxfam confederation. Particular drivers for
ONL to contribute to the land and BtB campaigns are that its country offices identified land as an
important issue and that it obtained good results with similar scorecard campaigns already tested in
the Netherlands (Green Santa and Fair Banking Guide). Apart from this, ONL uses both international
campaigns to position itself as a global leader on food security through the public campaign strategy.

As mentioned above, the campaign structure is headed by the EJ CMT (13 persons), supported by an
EJ Campaign Executing Committee (six persons) and an EJ Campaign Reference Group (22 persons) to
ensure the representation and consultation of all affiliates. According to the 2011 campaign
structure, five functional groups report to the EJ CMT: a group on advocacy, a public campaign team,
a media working group, a regional and national campaign group and the private sector working
group, which is meant to provide inputs to the other four groups. Each group numbered between 10
and 15 members, representing affiliates, regional offices and field offices. Moreover, cross-functional
teams were created for land and for BtB: the land campaign project team in 2011 and the BtB
campaign project team in 2012. Both report to EJ CMT.

This structure makes it impossible to distinguish the budget for the GROW campaign and, in
particular, for the land grab and BtB campaigns. Oxfam as an affiliate financially supports (partially

112 of 661



with MFS Il resources) the implementation of both campaigns at international level, implements
activities in the Netherlands and supports regional or country offices (20) that want to take part in
the GROW campaign, meaning that the campaign budget is reflected in many different budget lines
and is not specifically earmarked for GROW, the land campaign or BtB. Apart from ON, the other
affiliates also contribute to the international campaign, implement national parts of this campaign
and support their country offices. Most financial contributions to Ol are meant to cover staffing
costs, which is the most critical element for the implementation of the campaigns at different levels.
At affiliate level and the country offices, the most important budget component for the campaign is
also staff time. The budget for the campaign is a decentralised budget and, when needed, resources
are pooled to cover international campaign activities.

The following section describes the procedures in place to ensure cost-effectiveness, followed by a
section on what happens in practice. The last section describes how Oxfam is drawing lessons from
the way it works in order to become more effective.

4.4.1 Principles and procedures in place

4.4.1.1 Participation and ownership of the campaign within the Oxfam Confederation

Ownership of the campaign within the Oxfam Confederation is helpful in ensuring that campaign
activities take place at the right moment and at the right place.

In the 2011 GROW campaign structure, this is ensured by the Economic Justice Campaign Reference
Group that represents countries, regions and themes (gender, the private sector, etc.). This group
was consulted when the three-year operational GROW campaign plans were drafted, and it ensures
that affiliates and countries adhere to the three-year operational plan. This participation also ensures
that affiliates know when and how to participate in the campaign and how to allocate their resources
for campaign activities at the international level, in their own country and in country offices. It also
helps to define the roles of the Oxfam International Liaison Offices, for example that of the
Washington, D.C., office during the land freeze campaign and that of the Rome office during the
VGGT campaign.

4.4.1.2 Power analysis for enhanced effectiveness and risk mitigation strategies

After ToCs have been developed for both the three-year operational plans and specific campaigns,
such as the land grab and the BtB campaigns, they are followed by a power analysis as a joint
exercise. This helps to allocate resources effectively by critically envisioning changes needed,
assessing how these changes can happen and conducting stakeholder analyses to identify what
influences these. This analysis results in the design of a strategy that includes the selection of tools
and interventions and is followed by a feasibility check to ensure that the campaign project teams
avail themselves of the tools needed, as well as to assess the costs/benefits these tools. A power
analysis is mandatory for every campaign.

Apart from this, risk mitigation strategies are developed when needed, assessing risks for partners
and affected communities, the importance of the risk, strategies to mitigate these risks and exit
strategies if needed.

4.4.1.3 Human resources and resource sharing

Apart from the land and the BtB campaign project team leaders, who are mandated by Ol and work
on a fulltime basis, other project team members work part-time on several projects within the GROW
campaign. Project teams are composed in line with the functions needed to be effective, and
therefore the land project team was composed of persons working on the private sector, public
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campaigns, media, lobby at national level and international level, policy development for countries
and for briefing papers, as well as persons focusing on particular countries or regions. The BtB project
team leads the development and implementation of the Behind the Brands international platform
(http://www.behindthebrands.org/); the scorecard and its successive half-yearly updates; the
development of the campaign spikes; the engagement with FBCs, investors and allies and support to
national-level campaigns.

Working in different project teams also strengthens the internal cohesion between different
campaign strands within the GROW campaign and ensures learning across teams.

4.4.1.4 Quality control

After the sign-off of the three-year operational plan, campaign project teams (land grab and BtB
campaign teams) develop their campaign strands, such as the land freeze or the women and cocoa
spike, which also require a sign-off from the EJ CMT to ensure the quality of the plan, the resources
available to implement the plan and its feasibility. This is then followed by the preparation of
campaign products that are signed-off by the EJCMT and the campaign project team lead as a means
to ensure the quality of these products before they are used in the global public and as a means to
ensure that these are in line with agreements made with all Oxfams.

4.4.1.5 Efficiency

Most teams are virtual teams, with staff from different affiliates located in different countries all over
the world. The EJCMT and the BtB campaign team meet only once a year, with all other
communications taking place through email, teleconferences and information and materials made
available for all on the intranet of the Oxfam confederation.

ON has several procedures in place to ensure efficient operations. ON first relies on in-house
capacities for different campaign activities before outsourcing these. Outsourcing requires tender
procedures for contracts more expensive than €1000. Apart from these regulations, procedures for
travelling costs, contracting consultants and fees are in place.

4.4.2 Practice

4.4.2.1 Participation and ownership of the campaign within the Oxfam Confederation

Over the years, the campaign architecture has become leaner, so as to enable small field offices and
Oxfam affiliates to participate fully in the implementation and management of the campaign and to
ensure a stronger representation of African, Latin American and Asian country offices. The 2011
structure supported the implementation of the 2011-2013 operational GROW plan, but a new
structure was created in line with the new operational plan.

Apart from adjusting its structure to the functions, staff members regularly change roles and
functions within the campaign structure, but they have worked intensively together in past
international campaigns. The land project group has been working in the same configuration for the
last four years, and the core team of the BtB campaign has been together for the last three years.
The passion, enthusiasm, ‘creative agency’ and team spirit of those directly involved are very high,
helping staff to work under time pressure when needed.

The online questionnaire, however,?% filled in by Oxfam staff working in different places, identified
some challenges in the coordination of at least one of the two campaigns,??’ such as disagreements
between affiliates and affiliates not committing to deliver parts of the campaign (after sign-off by the
Ol campaign group). In line with this, O’Neil and Goldschmid??® noted that the land freeze campaign,
in particular, lacked support within the Oxfam Confederation, resulting in few affiliates—although
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they were informed—engaging in the public campaign. OGB and ON continued the land freeze
campaign after OA withdrew in November 2012, when existing relations with WBG staff and
management were challenged by the public campaign.

With regard to the involvement of country offices in the global campaigns, the online questionnaire
also highlighted the need for better engagement of country offices beyond the delivery of media
cases and the inability to follow up on momentum being created at country office level, because of
resources/capacities. Similar messages were identified during the mid-point evaluation of the
general GROW campaign.??® Based on the experiences of others in the GROW campaign, all Oxfam
affiliates have been asked to develop a capacity strengthening programme for their country offices to
ensure that they will have the capacity and the structures in place to implement activities that
reinforce global-local linkages and vice versa. This Worldwide Influencing Network (WIN) has put
national-level change and digital mobilisation at its heart, and thus aims at further strengthening of
local—global linkages, as well as increasing the capacity of countries and partners to deliver impact
through influencing.%°

4.4.2.2 Power analysis for enhanced effectiveness and risk mitigation strategies

Within the Oxfam Confederation, campaign staff is being trained to conduct power analysis, and
campaign project teams use the tool to jointly assess where they can make a difference. The analysis
has become a standard operational practice within the confederation, and teams continuously adjust
their power analysis based on new experiences and information that impacts the effectiveness of the
campaign. A key question that guides all interventions (public campaigning, advocacy, conducting
policy research) is ‘how to have the maximum leverage for the minimum effort’. The land freeze
campaign, for example, started with lobbying many Executive Directors of the IFC Board during its
launch, which involved many Oxfam affiliates, as well as convening a side event during the Annual
Meeting of the WBG and IMF in Tokyo. After this event, and taking into account other experiences
with the WBG, the strategy was narrowed down to key persons within the WBG and the Board rather
than the Executive Directors individually, requiring less Oxfam staff capacity. Similar processes can be
observed with the BtB campaign, where, after the campaign launch and over the course of the
campaign period, specific strategies have been developed for each FBC.

The land team learned from the campaign launch in September 2011 that risk mitigation plans
needed to be in place with regard to the case studies published. During the launch, five land grab
cases were published as a means to mobilise a wide global audience to seek redress. This publication,
however, led to serious accusations by the government of Uganda to Oxfam and its partner
organisation, which, amongst other consequences, put both at risk of being deprived of their official
licence to operate in the country.Z! When the communities involved in the Uganda case and the
Indonesia case opted for a mediation process with the WBG and the RSPO, respectively, public
campaigning was ceased, and extra staff capacity was made available to support these communities
in the mediation process.

Given the sensitivity of land issues in some countries, on the land freeze initiative, Southern offices
were also reluctant to communicate their experiences for international case studies.?®? Instead, in its
briefing note, the land team referred to already existing cases that were being researched by the
CAO and the WBG Inspection Panel.?? Using existing cases also reduced the costs of the campaign.

During the land freeze campaign, Oxfam assessed on several occasions the effects its campaign had
for progress being made within the WBG and the internal support for the campaign. Discussions
within the confederation concerned the relevance of targeting the WBG (which has also been
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discussed in the relevance section of this chapter) and potential reputational risks incurred by the
public campaign.

4.4.2.3 Sharing and allocation of resources
In terms of human resources:

As mentioned above, apart from the campaign project leads for BtB and land grab, all other project
staff is working on these projects on a part-time basis, as they do for other GROW campaign projects,
and this helps to ensure coherence across projects. Concrete examples of this are that experts on the
land grab campaign helped to prepare the BtB land and sugar spike, experts on the cocoa sector
were involved in the preparation of the women and cocoa spike and those involved in the ON Green
Santa and Fair Banking Guide campaigns contributed in the design of the BtB campaign. At the same
time, members of the EJ CMT are involved in these projects, enabling them also to keep track of
progress being made and adjustments needed and to draw lessons learned that can be used in other
GROW projects. Hence, cost-effectiveness and efficiency are ensured by making maximum use of the
staff capacity available and by dividing tasks and responsibilities amongst the teams.

The land grab campaign team, in particular, when it shifted its campaign target from the UN CFS to
the WBG, also changed in staff composition in line with these changes, using more Ol resources from
the Rome liaison office in the first period and then from the Washington office in the second period.
Apart from this, internally, the land team has been working in a decentralised way, having a small
core group coordinating all activities and smaller teams working on particular themes, such as the
Uganda and Indonesia cases, the WBG, the UN CFS and the BtB land and sugar spike. Most resources
from a maximum number of affiliates were mobilised during key lobby moments such as launches of
different campaign strands.

Not all country offices and affiliates have the capacity to contribute to the implementation of the
land grab and BtB campaigns. Some of the consequences are that affiliate staff, instead of their
country office, researches particular land grab cases. Although staff was shared between Oxfam
affiliates for the BtB campaign, direct engagement with the FBCs depended partially upon the
availability of staff with the necessary background.

In terms of sharing information:

Project teams, in principle, are virtual teams, with staff working at different locations.
Communication takes place by means of email, email lists, teleconferences and an intranet facility
where all documents can be found. The fact that the project teams have worked with each other for
a number of years already facilitates this way of working and this ensures a free flow of information.
Apart from the core teams that are working on land, other colleagues from affiliates and country
offices are kept informed through email lists, in particular with regard to the global consultations on
the WBG safeguards. This helps them to attend consultations in their respective countries and to
make sure that Oxfam’s concerns about land are being voiced properly. The teams and their network
have matured over the past years, enabling them to become more effective in lobbying more targets
with similar messages around the globe. Whereas information sharing earlier on helped Oxfam staff
to be informed, increasingly, email lists help them to engage in the campaign where they find the
opportunity to do so.

In terms of sharing products:
Campaign teams have become more effective and efficient over time in designing products that can
be used around the globe. The briefing notes and all BtB campaign materials have been translated
into many languages as a strategy to accommodate affiliates with less staffing capacity. The BtB
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campaign has its own Behind the Brands online platform (http://www.behindthebrands.org/), where
global consumers can inform themselves and take action. This has been developed centrally and is
maintained in 13 different language versions, allowing national campaigns to work in their respective
languages and link up to their national markets. Apart from these centrally developed products,
affiliates can also develop their own products. ON, for example, developed a website, ‘the bitter
taste of sugar’, which was translated into English, French and Spanish.

The same applies for the land grab campaign, which also ensured that lobby messages were
prepared centrally as a means to ensure uniformity across Oxfam affiliates when engaging with lobby
targets.

4.4.2.4 Quality control

The quality of products was a key factor for the success of both the land campaign and the BtB
campaign. The briefing notes produced at the launch of public campaigns received very high media
coverage. Discussion arose, however, with regard to the cases that Oxfam presented in its briefing
note during the launch of the land freeze campaign.?* These cases consisted of large-scale land
acquisitions that were in the process of being audited or mediated by the CAO or investigated by the
WABG inspection panel. At that moment, however, these cases had not yet been qualified as land grab
cases, providing the WB the opportunity to deny publicly its involvement in land grabbing, as well as
leading to a debate in the Dutch parliament.

4.4.2.5 Efficiency

The BtB team, after having experienced that it was capable of assessing the policies of FBCs itself,
decided to continue doing so throughout the campaign and no longer required external resources.
However, ON, as a pilot, did use external resource persons to further co-create the public campaign
concept after the women and cocoa spike, and this helped the ON public and digital campaigners to
work on other preparatory activities for the land and sugar spike.

4.4.3 Changes to ensure cost efficiency and cost-effectiveness

The previous paragraphs describe some of the most important principles that are in place to ensure
cost-effectiveness and efficiency. In the first section, the ‘principles’ were presented, followed by an
assessment of how these worked in practice. The most important principles identified are the
following:

e Participation and ownership of the campaign within the Oxfam Confederation
e Power analysis for enhanced effectiveness and risk mitigation strategies

e Sharing and allocation of resources

e Quality control

e Efficiency

Both the land grab team and the BtB campaign team have shown that they use these principles and
that these principles helped to make the campaigns cost-effective and efficient. The principles in
themselves were not challenged, and no other principles were introduced during the campaigns.

4.5 Case study: Mozambique

Originally, the ON country offices in Pakistan and Mozambique were included in this assessment as a
means to obtain more information on the relations and involvement of country offices in the land
grab and BtB campaigns. For both countries, such involvement was initially foreseen, but this did not
materialise. The case study described here reflects, instead, a different initiative through which ON
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aims to stimulate South—South cooperation, involving Oxfam Brazil, Oxfam Japan and Oxfam
Mozambique working together on ProSavana. This coordination is financed by ON, but this
evaluation did not succeed in assessing the collaboration between the three countries due to limited
resources. However, the case study illustrates how Oxfam is working with civil society networks.
Oxfam Mozambique’s land grab campaign started in 2013, although work with partners on issues of
land rights had been going on for at least five years at that time, and work on land grab with partners
started in 2010.

4.5.1 Introduction to the case and to Oxfam Mozambique

ProSavana is a triangular programme between the governments of Mozambique, Brazil and Japan for
the development of large-scale agriculture in the Nacala Development Corridor. The project was
inspired by an earlier agricultural development project implemented by the Brazilian and Japanese
governments in the Brazilian Cerrado, where large-scale industrial farming of mono crops (mainly
soya beans) is now practiced. This Brazilian project led to the degradation of the environment and
the near extinction of indigenous communities living in the affected areas.

Mozambican organisations that represent smallholders state that ProSavana was initially conceived
to secure Japan’s food security needs rather than Mozambican food security, and that it only aims at
promoting commercial agribusiness, providing opportunities to international agribusiness and
allowing investors to acquire land.

Oxfam Mozambique’s ToC starts with the observation that private sector investments in the
agricultural sector support the government of Mozambique and local communities where these
investments take place. However, the unequal power balance between investors, farmers and
government can lead to land grabbing taking place instead of equal development outcomes for all.
Therefore, Oxfam seeks to influence these power relations so that farmers and their communities
can also benefit from foreign or domestic investments. Investments then become a development
opportunity for rural communities. In line with the global ToC of the land grab campaign, Oxfam
Mozambique’s ToC includes strategies to prevent and resolve conflicts over land and to influence
land policies in Mozambique, as well as to link national dynamics to those at the international level—
such as the VGGT and the African Land Policy Initiative—and establish collaboration with Oxfam
Brazil and Japan on the ProSavana programme. With regard to this programme, Oxfam intends to put
pressure on the governments of all three countries to change its orientation to be in favour of
agricultural development possibilities for small family farmers. For this to happen, all three Oxfam
offices engaged their in-country networks to build pressure, bringing these networks together in
conferences to develop strategies jointly. The added value of Oxfam was bringing the networks of
these countries together through its global reach.

In Mozambique, Oxfam engaged with ‘Rede das OrganizagOes para Soberania Alimentar’ (ROSA) in
2012, and this was formalised in the beginning of 2013. ROSA is a network organisation that
addresses food sovereignty and develops a general strategy on land grabbing. ROSA, Uniao Nacional
de Camponeses (UNAC) and the Rural Association for Mutual Support (ORAM) had their own
campaign: ‘stop ProSavana’. Oxfam signed an MoU with UNAC, a movement of family farmers that
fights for the active participation of family farmers in the development process (date unknown).
When the engagement with Oxfam began, UNAC was leading ROSA, but ORAM currently leads the
network. ORAM is an NGO working with farmers and other persons aiming to defend farmers’ rights
and interests.
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The collaboration with Oxfam Brazil and Japan was established in 2012 and secured at least until
June 2014. With the support of Oxfam, UNAC and co-signatories from Mozambique and international
organisations published a letter just before the Tokyo International Conference on African
Development (TICAD) in 2013, asking the leaders of the ProSavana Programme for an immediate
suspension of the programme and an open and inclusive dialogue in favour of peasant agriculture, an
agro-ecological approach to agriculture and a food sovereignty policy. Apart from this, Oxfam
supported the network in the organisation of two Triangular Peoples Conferences in 2013 and 2014
in Maputo, as well as carrying out reconnaissance missions to the Nacala corridor.

4.5.2 Contribution of Oxfam to solving the land issues on the ProSavana case

Oxfam Mozambique formulated a number of outcomes achieved in the ProSavana case and its
contribution. The following briefly assesses Oxfam’s contribution and that of other actors and
factors:

1. By the end of July 2014, alliances were more effectively campaigning for changes in the
ProSavana Programme than before Oxfam started to engage with them. This concerns
building alliances within Mozambique and between Mozambique, Brazil and Japan.

Oxfam has strengthened the collaboration between CSOs in the three countries since 2012, by means
of financing exchange visits and two Triangular Peoples Conferences in 2013 and 2014. Starting in
2011, at least in Japan, civil society was already aware of the risks of the large-scale land acquisition
financed by Japan and sent an open inquiry to the Japanese International Cooperation Agency
(JIcAa).2%

The two most important CSOs working on land grabbing in Mozambique are ORAM and UNAC and,
already in January 2012, both organisations jointly organised a campaign, ‘Nao ao ProSavana’. UNAC
strongly advocates peasant agriculture based on agro-ecology and food sovereignty principles and
does not see a constructive role for international investments in agriculture in Mozambique. ORAM,
in contrast, has a more conciliatory approach in line with the government policies and is involved in
awareness-raising campaigns on land policies and in promoting land demarcation. ORAM is well
aligned with national elites and government officials. These different approaches and different
political alignments led to an internal conflict within the ROSA Network and to the changing
leadership from UNAC to ORAM. The 2012 baseline report already highlights tensions in the ROSA
network, as well as a lack of trust amongst ROSA members. The conflict between these two
organisations also divides INGOs and creates separate alliances that work on ProSavana, such as a
new campaign started by ActionAid in October 2014.

These conflicts in the civil society arena within Mozambique, probably accentuated by the October
2014 national elections, and the change in leadership in the ROSA network do not confirm Oxfam’s
outcome that civil society is currently more effective in campaigning for changes in the ProSavana
case.

2. By the end of 2013, the discourse and the design of the ProSavana programme have changed
dramatically since the first plan was submitted in 2009.

Although the discourse and the design of the programme have changed considerably, these changes
occurred at the time when UNAC and ORAM were jointly campaigning to stop ProSavana. Classen?3®
attributes the increased attention for land grabbing to the fact that UNAC published its critical
statement on ProSavana on 11 October 2012, which was inspired by the research done by GRAIN and
ORAM in spring 2012. He considers the impact of their actions enormous, also given the fact that
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they reached an international audience.?®’ Planning documents from Oxfam do not include campaign
activities at that moment, but do include collaboration and exchange between civil society in Brazil
and Mozambique.

Since 2009, the design of the ProSavana programme also changed in the sense that it is now aligned
with Mozambique’s Strategic Plan for the Development of the Agricultural Sector, and not with the
Japanese—Brazilian programme in the Cerrado. There is more attention for food crops and the
intention to promote family agriculture next to agribusinesses. However, these changes were
published in March 2013, when the Oxfam Mozambique campaign had just started to work on the
case: The Concept Note that was formulated by ProSavana-PD and announced on and dated
September 2013 maintains the same concept of the ProSavana-PD’s report No. 2 of March 2013.%38

3. Since June 2013, ProSavana is on the agenda of the three governments involved and civil
society movements.

With Oxfam’s support, civil society managed to influence the debate on land acquisitions during the
fifth Tokyo International Conference on African Development (TICAD) in June 2013.%° Both the
president of Mozambique and a JICA official reacted to the open letter sent by UNAC and other
organisations just before the conference.?”® Conferences organised by UNAC in Maputo were also
attended by senior staff from the Ministry of Agriculture. Government officials have, however, also
reacted to past campaigns on ProSavana,?*! causing confusion on the directions that the programme
would take: In December 2012, the government of Mozambique stated that no farmer would lose
land, JICA and the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs did not deny the possibility that land
acquisition for foreigners would be possible when they met with a delegation of Japanese civil
society.

4.5.3 Oxfam Mozambique, linking with Mozambican civil society and the global land grab
campaign

Although Oxfam Mozambique prepared a ToC in line with the global ToC, including support to
influence national policies, resolve land conflicts and research land grab cases for international
campaigns, the focus was entirely on ProSavana, which had already seen some progress being made
in the previous years but reached a stalemate by the end of 2012. Both ORAM and UNAC, when
negotiating with Oxfam Mozambique, stated that this narrow focus did not align with their own
programme to strengthen existing national campaigns and alliances, and Oxfam’s contribution is
seen as a supply-driven approach. Whereas previous donors of UNAC and ORAM aligned to their
programmes, they now had to align to that of Oxfam. Both were, however, attracted by Oxfam’s
strategy of liaising with networks and academics from Brazil and Japan. For UNAC, this meant a
continuation of their collaboration with Via Campesina and Movimento Sem Terra that was
established in 1992, and both UNAC and ORAM had already visited the project in Cerrado, Brazil in
2012. During the baseline assessment, the Oxfam Country Leadership Team already formulated its
concern that it wanted to have a civil society-driven contribution instead of a donor-driven process.
However, this apparently did not materialise.

Both the global ToC and the ToC of Oxfam Mozambique observe that private sector investments in
the agricultural sector are needed, but that development should be inclusive, taking into account the
interests of local communities. UNAC’s statements show that they do not accept any role for foreign
investment in the sector and that only the support of peasant farmers is an acceptable model for
agricultural development. However, ORAM, the new lead in the ROSA network, has a more moderate
opinion about these issues. This example of an interface between Oxfam and civil society networks in
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developing countries clearly highlights how Oxfam offices have to deal with diversity of opinion in
the countries in which they work.

Unfortunately, we were not able to assess the collaboration between the three Oxfam affiliates, two
of which did not reply to our request for an interview.

4.6 Evaluation question 5: Explanatory factors

This section aims to describe the factors that explain the successes of both campaigns. It therefore
briefly assesses Oxfam’s organisational capacity using the five capabilities model developed by
ECDPM. The second subsection briefly assesses external factors that have contributed to or
hampered the successes of both campaigns. The last subsection discusses the nature of the issues
addressed, in particular for land issues.

No additional information was collected to assess the issues discussed in this section. The
assessments are based upon information collected to answer the previous evaluation questions.

4.6.1 Internal factors

4.6.1.1 Capability to deliver on outcomes

The outcomes presented in section 5.2.2 clearly show that Oxfam is capable of delivering on
outcomes. Key factors that explain this are Oxfam’s capability of developing sound ToCs and
continuous reflection on the power analysis, which helps to adjust campaign strategies and
interventions. Oxfam’s ToCs aim for systemic change and, as a consequence, may trigger other actors
to engage. lllustrations of this include the following:

e Oxfam’s contribution to support the negotiation of the VGGTs, leading to progressive and
global standard setting guidelines that are now being used by donor communities to support
developing countries in the creation of effective land governance mechanisms.

e Its land freeze campaign targeting the IFC will most likely help to set the standards for other
investors that adhere to the Equatorial Principles.

e Its assumption in both the land grab campaign and the BtB campaign that disclosure of
information will lead to more actors addressing land grab cases, which materialised when
Coca-Cola and PepsiCo published their top supplier countries and suppliers.

e Its assumption of the ‘race to the top’ indeed impacted a number of the FBCs, and hardly any
other efforts were needed after some FBCs had been publicly targeted.

e |ts strategy to work with investors, consumer pressure, the media and direct engagement to
influence a number of publicly targeted FBCs.

Most of the outcomes identified during this assessment of the land grab campaign are at the global
level, partly because of the focus of this assessment and partly because of missing information on the
outcomes achieved in the countries where Oxfam has offices. Another explanation found is that
global—-local linkages still need to be strengthened beyond country offices providing case studies for
global campaigns. A number of land grab cases have been (partially) solved because of global
attention. Another positive example is found in Cambodia, where, after Coca-Cola and PepsiCo had
disclosed their top three supplier countries and suppliers, civil society was able to address another
land grab case. In the near future, it is expected that more outcomes will be generated at country
office level in terms of policy changes and improved land governance mechanisms.
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4.6.1.2 Capability to act and commit

Staff capacity, being the most constraining factor in the campaigns, may explain why not all Oxfam
affiliates and country offices could fully participate in the campaigns as they wished. With regard to
the BtB campaign, the implications were that direct engagement with some FBCs was more intense
than with others, which could be one of the explaining factors of the scores obtained on the BtB
scorecard. The BtB campaign is mainly carried out by ON, OGB and OA, who, in comparison with
other Oxfam affiliates, have more capacity to work on the private sector, especially with FBCs,
traders and investors. Other affiliates are involved and actively run the campaign through engaging
consumers of the FBCs, Oxfam supporters and the media to put pressure on the FBCs.

With regard to the land grab campaign, for most of the time, staff capacity was available and a
division of tasks was in place between a number of Oxfam affiliates (OA, Australia, France, Belgium,
Spain, Canada, OGB and ON). However, during the land freeze campaign, despite a sign-off from the
Oxfam International Campaign Group, the commitment to participate in the campaign dropped.
Tensions grew within the Oxfam Confederation when the WBG pushed back and relations with WBG
staff and management were challenged by the public campaign. At that time, other Oxfam affiliates
became more convinced that they were on the right track to achieve outcomes with the WBG.

After the land freeze campaign, when Oxfam targeted the IFC, it was engaging in particular with the
traditional donor countries on the Board of Executive Directors, having limited capacity to influence
swingers from other continents. It is not possible, however, to assess whether the contribution of
other Oxfam affiliates from non-traditional donor countries (Oxfam India, Oxfam Brazil) could have
led to more important outcomes than those already obtained.

The BtB campaign team, apart from coining the concept ‘zero tolerance for land grabbing’ and being
motivated, invested energy in developing their ‘creative agency’, which helped to enrich the
campaign tools used.

As mentioned above, the campaign teams are mature teams, because members have been working
with each other for a number of years. Teams and individual members are highly motivated to make
a difference and are capable of working under high pressure.

4.6.1.3 Capability to adapt and self-renew

The Oxfam Confederation and the entities involved in the land grab and BtB campaigns have shown
repeatedly that they are a learning organisation. Learning takes place at multiple levels through a
multitude of mechanisms and systems in place. At the Oxfam Confederation level, the organisational
structure is regularly reviewed, and the ‘Oxfam 2020° vision foresees expanding the number of
Southern affiliates, revising the structure of country offices, defining global programmes and
campaigns, improving knowledge management and programme support and setting up shared back
office functions. In this vision, a further integration of the Oxfam country offices and the regional
liaison offices of Ol is foreseen by ensuring that all directors of Oxfam field offices will be employed
by Ol rather than by Oxfam affiliates. The same will apply for regional directors as a means to
minimise the duplication of costs.

At the GROW campaign level, the EJ CMT is in charge of monitoring progress and drawing lessons
learned from the entire campaign and its parts, such as the land grab and BtB campaigns. The EJ CMT
oversees the entire campaign, but, through its involvement in different campaign projects, is also
capable of ensuring learning and adjustments across teams. At this same level, reporting takes place
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every six months, as well as internal and external evaluations being commissioned for different parts
of the campaign.

Again at this level, the GROW campaign architecture is adjusted to the campaign priorities over time,
with different team compositions and new constellations of groups, based on expertise, geography
and function.

At the level of campaign project teams, spikes (land freeze, BtB spike on land and sugar) are followed
by an ‘after action review’ by the campaign team, which helps to draw lessons for future campaigns.
This has been demonstrated with the BtB spikes. The fact that campaign staff works part-time on
several GROW projects at the same time ensures that lessons are learned not only at the campaign
project team level, but also at the GROW campaign level.

Learning and action in these teams is based on information sharing through email, teleconferences,
the intranet and email lists that involve the wider campaign team and keeps everyone up to date and
capable of taking action. Because the core teams have already known each other for quite some
time, these virtual teams are capable of collaborative action throughout the world and do not need
to come together physically.

At the personal level, there are ample possibilities to learn: Within the project campaign team,
responsibilities are divided and provide learning opportunities for all team members, where, for
instance, one affiliate leads on the UN CFS and another leads on the African Union (such as is the
case with the land grab team). Individual learning also takes place through the joint analysis of past
actions and through adjusting the power analysis when needed. The land grab team has, over the
years, developed its ‘creative agency’, which is an asset for the public campaign component.

Country offices that joined the land grab and BtB campaigns received support from their affiliates
(evidence available for ON) to improve their lobby and advocacy strategies.

Key lessons learned over the past years for the land grab team comprise the improvement of the risk
management tools and processes between Oxfam countries and headquarters, making this more a
collaborative process between both; the advantage of using the power analysis methodology and
building upon past experiences (as in the case with Oxfam Australia learning from the Dutch bank
campaign with the support of Profundo). Throughout the campaign, the team organically connected
the dots between the different elements in its ToC. The campaign launch built a narrative and a
broad change agenda, which covered national governments, FBCs, investors and land grab cases as a
means to set the scene. It built on the achievements on the VGGTs in May 2012 in the remainder of
the campaign and addressed cases published at the campaign launch in September 2011 in their
interventions targeting the IFC, and this continued with the land and sugar spike of the BtB
campaign.

The design of the BtB campaign was inspired by campaign models already tested in the Netherlands:
Both the Green Santa campaign and the Dutch Fair Bank Guide proved that a combination of efforts
such as a public ranking tool, public action (via social media), active engagement and research were
successful in achieving policy change. During the three campaign spikes, the public campaign team
managed to introduce new tools for consumer engagement, indeed leading to more engagement
and more consumer pressure on FBCs.
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4.6.1.4 Capability to relate

For both campaigns, the key factor that explains the outcomes achieved is Oxfam staff being capable
of engaging constructively with their lobby targets. With the help of public campaigning, lobby
targets were put under pressure to take a stance.

The BtB campaign shows that Oxfam was capable of constructively engaging with the FBCs and
positioning itself as a ‘critical friend’. Collaboration with investors also proved effective.
Collaboration with other NGOs was, however, limited to those NGOs supporting the campaign on
social media. The BtB campaign is a typical Oxfam campaign, and no strategic collaboration was
sought with other organisations.

With regard to the land grab campaign, Oxfam has shown that it is capable of working in different
configurations. It supported the UN CFS CSM, realising that movements and CSOs with their
constituencies had to be in the driver’s seat of the negotiations. However, no other actors were
involved in the land freeze campaign, whereas Oxfam showed itself again to be very effective in
partnering with other NGOs to influence the IFC and the WBG safeguards review.

The Mozambique case shows the difficulties that may arise when an Oxfam office engages with civil
society networks to address land grabs. Differences in visions and strategies within those networks
decrease the possibilities for Oxfam to address land issues effectively. Other challenges refer to the
extent to which these networks have to align with Oxfam’s objectives or vice versa. Another key
factor that explains the success of Oxfam and opens doors of lobby targets is the reputation it has
built over the past decades as a knowledgeable organisation. Its constructive engagement in
development has been noted by others.

4.6.1.5 Capability to achieve coherence

Both campaigns have proven that Oxfam is capable of communicating the same messages through its
many constituents around the world, not only by using centrally produced publications and press
releases, but also by means of preparing internal notes that provide guidance to all affiliates on
engaging directly with their lobby targets. This capability implies that Oxfam is able to voice its
concerns from different locations around the globe.

Working as a global organisation also requires that different perspectives and visions are taken on
board. Within the confederation, there is room for such critical reflections, and these help the
organisation to fine tune its strategies and to adjust them when needed. The land freeze campaign is
one example where such critical reflections took place between those that stated that public
campaigning was necessary and those that stated that direct engagement would be sufficient.

4.6.2 External factors
Apart from the internal factors that explain the evaluation findings, some external factors have
influenced the implementation of the campaigns.

With regard to the land grab campaign, no public campaigning took place after the campaign launch
in September 2011 and the land freeze campaign in October 2012. In the first place, Oxfam’s work
with regard to the VGGTs did not require public campaigning, but the following external factors
prevented public campaigning from taking place:

e In the first half of 2012, a final international conference was organised on the Arms Trade
Treaty (ATT), on which Oxfam had been campaigning for 10 years. At the same time, a severe
food crisis emerged in the Sahel countries. The GROW campaign had planned two activities in

that same period: the launch of the land freeze campaign strand and the positive food
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choices campaign strand, to be implemented together with the Rights in Crisis Campaign. The
Ol Campaigns Group (all Oxfam campaign directors) decided to use the momentum to
campaign for the ATT and to prioritise the food crisis in the Sahel. It also decided to continue
with the GROW positive food choices campaign, which required less lobby capacity and
engaged more affiliates compared with the land freeze campaign strand, which then was
postponed until October 2012.

e The land campaign team changed tactics in relation to the land grab cases published during
the campaign launch. Media work and public campaigning where quickly scaled back when,
in both Indonesia and Uganda, possibilities opened to seek redress for the communities
involved through mediation.

No other external factors have been identified that influenced the land grab campaign.
The following factors provided the opportunity to the land team to continue its activities:

e The endorsement of the VGGTs, which became the international standard as of May 2012,
was a key element in the remainder of Oxfam’s land grab campaign. It was used in the land
freeze campaign and also during the BtB land spike, when three FBCs publicly stated that
they would adhere to the VGGTs and started to participate in the negotiations on the PRAI.

e The audit of the Honduras case by the CAO and the ‘standard’ management response of the
IFC, followed by a huge outcry of global and local civil society and NGOs directly engaging
with the Executive Directors of the Board triggered change within the IFC. The Honduras case
was a ‘wake-up call’ for the EDs, associating the WBG with human rights atrocities, and this
explains why they asked the IFC to not only review its management response but also to
learn lessons from other audits, including those relating to land and Fls.

e The many other cases filed with the CAO and with the Inspection Panel of the WBG, including
the CAO increasingly becoming more critical on investments being made through Fls, have
helped Oxfam in targeting the WBG.

e A more general observation is that after GRAIN addressed the issue in 2008, many NGOs
have started working on land grab issues and keeping records (land matrix). At the same
time, forces within the WBG and the donor community started working on the improvement
of land governance mechanisms in developing countries.

With regard to the BtB campaign, the following external factors (more appropriately the interface
between Oxfam and other actors) explain the evaluation findings. First, most of the FBCs engaged
constructively with Oxfam, which positioned itself explicitly as a ‘critical friend” of the FBCs. FBCs’
engagement with Oxfam occasionally depended upon their past experiences of working with NGOs
and in particular with Oxfam. Second, FBCs were given an opportunity to correct or contest Oxfam’s
scorecard findings by providing additional public information. The tool hence became useful as an
instrument for dialogue, but the actual scores were independent of any dialogue. The cocoa and land
spikes engaged a number of field offices in case study research. In the case of land, a direct relation
was sought between the FBCs and allegations of land grabbing. A number of cases were rejected, but
the three cases used (two cases in Brazil and one in Cambodia) helped to associate Coca-Cola and
PepsiCo with land grab allegations and contributed to their commitment to zero tolerance for land
grabs. These cases helped the FBCs to see the consequences of failing policies and ensured the media
coverage needed for the BtB campaign. As mentioned earlier, an important factor that influenced the
extent to which FBCs reacted positively to Oxfam’s asks is the feasibility of the implementation of
these asks in relation to the FBC's own priorities and assessment of the material and immaterial

(reputation) costs and benefits of these changes. For the integration of gender in the sector-wide
125 of 661



approach adopted by the cocoa sector as a means to secure its cocoa supplies, previous work done
with ON gender in this sector helped to integrate gender issues in the sector because of the timing,
and because the opportunities were present.

4.6.3 Addressing land grabbing, a delicate issue

Land rights, land governance and tenure mechanisms and land grabbing are sensitive issues in most
countries. Initiatives to secure land rights for local communities and indigenous people challenge the
vested interests of local and national elites who can easily access national authorities to get backing
for large-scale land acquisitions and attract local and international investments. In many countries,
communities and CSOs that defend their land rights face life-threatening situations that can
culminate in human rights violations. This was the case in Uganda, Honduras and Guatemala.

These cases made Oxfam realise how sensitive the issue of land grabbing is, and it was a warning for
other Oxfam field offices to research land grab cases in their respective countries that then became
reluctant to propose cases. Many cases were also dropped after having been researched (costs).
However, when the Honduras case and the Cambodia case, both publicly used, helped to introduce
change at local level, more field offices started reconsidering researching cases.

The land freeze campaign targeting the WBG and demonstrating that they are involved in land grab
cases also hit straight to the heart of the organisation and is to be interpreted as a very courageous
act by Oxfam: Not only in developing countries do vested interests need to be challenged, but also at
the global level it is important that multilateral organisations, donor countries and FBCs become
aware that they are possibly involved in land grabbing.

In countries with constrained space for civil society, Oxfam at times needs to manage operational
and brand risks, choosing less aggressive public tactics and opting to keep a low profile, with partners
confronting national governments and other lobby targets. These situations require robust risk
assessments, not only for the Oxfam office, but also for its partners. Risk management processes
were employed in Uganda, South Sudan, Honduras, Indonesia, Mozambique, Cambodia, Guatemala
and Brazil, where Oxfam looked at land cases, but this remains a concern.?*

4.7 Overview of main alliance-level findings
This section concludes the main findings on the land grab and BtB campaigns, followed by reflections.

4.7.1 Conclusions
The conclusions formulated here follow the evaluation questions as mentioned in the terms of
reference for the evaluation.

4.7.1.1 Outcomes achieved to which Oxfam contributed

Both campaigns have achieved outcomes that relate to agenda setting, changing policies and
changing practices at global level, in donor countries like the Netherlands and in developing
countries.

Since September 2011, the land grab campaign has been able to reach many citizens, governments,
companies, investors and multilateral institutions through global media coverage. It raised the
awareness of the WBG, traditional donor countries like the Netherlands (other countries unknown),
FBCs and a number of investors in the Netherlands that they possibly may be involved in land
grabbing themselves. A very critical outcome was the endorsement of the progressive VGGTs by the
UN CFS, based on which Oxfam managed to obtain public commitments from the WBG and FBCs to
integrate these guidelines in their own policies and practices. The WBG has integrated land and
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tenure rights in the first draft of its Environmental and Social Safeguards, and the IFC has introduced
new guidelines and practices that enable it to better understand how its investments, also through
Fls, are affecting the livelihoods of local communities, in particular with regard to large-scale land
acquisitions. For both the safeguards and the IFC, these are important changes, but more changes
will be needed to ensure that the WBG’s own ambition to ‘do no harm’ and to contribute to positive
development outcomes for local people will materialise.

Four of the 10 FBCs targeted in the BtB campaign have committed to ‘zero tolerance’ for land
grabbing and have consequently changed their policies and taken an active stance in addressing land
grabbing in their supply chains. This outcome was unexpected, because Oxfam planned to convince
one FBC to commit to zero tolerance. Apart from these, four other FBCs and a number of traders
have changed their policies by adhering to the principle of FPIC.

In the Netherlands, a number of Dutch investors have also changed their policies with regard to land
grabbing. The Minister of Foreign Trade and International Cooperation is playing an active role in
ensuring that the Dutch private sector is taking measures to prevent land grabbing taking place in
their investments and supply chains. The Minister is also addressing land grabbing in international
fora, and the Dutch banks have improved their policies.

A number of land grab cases have been (partially) solved (Uganda, Indonesia, Honduras, Guatemala,
South Sudan), and others were addressed but not yet solved (Brazil, Cambodia). Those cases that
involved the IFC also led to the policy changes within the IFC.

These outcomes for the land grab campaign do not represent all possible outcomes of this campaign,
such as could have taken place in other donor countries or in developing countries where Oxfam
offices and their partners have addressed land grabbing.

The BtB campaign has been globally commended for its innovative approach, and it was the first time
that land grab issues were addressed through a full value chain accountability approach in the food
and beverage sector. Its media coverage was huge: Some 50 million people have been exposed to
the campaign, over 700,000 people took action and over 33 investors support the campaign. The
land spike again raised the attention of the Dutch government and parliament about the role of
Dutch investors in land acquisitions abroad.

Seven FBCs improved their policies with regard to the integration of gender in their value chains, and
three are currently changing their practices through a sector-wide approach developed by the WCF
to integrate gender issues in the cocoa sector in Ghana and Ivory Coast as a consequence of Oxfam'’s
campaign.

As was already mentioned above, FBCs have improved their policies with regard to land rights, and
four companies have effectively started to address land issues in developing countries and raise the
awareness of other actors on land issues by means of implementing policies in line with the VGGT.

4.7.1.2 Relevance
We looked in particular at the relevance of the outcomes related to the VGGT, the WBG and changes
in the policies of the FBCs.

The relevance of the endorsement of the VGGT in the wider land grab ToC is huge. The VGGT are
currently the standard for land governance and tenure, and multilateral institutions and donor
countries invest resources to implement these in developing countries: The Global Donor Working
Group on Land has synthesised all of their land-related work and claim to be involved in 554 projects
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in 125 countries with a total value of 4.6 billion USD, the FAO alone is running VGGT promotion in
30+ countries and the EU considerably increased its budget for the implementation of the VGGTs in
2014 and 2015. The VGGTs have also been endorsed by Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Unilever and Nestlé, who
committed to ‘zero tolerance to land grabbing’, and interpreted by private sector initiatives such as
the UN Global Compact. Oxfam affiliates, country offices and Oxfam partners also consider the VGGT
relevant for the strategies they develop to influence policies in their countries.

The relevance of the WBG outcomes achieved gives a more nuanced picture. Although progress has
been made in outcomes because of Oxfam’s work, it is as yet too early to assess spin-offs. Oxfam
considers the WBG the standard setter for development practice and for private sector investments,
as well as the advisor of developing countries with regard to land governance mechanisms. It is
assumed that investors who adhere to the Equator Principles will adjust their own standards in line
with those of the IFC. The recently created BRICs bank, which is larger than the IFC, might in the long
run dilute the impact of the WBG standards on the practice of large-scale land acquisitions and
intermediary lending. Oxfam affiliates, country offices and their partners, generally speaking, state
that the outcomes of the WBG are less relevant than the endorsement of the VGGT.

The outcomes achieved through the BtB women and cocoa spike and the land and sugar spike are
very relevant because they prove that the assumptions of the ToC are valid, at least for the FBCs that
were targeted. Apart from this, the campaign is also relevant because it mobilised the private sector
to address the role of women and that of land issues throughout their value chains, which is
innovative. In particular, those FBCs that committed to ‘zero tolerance for land grab’ have become an
Oxfam ally and have begun to influence the governments of developing countries. Oxfam affiliates,
field offices and their partners generally state that the BtB outcomes for land are very relevant. For
gender, the campaign was relevant as an effort to support and protect the rights of the millions of
women worldwide who grow cocoa through more efforts towards gender equity in cocoa value
chains and through the WCF.

4.7.1.3 Contribution

Within the land grab campaign, the evaluation assessed in the first place what the most plausible
explanation would be for the IFC changing its policies with regard to Fls and land grabbing. The
efforts of the CAO and the collaboration of a number of NGOs including Oxfam contributed to the
CODE and the IFC Board of Executive Directors asking the IFC to review its initial management plan,
which are unique achievements, because no other similar cases are known to the evaluator. After
this, more CAO reports, ongoing dialogue and press coverage organised by the NGOs and increased
attention on those issues by WBG staffers and Executive Directors all contributed to further policy
and practice changes within the IFC. Important conditions for these changes to happen were the land
freeze campaign that raised the awareness of the WBG possibly being involved in land grabbing, the
NGOs working on the IFC standards and practices with regard to Fls since 2009-2010 and the
alignment of positions within the Board of Executive Directors, in particular when the Bank was
associated with human rights violations in the Honduras case.

Oxfam played a key role in these changes, which could not have happened without the organisation.
In comparison with the other NGOs, it excelled in direct engagement with the WBG, in mobilising
media coverage when necessary and in mobilising allies on time to publish CSO statements.

In the most plausible explanation of the outcomes of the BtB campaign, in particular those of the
women and cocoa spike and the land spike, important conditions in place were that, for most FBCs,
Oxfam’s asks were feasible and matched their own priorities, and most FBCs are sensitive to
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consumer pressure. For those FBCs in the cocoa sector, sector-specific concerns such as securing
cocoa supplies and ongoing collaboration of the sector in the WCF also helped to comply with
Oxfam’s gender asks as a sector. In addition to having these conditions in place, Oxfam’s regular
update of the scorecard; constructive ongoing dialogue with the FBCs; public campaigning for Nestlé,
Mars, Mondelez, Coca-Cola and PepsiCo and global (social) media coverage created the momentum
for these FBCs to change their policies and practices. Oxfam used shareholder resolutions to further
push those that were still hesitant after the previous combination of efforts.

The BtB campaign was designed by Oxfam alone, and it played a very significant role in achieving the
outcomes. As was already stated, the campaign is a very new way of campaigning private sector
organisations. A number of NGOs already work with scorecards but do not follow up on these with
public campaigns and direct engagement in the way that Oxfam does.

4.7.1.4 Cost efficiency and effectiveness

This assessment looked at cost-effectiveness, which usually has bigger consequences for effective
allocation than cost efficiency. The most important costs for both the land grab campaign and the
BtB campaign are staffing costs, followed by costs related to public campaigning, for the BtB
campaign in particular.

The most important changes over the years consist of the GROW campaign architecture becoming
leaner in order to facilitate the participation of smaller Oxfam affiliates and country offices in the
decision making of particular campaign strands. Occasionally, however, the participation of and
ownership by Oxfam affiliates of parts of the GROW campaign are not fully ensured, as was the case
with the land freeze campaign. Some country offices also highlighted their interest in being more
included in the global campaigns, beyond providing land grab cases, and were in favour of more
impact at local level.

The power analysis has been generally used to adjust strategies for addressing lobby targets and
reaching outcomes. For the land freeze campaign, this resulted in a decrease of necessary staff
capacity after the launch. The power analysis is part and parcel of all campaign activities. Risk
mitigation plans became part of the land grab campaign when the land team began its research work
on land grab cases in Uganda and Indonesia in 2011. These plans are meant not only to assess
security risks and to change strategies when needed, but also to assess reputational risks.

The sharing of resources is a key element in both the land team and the BtB team. Apart from the
team leads, all other staff is working on both campaigns on a part-time basis, and they are similarly
working on other projects under the GROW campaign, which ensures that cross-team learning also
takes place. The land team experts, for example, provided inputs for the BtB land spike, and the
experiences of those involved in the ON Green Santa and Fair Banking Guide before the GROW
campaign were used to design the BtB campaign. Within the BtB campaign, attempts were made to
reinforce other Oxfams that do not have the private sector background required to engage with the
FBCs. Both campaign teams are mature teams, and members have already been working with each
other for a number of years. A key success factor for the campaigns is that all information is being
shared, not only within the core teams, but also in the wider confederation as a means to enable
other interested Oxfams to take part in the campaign at their own level. All products used for directly
lobbying are also widely shared as a means to ensure coherence of messages across the globe. The
BtB online platform is maintained in 13 different languages, and this helps affiliates to address their
national markets.
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Apart from some debate regarding cases used in the land freeze campaign, all other products
published by Oxfam were very well received by the global media, consumers and citizens, and are to
be considered a reference for those who want to address land grabbing or influence the food and
beverage sector.

4.7.1.5 Explaining factors
The most important internal factors that explain the evaluation findings are the following:

e Oxfam'’s capacity to design ToCs and intervention strategies that aim for systemic change and
their continuous adjustment of intervention strategies based on power analyses. Some
outcomes achieved in the land grab and BtB campaigns have triggered other actors to take
action. However, more efforts are needed to start delivering outcomes at country level.
(capability to deliver on outcomes)

e Teams are in place and are highly experienced, know how to work together and have the
intrinsic motivation to do a better job. However, for some affiliates and country office staff,
capacity is a constraining factor to their full participation in the campaign. The land freeze
campaign put the entire confederation under pressure, and commitment to participate
dropped for some affiliates, whereas others were more convinced that they were on the
right track to achieve outcomes with the WBG. The BtB campaign, based on previous
experiences, became very creative over the course of the campaign, and this helped to
involve considerably more consumers and allies (NGOs) in the public campaign. (capability to
act and commit)

e The Oxfam Confederation is a learning organisation. Learning takes place at multiple levels:
Are we doing things right?; Are we doing the right things? And how do we decide that we are
doing the right thing? This triple-loop learning (Argyris) is a very important capability of the
organisations. (capability to adapt and self-renew)

e During both campaigns, Oxfam has demonstrated that it is capable of relating to a wide
range of actors that help them to achieve outcomes. The Oxfam Mozambique case shows
how difficult it sometimes is to work with a civil society that has diverse opinions of how to
address land grabbing and change policies. Apart from this, Oxfam has a good reputation and
knows what it is talking about, which helps to open doors with lobby targets. (capability to
relate)

e Oxfam has demonstrated itself capable of speaking with one voice around the globe.
Working as a global organisation requires the availability of space for critical reflection. For
Oxfam, this is an asset, which keeps the organisation sharp with regard to its intervention
strategies. (capability to achieve coherence)

With regard to external factors that explain the evaluation findings, the endorsement of progressive
VGGTs helped Oxfam to include these VGGTs in its further campaign activities. The many cases filed
with the CAO and the WBG Inspection Panel also helped to address land grabbing with the WBG. An
external factor that triggered the changes in the IFC is its weak management response to the CAO
audit of the Honduras case, which associated the WBG with human rights atrocities. This provided a
window of opportunity for Oxfam and the NGOs it worked with to push further. Consequently, the
IFC was asked to draw lessons from all CAO audits, including those related to land and Fls, leading to
changes in its policies and practices.

Important external factors that explain the outcomes of the BtB campaign consist of the constructive
dialogue in which FBCs engaged based on the scorecard and the land grab cases used in the land

spike that helped Coca-Cola and PepsiCo to see how they were involved in land grabs. The feasibility
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of the implementation of Oxfam’s asks and the benefits of these changes for the FBCs were also
external factors that explain the outcomes obtained.

With regard to the issues at hand, we observe that land rights for poor people are an important
livelihood asset and that initiatives to secure these rights challenge vested interests of local and
national elites, possibly leading to life-threatening situations for civil society organisations that
defend these rights. Addressing these issues requires sound risk mitigation plans and practices to be
in place in support of those organisations. The land grab campaign also made the WBG, donor
countries and FBCs aware that they are sometimes involved in land grabbing. Oxfam’s work has been
ground breaking in this respect.

4.7.2 Reflections
Working on this assessment for two years has enabled me as an evaluator to learn a great deal about
the Oxfam land grab and BtB campaigns, which | would like to share here.

4.7.2.1 Triggering change and tipping points

Both campaigns were based upon ToCs that looked for systemic change, and Oxfam has, through its
power analysis, managed to push the right buttons in these systems to trigger change beyond single
components in these systems, as has been shown in the relevance section. Some changes
automatically followed from others induced by Oxfam, as has been demonstrated with the
endorsement of the VGGTs, the pressure on the WBG after the IFC had published its standard
response to the CAO audit on Honduras, the ‘race-to-the-top’ assumption in the BtB campaign that
became true, as well as the disclosure of supplier countries and suppliers by FBCs that helped other
actors to address land grab cases with which these FBCs are associated. Additionally, with its public
campaigning, in particular during the BtB campaign, Oxfam managed to create multiplier effects that
helped to reach more than 50 million people. Although it is too early to conclude that land grabbing
will be appropriately addressed and that gender will be addressed in supply chains, both campaigns
have shown that it is possible to induce systemic change when ToCs are well designed and the
assumptions prove to be reality. The years ahead will also show whether both campaigns are enough
to reach a tipping point for transformative change in the food and beverage sector, as well as in the
development sector, including the WBG.

4.7.2.2 Pressure from consumers and citizens and building a movement

A cross-cutting objective in the GROW campaign is to build a movement in support of fixing the
broken food system in the world that explains why many people still go to bed hungry although they
are directly involved in food production. Over the years, both the land grab team and the BtB team
have mobilised citizens and consumers to take part in the campaigns and have become increasingly
effective because they built upon past experiences and networks. However, it is still too early to
think about a movement that autonomously engages in creating a better world, as has been seen
with the campaigns; consumers and citizens react when they are being mobilised.

A question that remains unanswered is to what extent citizens are ready and in a position to hold
multilateral institutions such as the WBG accountable. Global consumers can hold their FBCs
accountable by creating pressure, and citizens can hold their national governments accountable as
an electorate, but what are the accountability relations between the WBG and a citizen?

4.7.2.3 Land grabbing—multiple actors need to be held accountable
In many of the land grab cases documented, several actors are to be held accountable. In Indonesia,
for example, the company has engaged in a mediation process with the communities under the

mediation of the RSPO. To date, the company claims to have resolved all issues that it had the
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mandate to, but a number of demands by the communities are beyond its jurisdiction and require
the involvement of local authorities. The land grab cases in Brazil have in the past been addressed by
other NGOs that held the state accountable because its land governance systems in place are not
operational, whereas Oxfam used these cases to hold FBCs accountable. These, and some of the
other cases, highlight that land grabbing and land issues are complex in nature and that neither
private sector companies nor governments alone solve these issues. More structural solutions are
necessary that refer to the need to have sound land governance and tenure systems that are able to
do justice to smallholders and rural people in place and enforced in developing countries.

4.7.2.4 Working in developing countries with civil society: linking local to global

The Oxfam Mozambique case study shows how difficult it is to address land issues in a country where
civil society is divided in terms of the land grab discourse and campaign strategies needed to improve
public policies and practices. This is, however, the reality in many developing countries where civil
society is still highly dependent upon funding from foreign sources. This interface between Oxfam
offices and civil society networks is critical for campaigns, such as the land grab and BtB campaigns,
that aim to link global changes to local changes and vice versa. Oxfam country offices and their
relations with civil society, including the capacity of civil society to form coalitions, are key elements
that need to be in place before campaigning national governments to improve their land policies in
line with the VGGTs will become effective.

Apart from this, given the nature of the issues at stake, security concerns need to be addressed
properly and checks and balances need to be in place before land grab cases become public at global
level.
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5 Fair, Green and Global Alliance

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 Fair, Green and Global Alliance

The Fair, Green and Global (FGG) Alliance has six member organisations: Milieudefensie (including
Friends of the Earth International [FoEl] and Friends of the Earth Europe [FOEE]), ActionAid, Both
ENDS, the Transnational Institute (TNI), SOMO and the Clean Clothes Campaign (the last mentioned
organisation is not part of this evaluation). The overall objective of the FGG programme 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 programme focuses on enhancing civil
society’s capacity in relation to four strategic areas, of which area three has been selected for this
evaluation: ‘to reorient trade and investment policies’. The defined outcome of the Trade &
Investment Programme is ‘International lobby [is] strengthened resulting in (at least) four Southern
governments and two European governments taking measures to improve coherence between
international trade and investment policies and development policies’.

5.1.2  Unit of analysis

The unit of analysis is composed of the work on two main themes: 1) trade and investment
agreements and 2) biofuels. In the specific case studies, we analyse the situation in more detail in
one case on biofuels in Indonesia (Jatropha growing in Central Java) and one case on international
trade agreements in Asia (EU- ASEAN FTA campaign).

The work of the FGG Alliance focuses on a range of trade and investment agreements. In the baseline
report in 2012, the following contextual factors were highlighted. In around 2005, there was a move
within the EU from a de facto moratorium on new free trade agreement (FTA) negotiations to
stimulating activities in this realm. This has been brought about by factors such as 1) the difficulties in
multilateral negotiations within the WTO; 2) the need for the EU to respond to the US trade policy,
which saw FTAs as a bilateral means to the end of multilateral liberalisation and rule making and 3)
the burgeoning economic growth in Asia and the conclusion of a range of FTAs that has accompanied
this growth.2*

Through bilateral and international trade and investment agreements, corporations have acquired
the power to sue governments in private international arbitration panels and dispute settlement
bodies, such as the WB’s International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID), if
governments introduce legislation that may negatively affect profits. A decade ago, there was much
optimism about the potential of foreign direct investment as ‘an engine of development’. However,
globalisation, monetarism and liberalisation have given companies greater global influence and legal
rights without a parallel increase in measures that ensure accountability.

Only since the EU Lisbon treaty (2007) have investment agreements been part of the mandate of the
European Commission. The existing 1,500 bilateral investment agreements between EU member
states and third countries have to be replaced in the coming 10 years. This is an opportunity to make
a new generation of treaties.

Major changes in the external context since 2011—the start of the MFS Il funding programme—
besides those described in the chapter on outcomes to which FGG contributed, are the following: 1)
In November 2012, in the Netherlands, the mandate for foreign and international trade was
transferred from the Ministry of Economic Affairs to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, whereby
development cooperation and international trade became the mandate of one minster. This means
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that, at the Dutch policy level, issues related to international trade agreements can be more easily
related to development policies. 2) In 2013, the EU and the US started negotiations about a free
trade agreement (Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership, TTIP); this gave CSOs the
opportunity to bring the issue of international arbitration and dispute settlement bodies to the
forefront. 3) WTO negotiations seemed to revive by reaching agreement in Bali in December 2013,
but later, in August 2014, the government of India announced that it refused to sign the compromise
on food security issues.?*

In the baseline study, the following contextual factors as to biofuels were highlighted. Some 12 years
ago, biofuels were considered by some to be a solution to the emission of carbon dioxide and at the
same time an opportunity for developing countries and European companies to generate income.
However, already before 2008, there were concerns about biofuels production competing with food,
pressure on land and land rights, as well as concerns about the environmental consequences
(deforestation and negative climate impact) and the fact that no criteria were set on these issues. In
2008, food prices rose sharply, which led to reduced availability of food for the poorest people in
developing countries. This was also (partially) attributed to demand for biofuels. CSO protest against
the role of biofuels increased sharply during 2008. Despite these concerns, the European Commission
issued the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) 2009, which came into force in 2010. It set a 10%
binding minimum target for the share of biofuels in transport petrol and diesel consumption. This
was to be achieved by all EU Member States by 2020. 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 or better than fossil fuels. Apart from biofuels
for transport, there are two other important uses of biomass: biokerosene and woody biomass
production for electricity and heat. For biokerosene, the use in 2102 was very limited, but the
European aviation industry has launched a plan to use two million tons of biokerosene in 2020.

Major changes in the external biofuel context since 2011—the start of the MFS Il funding
programme—besides those described in the chapter on outcomes to which FGG contributed, are the
following: 1) In the Netherlands, a new coalition government came into power. This government is
more inclined to honour issues brought in by NGOs. 2) In the Netherlands in September 2013, the
Dutch government, the energy sector and NGOs signed an energy agreement. The process of
negotiating the agreement gave NGOs the opportunity to raise their concerns about using biomass
for energy production.

5.1.3 FGG Alliance: changes

There have been no major changes in the set-up of the FGG Alliance since 2012. One person
responsible for contacts on biofuels with Indonesia (and who spoke Bahasa) finished her contract in
2012 and was replaced in 2013.

5.1.4 Budget and financial management

The overall budget for the FGG Alliance 2011-2015 was €24,468,560. For Outcome 3.1, which is the
outcome to be evaluated, a total of €3,029,952 was available. Outcome 3.1 is completely dedicated
to lobby and advocacy. The funds from Both ENDS, SOMO and TNI (in total €2,380,129) are to
develop the activities around trade and investment. The funds for ActionAid (€149,823) are all
intended for activities on biofuels, while Milieudefensie’s budget for biofuels is €354,216. In total,
some €2.4 million of a budget of €3 million 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 3.1.2*° The 2013 annual
report of the Alliance states that the total expenses (2011-2013) for this area of work were
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marginally higher than planned. In 2013, of the total budget of €639,000, €184,000 went to Southern
countries, €168,000 to own activities, €250,000 to direct attributable costs and €57,000 to
management and administration.

5.1.5 Types of activities developed by the FGG Alliance

The following types of activities have been developed: 1) Production of public awareness materials
such as factsheets, public presentations, publications and position papers, and distributing them to
policy makers, other NGOs, academia and other interested parties. Media coverage, including
opinion pieces and the provision of information to journalists, is also important; 2) Open
meetings/seminars included the organisation of and/or participation in strategy meetings and
seminars in Europe and in several Southern countries, also to build coalitions. This also included the
organisation of workshops to inform stakeholders about consequences of FTAs; 3) Private meetings
included meetings with decision makers in the EU, the Netherlands and sometimes in Southern
countries. Important activities were advocacy work among Dutch and EU parliamentarians and (high-
level) civil servants through expert meetings. Facilitation and organisation of visits from
representatives from Southern organisations and discussions with policy makers in the Netherlands
proved to be very effective. There were also dialogues with banks and companies about palm oil and
other biofuel-related plantations and investments; 4) Studies/case studies played an important role.
Examples are analytical studies of certain topics (e.g. the investor—state dispute settlement) and case
studies (e.g. on the behaviour of certain palm oil or jatropha companies in Southern countries); 5)
Actions/demonstrations were organised, for example in front of important (international) meetings
like the WTO, Bali (2013) and the Action Week about the EU-RED in Brussels. In the South, FGG
supported local CSOs to organise local stakeholders, for example against activities of a certain
company; 6) Letters and petitions have been written, for example letters to Dutch ministers and
parliamentarians, often signed by many CSOs, and letters to be signed and sent by the constituency
of the FGG member; 7) Another line of activity was participation in governmentally initiated working
groups to elaborate certain issues. In Ecuador, TNI was invited by the government to develop a ToR
for the Auditing Commission on Bilateral Investment Treaties and is now chair of the commission. In
the Netherlands, Milieudefensie participated in working groups on the Energy Agreement. 8) A last
type of activity to be mentioned here was submitting official complaints, for example towards the EU
(about the need to deal with social impacts of biofuel production) but also to the Roundtable on
Sustainable Palm Qil (RSPO).

5.1.6 Case selection and the role of the cases in the report

In this report, there is a brief descriptions of two cases: EU-ASEAN Free Trade Agreements Campaign
and Jatropha growing in Central Java, Indonesia. These cases have been selected during discussions
with FGG staff. Reasons for selecting the cases were the following: FGG collaborates a great deal with
Southern partners to achieve their planned outcomes, so it would be interesting and important to
see how that collaboration works out in practice in the South. The fact that in our evaluation team
we have a member based in Sri Lanka created the opportunity to pay evaluation visits to the
Philippines and Indonesia.

From the EU-ASEAN Free Trade Agreements Campaign, one outcome was used in the contribution
analysis.

5.1.7 Data sources and analysis

The major source was the information on outcomes, their relevance and the contribution of the
Alliance, provided by the Alliance members themselves. At the request of the evaluation team, the
FGG Alliance provided information on major outcomes, their relevance (according to the FGG
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Alliance) and the contribution of the FGG Alliance. The Alliance supported the outcomes and their
contribution with a total of 265 footnotes that referred to, for example, websites of the EU and the
Dutch government where letters to parliament are published and websites showing evidence of FGG
member activities—including their outputs, documents, publications, leaflets, etc. The evaluator
checked all of these references.

For the cases in Indonesia (Jatropha growing) and the Philippines (EU-ASEAN FTA campaign), the Sri
Lankan evaluation team member visited the cases in the two countries twice, with the first visit in
2012/2013 and the second visit in 2014. Prior to the visits, FGG staff was consulted on the emphasis
of the assessment and suggestions were obtained on people to be interviewed. During the second
assessment, the evaluator spent six days each in the two countries. Staff of the Southern partners
were interviewed. In addition, external resource persons in the Philippines and Indonesia were
interviewed to give their view and additional insights on the outcome and context. Simultaneously,
inputs from FGG staff in The Netherlands were obtained via email. Some project-related
documentation from Southern partners was consulted. For the jatropha growing case in Indonesia,
one resource person in the Netherlands was interviewed (resource person G, see below).

Seven independent resource persons in the Netherlands, knowledgeable on biofuels and
international trade agreements, were also interviewed. Resource person A works at a university and
has expertise in governance, tropical agriculture and agro value chains (especially palm oil). Resource
person B also works at a university and has expertise on sustainability and global food chains and has
followed closely the ongoing fuel-food debate. Resource person C is Professor of the Law of
International (Economic) Organisations and advises the EU on international trade issues. Resource
person D is Associate Professor in international economics and European integration and has co-
authored several books and publications on Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs). Resource
person E is a civil servant at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Resource person F is Professor of
Financial Ethics. Resource person G works at a university and is an expert on social-legal studies and
the coordinator of a joint Dutch—Indonesian research project on the social impacts of jatropha in
Indonesia. The interviews were conducted by phone and face-to-face.

A limitation of the approaches and data used was that a relatively limited number of very
independent resource persons that could be interviewed. Especially for the issue of Trade and
Investment Agreements, it was difficult to find knowledgeable people. Additionally, people who were
interviewed, also for ‘biofuels’, are almost always knowledgeable on only part of the fields that are
covered by the FGG when they talk about ‘Trade and Investment Agreements’ or ‘biofuels’. However,
this limitation was compensated by the abundance of materials and references that were provided to
the evaluation team by FGG. It was almost always possible to verify whether a claimed outcome was
really present. Likewise, it was almost always possible to determine what the Alliance had
contributed to the outcome. It was much more difficult to determine whether that contribution was
vital, important or relatively minor in achieving the outcome. To this point, it can be added that FGG
never claims to achieve an outcome on its own. They almost always work in cooperation with other
Southern and Northern partners.

5.2 Evaluation questions 1 and 3: Changes and their relevance
The main evaluation questions for this section are the following:

e What are the changes achieved in the three priority result areas through international
lobbying and advocacy on the thematic cluster ‘sustainable livelihood and economic justice’?
e What is the relevance of these changes?

136 of 661



For the two main topics (trade and Investment, biofuels), we first describe the original theories of
change (ToCs) and the adaptations that were made during the implementation of the programme.
We then describe the achieved outcomes, and, in the subsequent section, their relevance. The
outcomes are classified into three priority result areas (agenda setting, policy change, changes in
practice).

5.2.1 Theory of change and pathway of change

The ToCs summarised below are a reconstruction of how they were at the beginning of the
programme in 2011 and were part of the ToC as formulated by the FGG. The two sections on the
ToCs are followed by a section that describes what actually happened between 2011 and 2014.

5.2.1.1 Theory of change: trade and investment agreements

According to FGG Alliance members, 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 to enhance accountability and ensure
that decision making does not conflict with the principles of justice, equity and sustainable
development. This requires strong, transnationally networked coalitions of civil society organisations
that are able to promote and influence policy in favour 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. In the Netherlands, the FGG Alliance members were among the
few organisations actively working on trade and investment agreements in 2011. However, the
picture is slightly changing now, as more organisations show interest in the subject.

The Alliance focuses on several international trade and investment agreements and tries to exercise
influence so that the texts and policies of each agreement are changed on the following issues:

e Food security and land issues: FGG aims for rules that govern the trade in agricultural
commodities and processed agri-foods that are designed to support the right to food; the
eradication of hunger and poverty; the fulfiiment of basic human needs; environmental
sustainability and global climate justice.

e Investor obligations: FGG focuses on diminishing excessive investment protection laid down
in investment agreements and advocates the obligation 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.

e ‘Universalised’ services: FGG focuses on the detrimental effects of liberalisation and
deregulation measures (e.g. on the accessibility, democratic control, quality and affordability
of [former] public services, such as water, electricity and 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. Therefore, although the
agenda is extensive, it is one entity. The actual time dedicated by the FGG Alliance to a specific trade
agreement depends on the developments in the negotiations and on available capacities within the
FGG Alliance and partners.

FGG focuses on trade and investment agreements between the EU and India; the EU and various
ASEAN countries; the EU and Colombia/Peru; and EPAs with former colonies of EU-member states,
particularly the east African Community. EU decision makers including members of the European
Parliament are key lobby targets. However, Dutch decision 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
137 of 661



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 the success of
the FGG Alliance (and vice versa). For influencing the above-mentioned agreements, FGG developed
ToCs that are comparable for the various countries. (See also Figure 6.1.)

The FGG Alliance’s aim in its work on bilateral investment treaties (BITs) is to have changes in the
text or to cancel*®” BITs between the Netherlands and Southern countries. There are two lines of
action. One line of action is through Dutch decision makers, who should become critically aware of
the development dimensions of BITs. Dutch MPs should be encouraged to call for an investment
policy that is more coherent with development policies. Therefore, it is necessary to create public
support (in the Netherlands and the EU) for an improved investment policy. This has to be realised by
influencing the general public, requiring media work on the negative impacts of Dutch investment
policies. It is accompanied by advocacy and lobbying towards the decision makers. To make this
possible, it is important to do baseline mapping on decision-making processes on Dutch BITs. For this,
it is necessary to do research on Dutch BITs and their possible negative impact. It is also important to
organise 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.
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A second line of action is through activities in the Southern country or countries. The aim here is to
make Southern decision makers critically aware of the coherence dimensions of BITs. This will be
promoted by supporting CSOs in the various countries and by cooperating with them. A supporting
activity is the development of a CSO-driven ‘Alternative Trade Mandate’, a document 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. Southern partners are supported, and cooperation is also established.
This is all necessary 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 a key
element of the intervention strategy. In the short term, it may require 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 gain access to decision-making processes in their own countries.

5.2.1.2 Theory of change: biofuels

The FGG partners Milieudefensie and ActionAid are both working on biofuels, but there are
significant differences. The main focus of Milieudefensie in 2011 was the performance of individual
palm oil companies, aviation (biokerosene) and governmental policies leading to large-scale oil palm
plantation expansion. For ActionAid, the starting point is policy coherence for development
cooperation, while for Milieudefensie it is the struggle against ‘the green myth’ around biofuels. The
only aspect on which both organisations work is the revision of EU-RED and (ad hoc) Dutch targets
for biofuel, which were planned to increase over 2012-2014

Milieudefensie focuses on three applications of biomass: biokerosene, co-firing woody biomass and
biofuels for road transport. The three sub-programmes additionally must contribute to weaken the
so-called ‘green myth’ about bio-energy.

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 should be noted that ‘Dutch governmental policies’ also includes the Dutch
government position in the debates on EU policies. At the basis of the approach is the work on cases,
developed together with partners in one or more countries in the South, which experience negative
impacts from the production of biofuels. The cases serve to put pressure on a Dutch target company
that 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’, which means that the situation for local people improves
considerably. 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 behaviour of the company will make the Dutch government aware of problems in the South and
how problems relate to Dutch policies. This should then lead to adapted regulations. The case work is
an important element and reference for other 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 organised through actions to have the public write letters about biofuels
issues. Other supporting activities include the preparation of complaints to, for example, the RSPO
and follow-up discussions. Coalition work with other NGOs in Europe and the Netherlands is vital to
organise effective lobby. Collaboration is sought with scientific institutes and scientists to make a
stronger plea.
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Figure 5.2 Theory of change (situation 2011): biofuels Milieudefensie (source: elaborated by evaluation team and based
on discussions with, and approved by FGG)
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Figure 5.3 Theory of change (situation 2011): biofuels ActionAid (source: elaborated by evaluation team and based on

discussions with, and approved by FGG)

According to ActionAid, the political and expert discussions on biofuels had, at the start of MFS I,
mainly focused on environmental impacts and indirect land use change (ILUC). However, the
negative impacts of biofuels on developing countries, and in particular on the food security and land
rights of poor communities, should be put more prominently on the agenda. The ultimate target of
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the ActionAid campaign is the elimination of harmful industrial biofuels in Europe. This is to be
reached (largely) by two main outcomes/changes: the removal of the EU-RED target or the exclusion
of the use of first-generation biofuels?*® and a comparable policy change in the Netherlands,
preferably a cap on all use of land-based biofuels. A third outcome would be establishing strong
social sustainability criteria for any—potentially harmful—biofuels imported through the normal
market, but this way is not a key focus. The outcomes that are necessary all have to do with changes
in policies and the behaviour of policy makers, parliamentarians, ministers and civil servants at
relevant ministries in the Netherlands. Central is the outcome ‘the Dutch government becomes
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 of course also has influence on national policies.

The actions are directed at both the 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. Case work is an important input for the general work on lobby
and advocacy regarding the biofuel issues. ActionAid uses cases and other research produced by
other members of ActionAid International. It also produces and co-produces case materials itself.
Case work is important, but ActionAid believes that more structural/macro evidence is also needed.

The ActionAid biofuel programme is part of a larger ToC that does not only tackle drivers such as
biofuels, but also aims to strengthen local land rights and governance structures (including corporate
accountability). These activities are not part of Strategic Objective 3 of the FGG Alliance,*° so they
are formally outside this evaluation, but results obtained there and results within Strategic Objective
3 could reinforce and complement each other. Important activities by ActionAid include coalition
forming with other CSOs, dialogue with policy makers, research and case studies, supporting women
and communities in understanding and claiming their rights, publishing reports and position papers,
engaging Southern experts and activists in Dutch debates and organising debates, dialoguing with
other key stakeholders and organising public opposition (petitions), including informing the media.
Messages and influencing the general public are important tools.
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5.2.2 Changes in ToC from TO-T2, or what happened in reality

5.2.2.1 Trade and investment

Table 5.1 FGG Outcomes achieved in relation to the ToC Trade and investment treaties

Outcomes planned

Outcomes achieved

Overall programme outcome:

1. 4 Southern governments have
taken measures to improve
coherence between tax &
investment and development
policies

2. 2 EU governments (NL + EU)
have taken measures to
improve coherence between
trade & investment and
development policies

Achieved in South Africa, Ecuador, Myanmar, (Thailand), Philippines. Outcome
Thailand eliminated after military coup

Achieved in Netherlands and EU

Southern Africa

Changed text (or cancelled) in BIT
NL-ZIM; and/or NL-South Africa

Achieved for BIT South Africa—Netherlands. Not achieved for Zimbabwe—Netherlands

Critical political discussion
generated around BIT NL — ZIM;
and/or NL=South Africa

Not achieved. Activities: discussions with South African government representatives
about BIT with NL; Opinion articles in South African and Dutch press.

Dutch decision makers critically
aware of dev't dimension BITs

Achieved

Dutch MPs call for a more coherent
investment policy

Partially achieved: resolution in Dutch parliament which askes the government to do
research on Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS) system

1. Public support for an improved
investment policy

2. ZIM and/or South African
decision makers critically
aware of coherence dimension
BITs

3. ZIM/South African CSOs
(Seatini and TNI partner)
supported & cooperated with

Not achieved, no outcomes reported

India

Changed text (or cancelled)
investment chapter in EU-India
FTA

Not achieved

1. Indian decision makers
critically aware of coherence
dimension

2. BITs and financial/retail
services liberalisation and
deregulation

Achieved: see also WTO outcome

Indian CSOs supported &
cooperated with

Achieved

Europe

CSO driven alternative investment
mandate developed and being
used in lobby & advocacy

Partially achieved: Alternative Trade Mandate developed and published but not
mentioned as an outcome and did not play a major role in lobby and advocacy in
reporting period.

Changed EU trade and investment
mandate

Achieved, most of all in relation to ISDS arbitration system

International CSO networks (IPS,
NJGI) supported & cooperated with

Achieved
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Southeast Asia (ASEAN)

Thai and Phil. government
increases democratic
accountability in decision making
around trade policy

Achieved

Unplanned

Coalition forming among campaigners from Southeast Asia (including the EU-ASEAN
network) about free trade and access to medicines, rights to jobs, and livelihood,
food and health. Network of NGOs organised in Myanmar that formulates strong
statements about investment treaties negotiations; reactions by the EU delegation;
and the government to hold a public consultation on investment treaties.

Latin America

Influenced EU decision making
around EU—Colombia Peru FTA

Not achieved

National members of parliament of
EU member countries are aware
and make use of decision-making
power in FTA EU Colombia/Peru

Not achieved

CSOs in Latin America (Argentina,
Uruguay, El Salvador) are
supported and cooperated with in
re development impact of BITs

Not achieved

Colombia CSO are supported &
cooperated with

Not achieved

CSOs in Latin America (Argentina,
Uruguay, El Salvador) are
supported and cooperated with in
re development impact of BITs

Not achieved

Not planned

Ecuadorian President publicly embraces TNI’s report on ISDS and establishes an
Auditing Commission that will analyse all Ecuadorian BITs and arbitration cases.

International/WTO

Improved access to decision
making for CSOs in trade policy and
more democratic and transparent
trade policies

Not achieved

WTO members are aware of
negative impact financial service
deregulation and
landgrabbing/food security

Achieved

Not planned An FGG report on ISDS being used by the UNCTAD.
A Canadian MP reacts to the TNI report, as well as a political party in New Zealand
and a German MP.

EPA

Changed text (or cancelled) in ESA
EPA

Partially achieved.

Decision makers are aware of GSP
as an alternative for EPAs

Not achieved

Kenyan government and the East
African Community negotiate a
trade agreement that is responsive
to the needs of producers

Not achieved

Increase awareness among Kenyan
CSO on the link between human
rights and trade (EPAs)

Achieved
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The different steps as indicated in the ToC and Figure 6.1 have largely been adhered to. Important
changes are the following:

e The countries where activities were developed differed from what was initially shown in the
figure. However, it was already planned that work in countries would only be developed if
opportunities were there (e.g. ongoing negotiations between EU and the country). Therefore,
for example in Kenya and Colombia, not many actions were developed. However, important
originally unplanned results on ISDS were booked in Ecuador. Activities in Myanmar were
also not initially foreseen, but were developed at quite a large scale because of the
negotiations between the EU and Myanmar on an investment treaty, announced only in
March 2013, due to the country opening up.

e InIndia, there were important results, related to food security for poor people, also achieved
within the WTO framework (India played an important role during and after the meeting in
the WTO negotiations). In the original ToC, some work within the framework of the WTO was
foreseen. However, in Bali (December 2013) an important meeting, the 9th Ministerial
Conference, took place, and an agreement was made that included some provision on
subsidies for food security.?®* FGG and its partners therefore became active before and
around December 2013.

e At international level, there were unplanned results as to ISDS, related to the creation of
much more awareness on ISDS. On EPAs, there were results, but they were not as positive as
hoped for by FGG.

e In 2013, the EU and the US started negotiations about an FTA (the TTIP). This gave CSOs the
opportunity to bring the issue of 1ISDS*? to the forefront, which they did with quite some
success.
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5.2.2.2 Biofuels Milieudefensie

Table 5.2 Outcomes achieved in relation to the original ToC Biofuels Milieudefensie

Outcomes planned

Outcomes achieved

Overall outcome: No contribution
of Dutch companies and Dutch
governmental policies to
environmental pollution, nature
devastation and destruction of
natural livelihoods resources in
the South

Partially achieved. See outcomes under ActionAid 2

Government adopts regulations
re. corporate accountability and
improves other policies

Achieved:

1. Dutch investors need to comply with international sustainability
standards

2. Progress in the dialogue, which the minister started with Dutch banks
and investors.

3. The Dutch and Indonesian governments announced in 2013 that they

will cooperate in prohibiting the production (in Indonesia) and the import (in
the Netherlands) of unsustainable palm oil

4, One Dutch company did not receive 1 billion euro in funding for
converting its coal fired electricity plant into a 100% biomass fired plant

The entire economic sector (of
the company at stake) improves
its policy

Achieved: Awareness among the private sector about potential social and
environmental problems when using biofuels. In the Dutch Energy Agreement,
signed by the Dutch government, the Dutch corporate sector and Dutch
environmental NGOs September 2013, the co-firing volume of biomass in
electricity production in the Netherlands is limited

The company supports
Milieudefensie in improving the
sustainability of the entire sector,
and in lobbying for governmental
regulations re. corporate
accountability and sustainable
governmental policies

1. Dutch investors ING, Rabobank, ABN Amro, PfZW/PGGM and ABP engage with
palm oil companies Wilmar, Bumitama and Sime Darby to improve their
sustainability performance

2. Lufthansa and KLM are more critical when selecting their bio-kerosene

The company improves its
policies and operations,
respecting nature and people in
the South

Achieved. In reaction to the pressure, two companies state that they will improve
their sustainability performance. The palm oil company Waterland has stopped its
jatropha activities on Java.

Company takes responsibility in a
specific case (brought up by
Milieudefensie and/or its allies)

Achieved. One company accountable towards a multi-stakeholder committee in
which the Kalangala Local Government in Uganda participated.

The (specific) case is solved

Achieved. One case successfully brought to RSPO Grievance Panel. In another case
in Liberia, the government committed to supporting communities in protecting
their land from further encroachment by a company. In Indonesia, a company
stopped growing jatropha.

Here the ToC was largely adhered to. The evaluation team has made the following remarks:

e The scheme of the Milieudefensie ToC as outlined here is fairly generic and a simplification of
what happened in reality. The ToC consists of many more steps. At the base of the work
there are, for example, many advocacy activities (press releases, petitions, etc.) to increase

public pressure.

e The ToC speaks about bringing information from specific cases directly to the attention of the
company working in a developing country. However, in practice especially palm oil
companies were not sensitive (enough) to the criticism, for example through complaint
procedures at the RSPO. For this situation, Milieudefensie’s ToC provides for choosing
another primary target. In this programme, Milieudefensie took Dutch banks and investors
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(e.g. pension funds) as targets. These started a dialogue with the palm oil companies in which
they had invested.

e Originally in 2011 and 2012, there was much focus on biokerosene (in addition to the long-
term focus on palm oil). The jatropha®? case (see 6.2.6) was developed by Milieudefensie
and its Indonesian partner WALHI because airline companies were going to use jatropha, or
were going to use it as a legitimation for high biofuel targets. This situation has changed.
Since 2013, Milieudefensie stopped its focus on jatropha and is continuing on palm oil.
Milieudefensie has been busy with palm oil as biomass and biofuel since 2005 and is
currently still working with its Indonesian partner on several palm oil cases.

e Both Milieudefensie and ActionAid also focus more on what was formerly called ‘conflicts on
land rights’ and is presently often called ‘land grab’. This is considered a negative effect of
the use of biofuels but is in itself also a theme on which to take direct action.

e In the Netherlands in September 2013, the Dutch government, the energy sector and NGOs
signed an energy agreement. The process of negotiating the agreement gave NGOs the
opportunity to bring in their concerns about using biomass for energy production, to set a
cap and to ensure social and sustainability criteria. Milieudefensie, together with other
NGOs, participated in several working groups.

5.2.2.3 Biofuels ActionAid

Table 5.3 Outcomes achieved in relation to the original ToC Biofuels ActionAid

Outcomes planned Outcomes achieved

EU: Eliminating harmful industrial | Partially achieved: Harmful industrial biofuels not completely eliminated, but
biofuels in Europe reduced

Removing RED targets in EU Note: the achieved outcomes mentioned here are also outcomes to be

policy, or excluding first mentioned under ToC Milieudefensie

generation biofuels from targets Partially achieved. The cap (maximum allowable mix) on land-based biofuels is
(2014, RED review) lower than in the original EU policy

ILUC (indirect land use changes) Partially achieved

in RED policy includes a phasing
out of first generation biofuels by
2020 and obliges strong ILUC
factors in CO2 accounting

Strong EU Energy and/or Achieved
Development Council Conclusions
in response to report and
corrective action is taken (social
criteria, CAP first generation
biofuels)

2014: The Dutch Government Achieved
takes a strong position on
reporting process (demanding
corrective actions) and RED
review

In NL first generation biofuels Achieved
become unacceptable to public
and politics and get banned from

percentage
The 2012 EC report on biofuels’ Partially achieved. Criticisms and suggestions from ActionAid on the baseline for
social impacts in developing EC reporting were partly adopted by the consultants (Ecofys).

countries reflects ActionAid’s
concern (negative effects on land
rights and food prices)

2014: Parliamentarians and BuZa Achieved
demand strong review of RED,
ending target or excluding first
generation biofuels

148 of 661



NL: increase of biofuel target (as
proposed end of 2011) is
prevented

Achieved

The NL government takes a
strong position on ILUC and first
generation biofuels

Achieved

The NL government takes a
strong position on EU reporting
exercise: Need for thorough
research on social impacts (in line
with demands in ‘fuel for
thought’ (end 2012/beginning
2013)

Achieved

Dutch government becomes
aware of concerns with biofuels,
makes public statement
accordingly and takes
positions/actions

Achieved

Development Minister makes
public statements in Netherlands
and EU expressing concerns on
biofuels and highlighting need for
good EU report, as well as taking
measures/corrective action to
prevent hunger and increase
policy coherence for dev.

Achieved

Different government
departments take active part in
the debate (1&M, EZ and
especially BZ). Development
policy makers take active role in
debate and are sensitized to our
evidence and viewpoints

Not achieved, more emphasis on MPs, see next box

2013: Parliament demands
corrective actions to the RED
(stronger ILUC proposal, phasing
out of first generation biofuels
and stronger social criteria

Achieved

2012: Dutch politicians express
concerns on biofuels and RED and
acknowledge any concerns the
2012 EU report might include.
This includes parliamentary
questions

Achieved

Not planned

Increasing acknowledgement of negative impacts of conventional biofuels on land
rights, food security, climate and biodiversity; prominent people and international
organisations speaking out

In 2012, a land grab (Italian-led) jatropha plantation and large-scale deforestation
without any consultation) was stopped in Dakatcha woodlands in Kenya

In Sierra Leone, the FMO-financed Addax sugar cane plantation company has
returned some land to farmers and is in the process of changing its farmer
development programme (2014)

In general, the outcomes are according to the ToC. Some planned outcomes were partially achieved.

At EU level, policy changes are the outcome of a compromise, so achieving 100% of your goals is
almost impossible. There were some unplanned outcomes as to land grab. Land grab has strong
relations with biofuels, but it is not the same. It is difficult to separate these fields of action.
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ActionAid also had a specific line of activities for this issue, but that line was not part of this
evaluation.

5.2.2.4 Some observations on the ToC of the FGG Alliance

There certainly were changes in the practice of implementation of the ToC. The original ToC was
elaborated by the evaluation team with input and approval from FGG. In practice, while
implementing the programme, several opportunities came up, and FGG reacted on these. FGG did
not take the original ToC and adapt it; however, the changes they made were deliberate. In
discussions within their organisations, such changes are discussed.

As mentioned in Section 6.2.1.2, Milieudefensie and ActionAid are both working on biofuels, but
there are significant differences. The main focus of Milieudefensie in 2011 was the performance of
individual palm oil companies, aviation (biokerosene) and governmental policies leading to large-
scale oil palm plantation expansion. For ActionAid, the starting point is policy coherence for
development cooperation. The only aspect on which both organisations work is the revision of EU-
RED and (ad hoc) Dutch targets for biofuel. In practice, both approaches have reinforced each other.
There was, as far as the evaluators could judge, no competition, but rather a cooperation when
necessary. Both organisations worked on ‘biofuels’ but within this theme different aspects, which
need different competences in the respective organisations, were emphasised. Therefore, this way of
working is evaluated positively by the evaluation team.

5.2.3 Changes achieved in trade and investment
5.2.3.1 Changes in agenda setting
Agenda setting on investor—state dispute settlement (ISDS):

e In December 2013, the Dutch government acknowledged the potential negative effects of
investment policies and EU investment treaties for the first time. This marks an important
change in the discourse on the right to regulate and reforms in the ISDS system. (target
reacts)

e The Dutch government announces research: In November 2013, the Dutch government,
because of a resolution of the parliament in response to FGG advocacy, announced research
into possible social and environmental costs and consequences of ISDS in TTIP and in Dutch
BITs. (terms of the debate influenced)

e FGG member TNI was invited to address the Ministerial Meeting of Latin American States
Affected by Transnational Interests, in Guayaquil, Ecuador, on 22 April 2013, where
governments of 12 Latin American countries were present. (terms of the debate influenced)

e The Foreign Affairs Minister of Ecuador tweeted a recommendation to his 39,000 followers
to read the TNI report on the international arbitration system (ISDS). (terms of the debate
influenced)

e The TNI report is brought to the attention of the people interested in developments in and
around UNCTAD. It is referenced in UNCTAD’s Recent developments in investor-state dispute
settlement (ISDS) No. 1, March 2013. In June 2013, the report is referenced in UNCTAD’s
Reform of investor-state dispute settlement: in search of a roadmap as a reference to the
literature that documents the deficiencies in the ISDS system. (terms of the debate
influenced)

e In Canada, a member of parliament reacted to the TNI report, and raised the issue on the
floor of parliament. The co-leader of the Green Party in New Zealand launched the Profiting
from injustice report during a press conference. German MEP Ska Keller posted the report on
the front page of her website. (target reacts)
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5.2.3.2

India started a review process and is working on an alternative investment agreement. It has
been reported that, under this new proposal, investors will not be able to challenge the
legality of an unfavourable verdict from the Supreme Court of India and that they would have
to exhaust remedies under local laws before seeking international arbitration under bilateral
investment protection agreements. (target reacts)

Agenda setting on BITs between the EU and Myanmar/India/ASEAN:

A letter signed by 78 Myanmar CSOs to the EU and member state trade ministries called for
proper consultation and due time for all stakeholders in Myanmar to first begin
understanding what investment treaties entail. (organisation of actors)

The EU delegation in Myanmar responded to Myanmar CSO concerns. (target reacts)

A strong statement by 223 Myanmar CSOs stated that this is not the moment (2014) to
negotiate investment treaties. (terms of the debate influenced)

ASEAN Leaders are aware of the position of the EU-ASEAN network as to FTAs, for example
on threats to peoples’ access to medicines and right to health and investment-state
arbitration. (terms of the debate influenced)

The Philippines Platform organised and led discussions with top trade negotiators of the
Philippines. (opening of closed spaces)

Agenda setting on EPAs:

On 12 September 2012, the EU Parliament rejected the 2011 proposal made by the EU
Commission and demanded the postponement of the Market Access Regulation deadline
from 1 Jan 2014 to 1 Jan 2016. (target reacts)

Coalition forming within Europe: Immediately after the European Commission proposed on
30 September 2011 to withdraw market access under the Market Access Regulation (MAR)
1528/2007 by 1 January 2014, the core groups of NGOs in the EU working on EPAs picked up
this issue and formed a coalition. This core group consisted of 11.11.11 (Belgium), Both ENDS
(the Netherlands), Traidcraft (UK), Afrikagrupperna (Sweden) and APRODEV (EU-wide).
(organisation of actors)

Changes in policy

Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS):

In a November 2013 leaflet, the European Commission recognised that there are
imperfections in the current system of international investment agreements and that there is
a need to improve investment protection rules, ‘(a) Preventing investors from bringing
multiple or frivolous claims; (b) Making the arbitration system more transparent: documents
available to the public, access to hearings and allow interested parties (e.g. NGOs) to make
submissions; (c) Dealing with conflicts of interests and consistency of arbitral awards (e.g.
introduction of a binding code of conduct for arbitrators); (d) Introducing safeguards for
Parties (this will allow states to maintain control over how the investment provisions are
being interpreted).”®* The President of the European Commission, Mr. Juncker, in his
Opening Statement in the European Parliament 15 July 2014, was critical about ISDS.
President Correa of Ecuador discussed the practices of law firms that profit from
international arbitration cases, mentioning the TNI report, Profiting from Injustice, during the
opening of the 128th Assembly of the World Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) in front of 1,500
MPs and during the act of possession for a new term as President, and quoted from the
report in front of 12 other presidents and five vice-presidents and delegations from 90 other
countries. This clearly marks a change in policy of Ecuador (the non-willingness of Ecuador to
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do business under the current international arbitration system), but it also puts the issue on
the agenda in front of other presidents and high officials present at these meetings.

Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs):

In October 2013, the government of South Africa terminated the BIT with the Netherlands.
South Africa’s concerns regarding continuation of the BIT were related to the possibility to
pursue sustainable development objectives and the government’s capacity to regulate under
a BIT.>

Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs):

In April 2013, after negotiation, the original proposal made by the European Commission was
postponed by nine months (from 1 January to 1 October 2014). In 2011, the EU Commission
made a proposal to withdraw (favourable) market access under the Market Access
Regulation (MAR) 1528/2007 by 1 January 2014 for a group of 18 (developing) countries that,
according to the European Commission, had not taken the necessary steps towards signing or
applying (for those that signed) an EPA agreement.

On 16 January 2014, the EU Commissioner announced the willingness of the EU to address
the issue of agricultural subsidies in the text of EPAs and to stop export subsidies for
agricultural products to those countries that sign an EPA.

On 6 February 2014, the EU negotiators apparently agreed to less ambitious liberalisation
requirements for the foreseen EPA with countries in West Africa (ECOWAS). Although the
text of that agreement and its precise status are not known, the liberalisation requirement
seems to have to been reduced to 75% or less. Several EU member state ministers suggested
reconsidering the EU request that ACP countries have to liberalise at least 80% of their trade
in an EPA.

Food security and the World Trade Organization (WTO):

During the 9th WTO Ministerial Conference in Bali on 7 December 2013, the WTO members
agreed to negotiate on an agreement for a permanent solution for the issue of public
stockholding for food security purposes and put in place an interim mechanism to prevent
related WTO disputes. In August 2014, India announced that it would not sign the proposed
WTO agreement on trade facilitation, because it was unhappy with the progress of talks on
food security that the ministers also committed to in Bali.

Changes in Policy (changed accountability structure):

A TNI report inspired the creation of an Ecuadorian Auditing Commission that will analyse all
Ecuadorian BITs and the arbitration cases against Ecuador. TNl was asked to develop the
terms of reference of the Ecuadorian Auditing Commission on BITs and currently holds the
vice-presidency of the Ecuador Commission. The Commission is currently investigating the
development impacts of BITs and will report in December 2014.

The EU initiated a public consultation on the ISDS in the context of the TTIP, and the
negotiations on the ISDS chapter in the TTIP have been paused in the meantime. 150,000
individuals took part, with an overwhelming majority calling for rejection of the mechanism
(European Commission analysis ongoing at the time of writing). In the context of the trade
negotiations between the EU and the US, a growing number of organisations have raised
concerns that the current arbitration mechanism will be used by investors against
governments that promote regulations in favour of citizens and the environment.
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e In early June 2014, the Myanmar government informed the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) that, as a result of CSO and media attention on the issue, the Myanmar
government was going to hold a public consultation on investment treaties on 23 June.

5.2.3.3 Changes in practice

The Alliance did not focus on changes in practice, and no such changes have been reported. This is
not surprising, as the theme is very much related to international policies and less to changed
practices of governments and/or companies.

5.2.3.4 Relevance of achieved changes in trade and investment agreements
For more detailed information on the relevance of each cluster of outcomes, please consult Appendix
3.

5.2.3.5 Discussions on investor to state dispute settlement procedures (ISDS)

These are very relevant for maintaining the policy space of governments to regulate in the public
interest. Increasingly, ISDS is adopted in the framework of wider trade agreements. The power of
companies may threaten the sovereignty of states, or put whole policies at stake (e.g. environmental
and social policies). Companies can sue governments, which results in enormous juridical costs for
these governments to be represented in court. If companies get what they demand, high claims may
result, but governments of developed countries may also face high claims. For example, in May 2012,
the Swedish energy company Vattenfall filed a request for arbitration against Germany at the
International Centre for the Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID), housed at the WB in
Washington, D.C., because of Germany’s decision to phase out nuclear energy, which was ordered by
the German government.?®

The issue of international arbitration was important in the ToC (mentioned under ‘investors
obligations’), but no focus was foreseen on the EU-US free trade agreement (TTIP). The use of the
TTIP negotiations between the US and the EU was an opportunity for FGG to raise the issue of the
ISDS system in Europe. On arbitration issues, it is very difficult for NGOs to make a relation between
the issue and the situation of the general public in Europe. It seems a very remote and abstract
subject, but in the TTIP case, the NGOs and the Alliance were able to make that relation, including
the impact of ISDS in TTIP for developing countries, and the issue has now also caught the attention
of the Dutch and European parliaments.

Changing the current ISDS system in the US—-EU TTIP is potentially very relevant for the Netherlands
and the EU themselves, because it may save European states from expensive juridical procedures
and high claims from companies. An important question is if the issue of international arbitration is
on the agenda and/or is solved in the TTIP, will this also serve as a precedent for trade and
investment treaties between the EU and Southern countries? The answer is a cautious yes, for the
following reason: The EU seems to see TTIP as a kind of global standard, of which important elements
could be copied in other trade and investment treaties. However, the discussion within the EU about
whether and how to include ISDS in trade and investment treaties with Southern countries has not
yet concluded.?’

Especially in Ecuador and other Latin American countries, the awareness about negative
consequences of ISDS has increased. For example, President Correa warned other Latin American
high officials of possible negative consequences. In Ecuador itself, the accountability structure as to
BITs and arbitration procedures changed. This shows that, in Ecuador, the issue is considered very
relevant.
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5.2.3.6 Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs) and Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs)

The achieved changes were less pronounced, but relevant. Despite South Africa’s termination of its
BIT with the Netherlands and the achievements reached with respect to EPAs, there was little
political progress with respect to the negotiations of BITs and EU trade agreements during the
evaluation period, so there were not many possibilities here for the Alliance to (re)act upon. The
following were important reasons for this:?*®

e Countries outside the EU, and especially large countries, are not eager to use the EU format
for negotiation. (Other blocks of) countries want, for example, easy access to EU machinery
for their markets or an agreement on ‘intellectual property rights’ in exchange for the easy
access of their agricultural products for the EU market. The EU does not want this. In
negotiations, there should be a mutual exchange, but there is a lack of agreement on what to
exchange.

e The EU overplayed its position by focusing on unilateral emphasis on EPAs and liberalisation.
As to the former colonies and developing countries, the EU could have focused more on
combining trade with aid. Since approximately 2000, its focus has been most of all on free
trade. This does not fit with the needs of, especially, African countries, which require a trade
climate that provides security (mechanisms for diminishing fluctuations in prices of
commodities—such systems used to exist). Moreover, the EU could have done more with its
‘own’ private sector in the developing countries, setting up projects for the long term. Costs
of free trade are high in the short term for developing countries, and help is needed to make
the necessary process of adaptation smoother. However, according to a resource person, in
its aid policies, the EU focused more on trendy, short-term issues.?>®

Consequently, in general, if countries are well informed about the pros and cons of BITs, they will not
be that eager to conclude one with the EU. Myanmar is a country that has lived more or less in
isolation for the past 50 years, so many stakeholders (including CSOs and parliamentarians) were not
aware of the possible pitfalls of BITs. Although this was not foreseen in the ToC, the Alliance
undertook awareness raising actions that resounded in Myanmar society. The EU also had to react on
this.

In its ToC, the Alliance focused on three main issues in relation to trade agreements. How do the
achieved outcomes relate to these issues?

e Food security and land issues: The FGG Alliance was able to contribute on achieved outcomes
on food security (WTO) but not so much on land issues. The agreement reached at the WTO
ministerial meeting in Bali in 2013 included food security, an issue also raised by FGG in their
ToC. For India, this issue is apparently so important that the December 2013 WTO
compromise on this issue was not good enough. India wants to be free to maintain its system
for subsidising small farmers to guarantee food security.

e Investor obligations: The Alliance was very well able to put this on the agenda in the
Netherlands, Europe and South America, resulting in relevant policy changes. The discussion
climate as to this issue has considerably changed in the direction of the position of the
Alliance.

e Universalised services. FGG focused on the detrimental effects of liberalisation and
deregulation measures, for example on the accessibility, democratic control, quality and
affordability of (former) public services (such as water, electricity and financial services). The
Alliance, in cooperation with other allies, brought up these issues in their Alternative Trade

Mandate, but no outcomes were reported on this issue.
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5.2.3.7 Relevance of changes on trade agreements in general

The general objective of the Alliance was to contribute to poverty reduction and to socially just and
environmentally sustainable development by enhancing the capacity of civil societies in the South.
The stated outcome for Strategic Objective 3 is ‘four Southern governments and two European
governments taking measures to improve coherence between international trade and investment
policies and development policies’. In Europe and the Netherlands, relevant policy changes took
place. In Ecuador, South Africa, India, the Philippines, Myanmar and other ASEAN countries, changes
took place in the way policies on FTAs and BITs are being discussed in the countries and, in some
countries, the policies themselves changed. However, in the ASEAN countries, the emphasis is still on
agenda setting outcomes.

5.2.4  Changes achieved in biofuels

In the sections below, the outcomes of ActionAid and Milieudefensie as to biofuels are combined.
This has been done so that a clearer overview on the biofuel issue and relevant outcomes can be
presented for each priority result area.

5.2.4.1 Changes in agenda setting
Biokerosene/biofuels:

e There was awareness in the Dutch parliament and government about potential social and
environmental problems when using biofuels. On 20 February 2012, the Dutch MP, Mrs. S.
Dikkers (Dutch Labour Party), 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 biokerosene
market. In its reply on 12 March 2012, the Dutch government (Secretary of State for
Infrastructure and Environment, Mr. Atsma) admitted that the value of the report is that it
shows that the sustainability of agro-fuels must prove itself continuously and that it is good
to continue checking agro-fuels on their sustainability. (target reacts)

e During 2012-2014, on many occasions the Dutch parliament called upon the Dutch
government to introduce a 5% conventional biofuel cap in the Netherlands, to entirely phase
out or limit conventional (first-generation) biofuels and to increase transparency on the
origin of biofuels. (target reacts)

e Questions were asked in parliament on specific cases, such as the 10l palm oil company and
about timber cut and land grab in Tanzania for biofuels in May 2012. (target reacts)

e A coalition formed of local communities, peasant organisations and several Indonesian and
Western NGOs sent a complaint to the RSPO in March 2011 about the misconduct of the 10l
group in Sarawak (Malaysia) and Ketapang (Indonesia). (organisation of actors)

e There was awareness among the private sector in the Netherlands about potential social and
environmental problems when using biofuels. (terms of debate influenced)

Renewable Energy Directive in Europe and the Netherlands:

e International organisations like the IMF, FAO, UNCTAD, OECD and WB call for revising biofuel
mandates. There is increasing acknowledgement of negative impacts of conventional biofuels
on land rights, food security, climate and biodiversity. (terms of the debate influenced)

e In 2012 and 2013, Dutch parliamentary questions were asked and strong statements in
parliamentary debates were made by GroenlLinks, SP, D66, PvdA and PvdD about the social
and environmental impact of biofuels. (target reacts)
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Dutch MPs spoke out strongly on the need to limit food-based biofuels and called upon the
State Secretary to support the EC proposal and introduce a lower cap in the Netherlands.
(target reacts)

Criticisms and suggestions from ActionAid on the baseline for EC reporting (on social impacts
of biofuels) were partly adopted by the consultants (Ecofys) in their report in 2013, which
also referred to ActionAid reports. (target reacts)

In 2012, the Dutch government (State Secretary of Development Cooperation Knapen)
acknowledged the importance of adequate reporting and addressed the issue in a Foreign
Affairs Council (of the European Council). (agenda setting, reaction of target)

In 2013, the State Secretary of the Environment criticised the EC reporting and the lack of
action proposed to mitigate negative social impacts, in particular on poor and vulnerable
communities. (reaction of target)

The January 2014 European Commission communication on post-2020 climate and energy (‘A
policy framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030’) does not include a
sub-target on transport, nor any references to biofuels being a part of the future energy mix,
which implies that, from 2020, the 10% blending target would be entirely dropped. This
would be a great success for FGG and other CSOs that do not want a blending target.
(reaction of target)

Palm oil, investments and land grab:

Questions were asked about the palm oil company IOl in the Dutch parliament in September
2011 as a result of Milieudefensie’s RSPO complaint against IOl. (target reacts)

The political parties SP and GroenLinks raised questions in the Dutch parliament on 14 May
2013 about Friends of the Earth’s Uganda case, and urged State Secretary for Finance, Mr.
Weekers, to address the Wilmar case at the ING Bank, one of the investors. (target reacts)
The Dutch and Indonesian governments announced on 22 November 2013 that they will
cooperate in prohibiting the production (in Indonesia) and the import (in the Netherlands) of
unsustainable palm oil. (target reacts)

Land grab is on the agenda of the parliament and the Minister of Foreign Trade and
Development Cooperation. There were parliamentary questions, many references to the
issue in debates and policy letters and a separate hearing and debate (‘Algemeen Overleg’)
on land grab (February and September 2013). Biofuels were specifically mentioned as a key
driver for ‘land grab’, and the need was expressed for stronger criteria for companies
investing in Southern countries, especially when public money is also involved. (target reacts)
MPs proposed a motion (2013) and asked Dutch Minister Ploumen and State Secretary
Mansveld (Environment) whether the government is financing any biofuel investments.
Ploumen and Mansveld responded that they do not (directly). (target reacts)

MPs asked the Minister questions on the FMO-financed biofuel plantation of Addax, and
concerns were raised on land rights violations and negative food security impacts by Silnorf
(Sierra Leone). State Secretary Mansveld extensively reported on Addax and ActionAid in a
policy brief in June 2014. (target reacts)

A large, government-led (executed by KPMG) sector risk analysis of corporate social
responsibility for Dutch companies addresses land grab and, to some extent, biofuels. The
final report is forthcoming (as of October 2014). (target reacts)
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5.2.4.2 Changes in policies

Renewable Energy Directive in Europe and the Netherlands:

Related to these issues, different relevant actors changed their political positions during a long
process. All of these changes can be considered changes in the behaviour of an actor and are
therefore outcomes (policy changes):

The European Commission ILUC proposal on 17 October 2012 included indirect land use
change (reporting) and a 5% cap on food-based biofuels, as well as phasing out subsidies
after 2020 as food-based biofuels have little/no future (note that an earlier leaked draft was
stronger).

In Dutch government, on 18 December 2012, the adopted vote of Dutch MP Leegte of 1
December 2011 for speeding up targets for the biofuel mix for road transport from 2012 on
(aiming for 10% biofuel in 2016 instead of 2020), was postponed by the new State Secretary
for Infrastructure and Environment, Ms. Mansveld, and will only start in 2015. In the 18
December 2012 parliamentary session, the Minister also expressed support for the 5% limit
for conventional (‘first-generation’) biofuels in line with the 2012 EC RED proposal, which
parliamentarians requested to be implemented in the Netherlands.

The European Parliament, on 11 September 2013, adopted—as a compromise—a position on
the EC proposal including a 6% cap on land-based biofuels and stronger accounting standards
for indirect land use change.

On 12 December 2013, the Dutch government voted against the proposal of the Lithuanian
president, as they feel it is ‘lacking ambition’: a cap that is too high, too little on ILUC and too
little incentive for innovation. However, as no majority could be found for a lower cap, the
Netherlands does support a slightly improved proposal in June 2014—albeit with
reservations. On 13 June 2014, the European Council (EU Ministers) adopted a compromise
position on the ILUC proposal that includes a 7% cap on food-based biofuels, some ILUC
obligations,*® an indicative non-binding sub-target of 0.5% for advanced biofuels that count
double and some other sustainability references (but no reporting obligations).

Dutch energy agreement and biomass:

Milieudefensie (together with other Dutch environmental NGOs Natuur & Milieu,
Greenpeace and WWF-Netherlands) achieved that, in the 6 September 2013 SER
'Energieakkoord voor duurzame groei' (Agreement on Energy), the co-firing volume of
biomass in electricity production in the Netherlands is limited to 25 PJ (a reduction of about
50% compared with the current government policy), and far-reaching sustainability criteria
will be formulated for carbon debt, indirect land use change and sustainable forest
management (FSC) in addition to the NTA8080 ‘Cramer criteria’. In the Agreement on Energy,
which was signed by the Dutch government, the Dutch corporate sector and Dutch
environmental NGOs, it is stipulated that the signing parties will also promote the Dutch
sustainability requirements in EU discussions on European norms for biomass. Results of the
Energy Agreement include a cap (maximum allowed mix) and sustainability requirements
(social and environmental) to prevent 1) Dutch and EU climate policies regarding biomass
from contributing to deforestation, loss of valuable ecosystems and biodiversity and land
grab in developing countries (as well as in Northern countries like Russia and the US) and 2)
the co-firing of biomass (e.g. via expansion of tree plantations or by logging existing forests
that are replanted), which, on balance, results in an undesired climate impact (less forests,
with less carbon stored in them, resulting in more carbon dioxide in the air).
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5.24.3

5244

Palm oil, investments and land grab:

In June 2013, the Dutch government, and more specifically the Minister for International
Trade and Development Cooperation, took steps to ensure that Dutch investors, when
financing projects that involve land acquisition, comply with international sustainability
standards (policy change): 1) The Minister will contribute to Dutch companies and banks
leading in the promotion of better land governance and the prevention of land grab. 2) She
expects investors to take the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and the IFC
Performance Standards as the norm in investments abroad involving land acquisitions, as
well as in other investments. 3) She recommends that pension funds follow the Farmland
Principles and that banks follow the Equator Principles. 4) It is crucial that investors develop
binding agreements with the companies to which they provide financial services on the
implementation of monitoring, improvement and complaints procedures, and on the
compliance to these agreements. 5) The Dutch government will insist that the OECD puts
‘due diligence in land acquisition’ on the agenda of the Working Party for Responsible
Business Conduct. The Minister has subsequently done so in the OECD Global Forum on
Responsible Business Conduct, 26—27 June 2013.

In reaction to pressure by Milieudefensie, two companies stated that they will improve their
sustainability performance: 1) Sime Darby (Liberia) stated in February 2013 that it will apply
Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) for its palm oil plantation concessions in Liberia
Palm. 2) Palm oil company Wilmar International published a sustainability policy (‘No
Deforestation, No Peat, No Exploitation Policy’) on 5 December 2013. This is despite the fact
that no requirements are included in the contract with the Liberian government.

Policy changes (changes in accountability structures)

Palm oil, investments and land grab:

On 26 August 2014, the Dutch Minister for International Trade and Development
Cooperation, Mrs. Ploumen, started a multi-stakeholder dialogue on land governance in
which ActionAid, Milieudefensie, TNI, SOMO and Both ENDS, as well as several financial
institutions, participate. The participating organisations can bring ‘their’ land governance
cases into this dialogue.

A multi-stakeholder committee in which the Kalangala Local Government in Uganda
participated recognises the effects of illegal land acquisition for oil palm plantations by palm
oil company BIDCO.

A dialogue has also taken place between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, FMO, ActionAid,
Silnorf and Cordaid on the Addax oil palm plantation in Sierra Leone. In Sierra Leone, an
ongoing dialogue has begun between the relevant stakeholders.

Changing practices

Palm oil, investments and land grab:

There has been progress in the dialogue that the minister started with investors ABN AMRO,
ABP, Aegon, FMO, ING Bank, Nederlandse Vereniging van Banken, Pensioenfederatie,
Pensioenfonds Zorg en Welzijn and Rabobank. Minister Ploumen reported on this dialogue in
letters to the Dutch parliament in 2013. (changing practice of government)

Dutch investors ING, Rabobank, ABN AMRO, PfZW/PGGM and ABP started discussions with
palm oil companies Wilmar, Bumitama and Sime Darby to improve their sustainability
performance. (changing practice of investors)

In 2012, a land grab (Italian-led jatropha plantation and large-scale deforestation without any

consultation) was stopped in Dakatcha woodlands in Kenya as a result of pressure from the
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5.2.5

community together with ActionAid Kenya, Birdlife and local partners and with significant
international support (petition) from European citizens, including the Dutch. (changing
practice of a company)

In a landmark 5 March 2014 meeting between the affected communities from District no. 4,
Grand Bassa County and the President of Liberia, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, the government
committed to supporting communities in protecting their land (just over 20,000 hectares)
from further encroachment by the EPO palm oil company. In May 2014, the Liberian
government recognised the communities’ rights to their land and resources, forcing EPO to
retreat from their land (changing practice of government and, as a result, of a company).

In Sierra Leone, the FMO-financed Addax sugar cane plantation company has returned some
land to farmers and is in the process of changing its farmer development programme (2014).
(changing practice of a company)

Biokerosene/biofuels:

Lufthansa and KLM are more critical when selecting their biokerosene. On 8 February 2012,
Lufthansa stated in a meeting with Milieudefensie that it will not continue its pilot with
Waterland International. On 21 March 2012, KLM promised that it will not start any purchase
of biofuels from Waterland International. In its research, Milieudefensie found that KLM is
very carefully avoiding the use of any agro-fuel commodity that could have a negative impact
on nature, people or climate. KLM started a weekly biokerosene flight to New York in March
2013 and uses sustainably produced biokerosene. (changing practice of two companies)

The palm oil company Waterland International has stopped its jatropha activities in
Grobogan District, the area where Milieudefensie supported an in-depth study into the
negative impacts of the extension of jatropha plantations. (changing practice of a company,
see also separate case description)

Dutch State Secretary van Mansveld (Infrastructure and Environment) stated in a letter to
parliament (on 9 September 2014) that the percentage of advanced biofuels in 2013 was
60%, which is a substantial increase in comparison with 2011 and 2012, with 40% and 51%,
respectively. More advanced biofuels, and less conventional, first-generation biofuels, are
used. (changing practice of government and of society)

Biomass:

The Dutch energy company Delta did not receive €1 billion in funding from SDE+ (a fund from
the Dutch government for stimulation of sustainable energy production) for converting its
Zeeland-based coal-fired electricity plant into a 100% biomass fired plant.

Relevance of achieved changes in biofuels

5.2.5.1 EU-RED policy

In the past few years, it has become increasingly clear that biofuels based on food crops or other
land-intensive crops are not the sustainable alternative to fossil fuels that they were once thought to
be. An increasing body of evidence shows that the promotion of biofuels by Europe and other parts
of the world has resulted in rising food prices, land grabs and conflicts and biodiversity loss, often
disproportionately affecting the world’s poor, whilst failing to reduce CO, emissions. ActionAid,
Friends of the Earth and other NGOs have long raised concerns about the impacts of these so-called
conventional (or first-generation) biofuels. The EU-RED, which originally (at the start of MFS Il in
2011) was a 10% target for biofuels, was therefore considered inconsistent with development and
environment objectives.
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The relevant EU institutions?®!

now (fall 2014) have positions that are quite different from their
positions in 2011. Therefore, these positions are considered policy changes, although no final
agreement has been reached to date. Their current positions are more in line with what FGG and
other CSOs propose. A remarkable difference from the situation in 2011 is also that, in the debate in
the Netherlands, potential negative effects of biofuels are now often mentioned in the media.?®?
These are important achievements, because they show 1) that at policy level the awareness is
present that biofuels are not going to solve EU problems regarding carbon emissions in transport, 2)
an increase of the allowed mix of biofuels is seriously limited now and 3) reporting on the way the

biofuels are produced has become a serious policy issue.

5.2.5.2 Dutch energy agreement and biomass

In its ToC, Milieudefensie mentioned in 2012 ‘co-firing woody biomass’ as a potential point of
attention, without working out the ToC in that aspect at the time. The development of criteria for
producing biomass is of course key for securing production in a sustainable and socially acceptable
way. The Netherlands is currently (autumn 2014) the only EU country that has a cap and
sustainability criteria for biomass, and the Dutch policy is therefore mentioned at the EU level as an
example.

5.2.5.3 Biokerosene

The struggle here is about unrealistically high biofuel targets set by governments and the EU, leading
to poor people and the environment in the South paying the price of the unsustainable practices of
palm oil companies. As a representative of WALHI (FoE Indonesia) put it already in 2008, ‘The Dutch
and EU governments are acting irresponsibly by adopting biofuel targets when the feasibility of
meeting them in a sustainable way is unproven and unrealistic, which leads to the conclusion that
the Dutch and EU biofuel policies in fact constitute experiments at the cost of the lives of my
Indonesian fellow-citizens’. WALHI called upon the Dutch government ‘to take Indonesian citizens
from its learning curve’. In 2011, jatropha was still seen as a ‘miracle crop’ without sustainability
problems that could legitimise high agro-fuel targets in the Netherlands, the European Union and in
the policies of companies. Consequently, working on reducing biokerosene targets and showing
negative aspects of growing crops for biofuels is very relevant. Most of the outcomes were achieved
in the first years of MFS Il, and they were important for raising awareness on the problematic
character of biofuels in general (as indicated in the original ToC). (See also section 6.5.2, Case 2:
Jatropha growing in Central Java.)

5.2.5.4 Palm oil, investments and land grab

State agencies, banks and pension funds have started dialogues with companies in which they invest.
However, implementation of actual improvements on the ground remains a challenge. Pressure by
the Dutch government will help that implementation, and verification by the investors of their
policies is taken more seriously by the investors, which and also leads to compliance with
internationally-agreed standards such as the OECD guidelines. The relevance of the outcome may
also be in the general engagement of the Minister with the issue of land grab for oil palm plantations.
Banks are important players in establishing new oil palm plantations by providing investment funds.
Groups in the South, such as FoE groups from Liberia and Uganda, have asked FoE Europe and its
member groups to target investors about their investments in companies involved in land grabbing
and to stimulate them to use their influence over these palm oil companies to solve the problems on
the ground and to prevent further land grabbing. As a result, two companies have announced new
policies. However, it remains to be seen whether these policies will indeed be implemented. An
important outcome is that, at local level in Uganda, a multi-stakeholder committee was established
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to investigate problems related to oil palm plantations. In Sierra Leone, a dialogue between relevant
stakeholders has started. The changing practice of the Liberian government regarding a conflict on
land rights is also a very valuable achievement. Such initiatives are worthy of being repeated in other
areas.

5.2.5.5 Relevance—biofuels in general

It is quite obvious that the relevance of the achieved outcomes in relation to the original ToCs is
considerable. The general objective of the Alliance was to ‘contribute to poverty reduction and to
socially just and environmentally sustainable development by enhancing the capacity of civil societies
in the South’. It is clear that most of the outcomes within the scope of this evaluation are related to
the North (the Netherlands and the EU), as described in the ToCs. The effects of most of the achieved
outcomes for the South are indirect, but they are relevant. As a result of the policy changes in
Europe, the possibilities to just export anything to Europe will be limited. The policy changes will also
help to make the shift towards advanced biofuels. There are some outcomes related to changing
practices of companies and of a government. In the joint cooperation between Northern and
Southern partners, capacities for research, strategy and advocacy were strengthened.

The stated outcome for Strategic Objective 3 is ‘4 Southern governments and 2 European
governments taking measures to improve coherence between international trade and investment
policies and development policies’. In Europe and the Netherlands, relevant policy changes took
place. In Liberia, the government, in at least one case, gave much more space to local communities
to determine the fate of their land. This was an important change in the practices of the government
in one case, but it remains to be seen whether it will have a follow up. In Liberia, Indonesia, Sierra
Leone and Kenya, palm oil-, jatropha oil- and sugar cane-producing companies had to change their
practices.

5.2.6  Were there other possible/desirable pathways of change?

Do the changes, both for trade and investment agreements and for biofuels, really address the
problem, or would other pathways of change (or the inclusion of other pathways) have been more
logical or effective? There are two observations on this subject:

5.2.6.1 Universalised services: are you aiming for the right policy to be changed?

The FGG Alliance, to this point, has not been very successful in achieving outcomes related to
universalised services, which is part of the FTA discussions. On the two other main issues on FTAs
defined by the Alliance as priority areas—food security, land issues and investor obligations (see
section 6.3.2)—important achievements were reported. Why is there this difference in results?
‘Universalised services’ was a hot issue, especially in Latin America, in the early 2000s.2%3 In Bolivia,
Venezuela and Ecuador, privatisation was rolled back. The original idea of privatisation was that
investors would pay for improved infrastructure construction, but the private investors also
demanded higher rates (for, e.g., water and electricity). This caused massive conflicts. According to
resource person C, this discussion is not and cannot be reflected in trade agreements: The treaties do
not seem suited to incorporate this type of issue. As an evaluation team, it is very difficult to judge
whether this opinion is true. The question we want to put on the table for discussion is, ‘Is it a good
idea to bring “Universalised services” in as an issue under trade and investment agreements, or
would it be better to define another theory of change to deal with this topic?’

5.2.6.2 Biofuels versus the use of vegetable oils and ethanol feedstock for all purposes
The emphasis has been on the role of biofuels. The reason for Milieudefensie and ActionAid to focus
on the use of palm oil, jatropha oils, ethanol from sugar cane, and so forth for biofuels is that the
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growth (and the expected future growth) in the consumption of these products in the EU comes
almost entirely from the biomass and biofuel sector, and this growth is entirely caused by obligatory
government targets and government subsidies. The additional demand for palm oil is the cause of
new land rights violations and deforestation, which is FGG’s concern.

The limitation of the chosen approach is that biofuels are now separately distinguished in a specific
EU directive that limits the method of production and puts a maximum on their use in Europe.?*
Negative effects of the production of vegetable oils, jatropha, sugar cane and other substances are
not limited to their use as biofuels. Vegetable oils such as palm oil and soya oil are used in many
products. However, the use of vegetable oils in biofuels provided the opportunity to react, because
biofuels were also intended to contribute to sustainability (which often proved to be incorrect). Still,
it would be logical to take into consideration all products that contain, for example, vegetable oils or
sugar from sugar cane. That is what RSPO certification does for palm oil, but RSPO certification is
much debated, while in a specific production area, only a small proportion of oil palm plantations are
RSPO certified. Important markets in, for example, China, India and Indonesia are not interested in
buying certified vegetable oil. When we focus on palm oil, there are several reasons why the oil palm
surface is expanding: 1) There is a 5-7 year time lag between planting and harvesting. As a planter,
you have to bridge the gap so you may start to cut trees to sell the timber (deforestation). If there
were good credit facilities, then presumably there would be less deforestation. 2) More net
production could also be achieved by increasing the harvest per unit of land (intensification),
harvesting at the right moment and better processing. Hence, there are other strategies worth
investigating, also for the future.

5.3 Evaluation question 3: Contribution
The main evaluation question to be answered in this section is the following:

e Do the international lobbying and advocacy efforts of MFS Il alliances and their partners
contribute to the identified changes (i.e. measuring effectiveness)?

5.3.1 General description of the way the Alliance has made contributions

The Alliance made many contributions to the achieved outcomes. A more detailed description of
clusters of outcomes and their relevance is given in Appendix 3, where a brief and incomplete
description of the contribution of the FGG Alliance for the specific cluster of outcomes can also be
found. For explaining their contribution, the FGG Alliance provided the evaluators with detailed
information that showed evidence of their contribution.

We begin with some perceptions from outsiders as to FGG's contributions.

e Independent resource person C mentioned the SOMO contribution as important for the ISDS
discussion in the Netherlands and Europe. Independent resource person D mentioned one
SOMO staff member as having good arguments in discussions on international trade
agreements, although he did not always share the SOMO views.

e TNI co-published a report, Profiting from injustice, in English and Spanish, examining the key
players in the investment arbitration industry. In his inaugural speech, President Correa of
Ecuador mentioned the TNI report explicitly.

e In letters to parliament, Minister Ploumen sometimes mentioned explicitly the names of FGG
members and their reports.

e Resource person E, a civil servant within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, stated that the
ministry organised a conference on palm oil together with the Ecosystem Alliance and the
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FGG Alliance. In such a situation, there is a dialogue and the different parties influence each
other. The FGG Alliance had considerable influence on Minister Ploumen before she finished
a policy paper on trade and development. FGG acted very strategically and in a timely fashion
to exert influence on the Minister.

e Independent resource person B mentioned Greenpeace and FGG Alliance member
Milieudefensie as important actors ‘who kept the Roundtable on Sustainable palm Qil (RSPO)
sharp’ without being formal RSPO members.

e In a general consultation (Algemeen Overleg) of the Dutch parliament in December 2012,
Dutch MP Jan Vos (Labour Party, now part of the ruling coalition) referred to persons from
Kenya and Tanzania, invited by FGG member ActionAid: ‘On the other hand, the NGOs also
ask rightly for attention for the impact of the large-scale use of biofuels. | have spoken with
representatives of soya bean farmers in Brazil, a biofuels expert from Kenya and activists
from Tanzania’.

Below are two studies that describe in more detail the contributions made by the Alliance for two
specific outcomes.

5.3.2  Philippines Platform on the EU-FTA Campaign and the EU-ASEAN FTA campaign

The selected outcome to be discussed in more detail is from the Philippines case (presented in
section 6.5), the EU-ASEAN FTA Campaign. The outcome is about establishing a platform and creating
a network on the EU Free Trade Agreements Campaign, and was supported by the FGG Alliance. FGG
provided capacity-building inputs to the Platform but was not a direct actor active in the Philippine
arena. It was the Philippines Platform that lobbied the government to accept proposals from civil
society on FTAs. The Platform’s main critique was that insufficient attention is given to matters
relating to intellectual property rights and access to medicine. After numerous attempts by the
Philippines Platform, the government was open to having a dialogue with the Philippines Platform.
This was a major breakthrough in terms of engaging with the government. The dialogue was held in
September 2013. Some top trade negotiators from the Philippine Department of Trade & Industry
participated, as did representatives from the Intellectual Property Office and the Department of
Health. The Department of Trade & Industry invited the Philippines Platform to provide inputs to
draft a ToR to have a system within the FTA mechanism/process to perform a social impact
assessment. The Platform convened three caucuses on public health (to address access to medicine),
fisheries (to address the issues of small fishers) and labour (to address the issues of workers’ rights,
which are under threat from new investments). The result was a proposal submitted to the
Department of Trade & Industry within two months of the first meeting. The Philippines Platform is
still discussing the issue with the Department of Trade & Industry, and funding might be an issue for
the social impact studies, so a final outcome cannot yet be described. However, 1) awareness has
been raised, and 2) the government has opened a space for direct dialogue on FTA-related issues.

Is it plausible that the Platform contributed to this change, or are there rival explanations? The
answer is quite clear: The response of the government was made solely in answer to the request of
the Philippines Platform. There were no other organisations that took the initiative and lead to make
the request. However, there are many outside actors and factors that played an important role. (See
Figure 6.4.)

Which actors and factors played a role? First, the Philippines Network worked hard to form a broad
coalition. They mobilised organisations like the Coalition for Health and Transparency (CHAT), the
Medicine Transparency Alliance (MeTA), Philippine Congress representatives, Health Justice, Action
for Economic Reform, the Fair Trade Alliance and tobacco control groups. These are not the ‘usual
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suspects’; they are broad civil society formations whose interests go beyond FTA issues, but each had
their own motivation to participate. The Philippines Platform had constant dialogues with them to
inform them on FTA. In September 2011, the Philippines Platform drafted a joint statement involving
these groups that strengthened the case for social impact assessment.

o

Capacity Building inputs from TNI/FGG
i. Institutional support (70%) from 11.11.11, collaborations with other non-FGG partners

Improved Capacities of the Philippines Platform ?
ii. Rootedness of members of The Platform
iii. Outreach and solid constituency of the Platform members
iv. Demand and proactive response from Platform members

d

Initiative from the Philippines Platform to EU-Ph FTA
v. Change of government & positive environment
vi. Positive bureaucrats
vii. Political capital — being part of the ruling government and close to President
viii. Prior experience and personal contacts with bureaucrats
ix. Social and political capital from broad coalitions

Positive response from the government ?

v

(Possible) implementation of the SIA in the EU-Ph FTA process

¢

original elements of the ToC in black (a—e), outside factors in red and numbered i—ix

Figure 5.4 The way FGS introduced Social Impact Assessment in FTA

There are parties in favour of the FTA, such as large and powerful pharmaceutical companies (e.g.
Pfizer) and the Pharmaceutical Association of the Philippines (PHAP). Many governmental
departments lack sufficient capacity to influence the negotiations on FTA effectively.

The steps of the ToC (a—f in the above diagram) are based on FGG’s ToC. In its implementation, the
activities under different steps, at the level of outputs, have been duly accomplished. Therefore, such
outputs could have generated a certain degree of results and outcomes. However, in practice, there
have been other important factors and actors at play. They are presented in red in the above
diagram (i—xi):

1.

Contribution from 11.11.11 and other non-FGG partners and collaborators: 11.11.11 had
been both a financial and a non-financial partner of FGS and the Platform. This collaboration
predates the FGG collaboration, although TNI has collaborated with the Platform since it was
established. Financially speaking, 70% of support towards the EU-ASEAN FTA Network
(including the national platforms) comes from 11.11.11; the remaining funding comes from
FGG through TNI.

Rootedness of the members of the Philippines Platform: The Platform consists of 34
organisations/networks that have been active in the Philippines for many decades and are
well established, reputable and recognised entities in the context of the Philippines and
beyond. Such rooted organisations bring their own capacities to the Platform.

Outreach and solid constituency of the Platform members: Some of the Platform members
have a wider outreach and a solid constituency in terms of membership and volunteers. Such
organisations bring in a diverse set of capacities to the Platform.
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The issues at stake have been constantly flagged and pursued by various platform members.
Therefore, the initiative to engage with the DTI on such issues is not purely triggered by their
affiliation with the Platform; it has been a constant interest of their own networks as it
related to their respective mandates.

The change of government, the current presidency and positive environment: Compared
with the nearly 10-year Arroyo period of rule, the current regime and the overall
environment is considered relatively positive. There is a more positive environment for non-
state actors to interact with the state apparatus.

Positive attitude of bureaucrats: The particular senior bureaucrats of the DTl have been very
open and positive in interacting with the Platform. The Platform identifies this as a reason for
their receptivity.

Prior experience and previous contacts with bureaucrats: A key bureaucrat of the DTI, during
a difficult situation in the past, had received in another function much support from certain
NGOs in the Platform. The role of personal contacts, understanding and trust should not be
underestimated.

Political capital and being part of the ruling government and close to the president: Some of
the NGOs had very good contacts with a party in the ruling government coalition.

Social and political capital from broad coalition building: The Philippines Platform mobilised a
broader section of civil society actors, not only the ‘usual suspects’. These actors brought in
their own networks. The social and political capital of people in these broad coalitions and
their capacity to engage with the government agencies should not be underestimated.

What we can learn from this contribution analysis?

5.3.3

An outcome of changing policies or changing accountability structures is hardly ever the
result of the efforts of only one actor. The contribution of the FGG Alliance was only a small
proportion of the total input of the Philippines Platform. This input cannot be traced back to
concrete outputs, realised solely with the help of the FGG contribution. The input of the
Platform—in total—was vital for realising the outcomes, but the outcomes were also the
result of efforts of many other actors. The call for change and political pressure has to come
from many sides to have an impact.

Success is the result of long-term efforts and investments from many actors and cannot be
linked to the efforts of one sole actor. Actors combine their knowledge, capabilities,
networks and contacts built up over many years. For example, a very favourable factor for
reaching the desired outcomes is a government inclined to listen to civil society and their
arguments. However, this factor is not something that is completely beyond the influence of
lobbyists. Open channels for dialogue are often based on contacts with key persons in the
political and bureaucratic realms that were established much earlier, before they were in
power. Different NGOs contributed with their networks to establishing contacts with these
key target persons. Combining these networks is a factor explaining the achievement of the
outcome. FGS, as a Southern partner of FGG, played a vital role in this.

RED positions of the European Commission, Parliament and Council

This chosen group of outcomes (policy changes) related to the EU Renewable Energy Policy (RED).
The last outcome achieved before the end of our evaluation period (until October 2014) was the 13
June 2014 compromise position of the European Council (EU member state ministers) on the ILUC
proposal that includes a 7% cap (maximum mix) on food-based biofuels, certain ILUC obligations, an
indicative non-binding sub-target of 0.5% for advanced biofuels that count double and other
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sustainability issues. This position was a reaction to earlier positions taken by the EU Parliament and
Commission. The positions of the relevant policy makers (the EU Council, the Parliament and the
Commission) show that, since 2011, the ideas about biofuels and related policies have changed
considerably (although the FGG Alliance would have wished for more). So what did the FGG Alliance
contribute to this important achievement? The contribution consisted of a range of activities that can
be briefly summarised as follows:

e Research and case studies by ActionAid and Milieudefensie focusing on the RED policy and on
cases in Southern countries.

e Public mobilisation (e.g. an ActionAid petition with 56,000 signatures from all over Europe
given to the Dutch Minister Ploumen).

e Organisation of debates with the participation of Dutch members of parliament.

e Issuance of press releases around the votes in the European Parliament.

e Lobbying, particularly of Dutch members of parliament, by ActionAid and Milieudefensie.

e Organisation of a mass mobilisation week of a coalition of NGOs, including ActionAid and
Friends of the Earth ahead of a European Parliament vote in 2013.

e Organisation of visits of Southern partners to Dutch MPs.

e Informing of civil servants in various relevant Dutch ministries.

e Social media actions to raise awareness with Members of the European Parliament

e Dialogue of Milieudefensie with Unilever and Rabobank may have contributed to statements
of these organisations against the EU biofuel target (2011).

However, many other outcomes have contributed to a changing perception on biofuels and their
supposed benefits for realising climate targets, at the level of the general public and media, but also
among policy makers. These are outcomes related to the following:

e The RSPO, the palm oil company IOl and palm oil companies in general, as well as their
investors: Activities undertaken by FGG created awareness among both policy makers and
the general public as to problems related to oil palm plantations. Palm oil production is an
issue closely related to biofuels (and the EU-RED).

e Biokerosene and jatropha: The activities undertaken, most of all by Milieudefensie,
contributed to awareness that 1) biofuels are not an easy way to make air transport more
sustainable and 2) jatropha is not a miracle crop for biofuels.

e Dutch biofuel policy: The activities undertaken by the FGG Alliance contributed to a changing
position of the Dutch government, which, in turn, had consequences for the Dutch position in
the European Council.

e Reporting on social impacts of biofuels: Especially ActionAid focused on this issue, producing
reports for the European Commission and influencing the Dutch position on this issue.

e Land rights and land grabs: Work on land grab and land rights by the Alliance has significantly
influenced perceptions on the risks of biofuels as well as the need for policy change.

Thus, it was a great part of the FGG programme on biofuels that contributed in some way to the
changing biofuel policies at EU level. However, it must be kept in mind that other CSOs in Europe also
contributed to the EU-RED-related outcomes. FGG has given detailed evidence of the activities they
undertook to achieve the outcomes. There is no doubt that FGG has contributed to the EU-RED
outcomes, but they were not the only actor; when possible, they work in coalitions. In
communications between FGG staff and the evaluators, FGG never claimed to be the sole player.
Other parties also contributed with their own activities and campaigns. In the Netherlands, for
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example, Greenpeace is an important player in the biofuel discussion, Oxfam and the Ecosystem
Alliance also influence palm oil discussions and at the European level there are many other pressure
groups. In Brussels, other groups lobbied on behalf of pressure groups in Europe, including on behalf
of FGG.

Was FGG a decisive actor to achieve these outcomes? EU policies can be influenced by organisations,
companies and governments in the 27 member countries, so this situation could imply a very small
contribution of FGG. However, we do know that 1) the FGG Alliance has been busy with the subject
at least since the start of MFS Il (see, e.g., the baseline report), so it cannot be said that they have
‘jumped on the train at the last moment’ to claim achievements to which they contributed little, and
2) the FGG Alliance has been quite visible in the Netherlands in influencing the Dutch debate in
parliament and government, while there are also EU member states (e.g. in Eastern and Southern
Europe) in which concerns about negative impacts of biofuels do not play a big role in the public and
political arena and where the government took a much less critical position as to high biofuel targets.
Therefore, the least we can conclude is that the FGG contribution has weight.

The question of the importance of the FGG contribution to the EU policy changes on RED can be
compared with a group of persons who try to move a big stone. At a certain moment, the stone
moves. Who did it? Who contributed most? Could we have done it with one less person? In a trial,
we can try to move the stone with one less person. In lobby and advocacy, it is impossible to repeat
the same socio-political process with less input, but the most important thing is that the stone has
moved and FGG did contribute to moving the stone. FGG was part of a causal package that
contributed to the outcome.

5.4 Evaluation question 4: Efficiency
The main question for this section is as follows: Were the efforts of the MFS Il alliances efficient?

This question was further specified in the three following sub-questions:

1. Whatis the theory of efficiency of the ILA project?
2. How is the theory of efficiency translated and upheld in practice?
3. How is the Alliance improving and/or adapting its efficiency? (learning)

5.4.1 Theory of efficiency

5.4.1.1 Starting points for efficiency

FGG tries to achieve its objectives at the lowest cost possible: It tries to choose activities strategically
that cost little but have maximum effect. However, FGG also undertakes certain activities that are
costly and time-intense, but that achieve more sustainable results—in particular activities aimed at
mutual capacity development: increasing capacity of partners involved and facilitating the
engagement of partner organisations with decision makers in government or the private sector
and/or, through them, with local affected communities.

For FGG, the necessary priority in ranking is first effectiveness (and results) and then efficiency.
Therefore, FGG is led by results and, within that direction, FGG tries to keep the costs as low as
possible. Alliance members also have organisational-level environmental sustainability policies
related to travel and purchasing, among other things, to ensure not only cost-effectiveness but also
policy coherence (‘practise what you preach’).

5.4.1.2 Operational level
FGG member organisations and staff are cost aware and take efficiency and cost-effectiveness into

consideration when making operational plans and taking decisions. In addition, FGG member
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organisations and staff save on costs by sharing costs, collaborating, dividing tasks among each other
and seeking synergies. Important principles already mentioned in the original MFS Il proposal are as
follows:

e Minimise coordination costs within the Alliance: Project teams, managed by a project
leader, will carry out a well-defined part of the programme to ensure that employees
from the various Alliance organisations work together and economise whenever
possible on activity costs related to specific outputs and outcomes.

e Build on existing knowledge and networks: The Alliance will make use of existing
research wherever possible, and strengthen existing networks where they exist and
establish them where they are needed to reduce costs, build capacity and increase
efficiency.

e Replication of actions: FGG knows, based on past experiences, which activities generate
the best results, such as the use of petitions.

e Avoid consultants unless absolutely necessary: To minimise the costs of external
(expensive) support, Alliance members will first consult the other members to seek
internal solutions.

e Staff salaries are low relative to education levels and experience.

e All Alliance members have strict policies on travel expenditures (second/economy class
and modest lodging costs, including room sharing). Travel is avoided whenever possible
for both environmental and economic reasons by using phone, Skype or video
conferencing.

e Services provided to the Alliance above €15,000 will be tendered: At least three service
providers will be compared for quality and cost-effectiveness.

5.4.1.3 Organisation and Coordination of the Alliance

The coordination unit of FGG is lean. FGG comprises six different NGOs. There is no secretariat, only
one Programme Monitoring Officer, working on a fulltime basis. Therefore, the coordination unit
starts small, and when it is necessary to do something extra together, only then is it done.

The FGG organisational scheme seems complicated, but it quickly reaches the staff member level
(flat organisation). Several functions in the organisational chart are combined in one person of a
member organisation. In the FGG Alliance, the expertise and capabilities of the members are
maximised. The division of labour between Alliance members and partners is based on knowledge
and experience, with every partner assigned to do the job that best fits his/her capabilities. Both
ENDS, SOMO, TNI and Friends of the Earth Europe agree on the division of tasks regarding the work
on trade and investment in Netherlands and Europe, and ActionAid and Milieudefensie regarding the
work on biofuels. Sometimes there is double presence in meetings and so forth, but only if synergy
can be achieved. Using each other’s outreach channels allows saving on costs. A principle is that work
that can be done by Southern partners will be done in the South to promote sustainability and invest
in capacity.

The FGG Alliance aims at being agile, so events emerging in the work are quickly incorporated in the
planning. This means that there is little chance that FGG will incur costs for activities that are no
longer relevant.
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5.4.2 Efficiency in practice

When the FGG Alliance was asked to give examples how efficiency works in practice, the
organisations provided many examples that illustrated the issues mentioned in the previous section.
Some specific observations on the practice of efficiency are as follows:

e One interviewee stated that FGG members make conscious decisions about the most
effective way to achieve a goal, but also admitted that this is difficult to estimate because
there is not always a counterfactual. For example, some studies take relatively little time and
were very effective, others were time consuming but effective, others were effective but
possibly could have been done with a significantly smaller time investment.

e Another Alliance member provided the example of preferably printing a publication at the
location where it will be used most and of considering whether a publication should be
printed at all in addition to having online versions. This Alliance member has targeted
outputs for different constituencies, and reuses information and analyses in different ways.
Another Alliance member publishes letters (‘EarthAlarm’) in which it asks its 11,000
subscribers to write a letter to a certain target (a company, bank or government), but only
when it is deemed effective and efficient. Normally, there are five to six issues annually, but
in 2013 there were only four issues. Sometimes the time between issues is very short,
sometimes it is six months and sometimes no issue is produced at all.

e One FGG member explained how lessons on efficiency are shared internally. For example,
they observed that YouTube clips usually do not reach a great number of people. There are
exceptions with tens of thousands of viewers, but often there are several thousand, several
hundred or even only tens of viewers. Producing such a clip is a time-consuming and costly
activity. Such things are monitored to learn what works and what does not.

5.4.3 Mechanisms for improvements and adaptations

5.4.3.1 Finance

Most FGG member organisations have procurement policies in place, requiring a comparison of costs
and quality for any services acquired from external providers. At Alliance level, financial reports are
compiled biannually so that budget deviations are signalled quickly. However, each FGG member
monitors its financial management more frequently internally. There are agreements that budget
deviations higher than 15% per outcome or 15% per cost type (or 10% for the ‘Southern countries’
cost type) are announced as soon as they are known, and measures are then taken.

5.4.3.2 Programme monitoring

There have been as many meetings on and evaluations of progress of the programme, expenditures,
spending against budget and spending on overhead, as were planned. There were a few deviations—
delays, reallocations and earlier spending because of extra activities—that were discussed but not
found to be problematic.

5.4.3.3 Planning and evaluation

Planning and evaluation forms exist and include indicators for efficiency. One member of the Alliance
reported that, in its formats for project plans, the proponents are asked to give indicators for
efficiency. These indicators should describe the relation between achieved results and the means
used (e.g. Euros for each signature in a campaign, number of hours necessary to get an article in a
newspaper with national coverage). The same Alliance member had an evaluation form that asked
about the efficiency of a project. Questions include 1) Could results have been achieved with fewer
means? and 2) Could more results have been achieved with the same means? Not all FGG Alliance
members have these forms.
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5.4.3.4 Lessons learned
Some lessons learned on efficiency include the following:

e When the Alliance was asked about their theory of efficiency, they were pleased to read back
what they wrote in the MFS Il proposal, as it is still very accurate for their theory of efficiency
and reflects how FGG works. The rules have not changed, but of course you learn from
experience to work more efficiently to execute specific activities.

e Efficiency has a downside, especially when it comes to staff members. One Alliance member

noted that there are quite some persons who seem at the edge of a burn-out. Staff members
of lobbying and advocacy organisations like FGG are highly motivated, and they can exhaust
themselves. They take on a great deal of responsibility—sometimes too much. Here, there
seems to be a starting point for a more efficient management of human resources.
A problem in the current lean FGG organisation is that tasks that have not been assigned are
difficult to delegate at a later stage. Then, suddenly, you can have six persons—one from
each of the Alliance organisations—working on a certain theme or issue. That is a not good,
but FGG finds it difficult to deal with this situation.

e Now that the members of the Alliance have decided to continue the cooperation after 2015,
the question emerges of whether increased cooperation is desirable/necessary on issues like
joint fundraising and joint external communication.

5.5 Case studies

5.5.1 Case 1: Reorienting trade and investment policies: EU-ASEAN FTA Campaign

5.5.1.1 Short description of the case

This case is about the work on the EU-ASEAN Campaign carried out by the EU-ASEAN FTA Network,
coordinated by Focus on Global South (FGS), one of the partners of the FGG Alliance. The lead
Alliance member in relation to the work covered in this case study is TNI. The work in the Philippines
and other Asian countries is part of the overall work of the FGG Alliance, and in principle FGG worked
here with the same ToC as described in previous sections. We will highlight outcomes achieved here.
These are not necessarily mentioned or summarised in the sections above, because, in the sections
above, only a short summary of the whole FGG programme is given. In June 2013 and April 2014,
assessments of the EU-ASEAN Campaign were made during visits to the Philippines.

Again, the ToC of the FGG Alliance is applicable to this case. The ToC is based on the premise that
organisational capacity building (at the level of the network, i.e. the EU-ASEAN FTA Network, and
national-level platforms on FTA) will result in organisations having the ability to influence their
respective governments on matters relating to FTA. The strategy had been to support the network
(coordination by two offices in Thailand and the Philippines) and national platforms. Based on this,
national- and regional-level activities, such as workshops, campaigns and publishing documents,
were planned. The staff of national platforms and regional networks were also given the opportunity
to interact in trade and investment-related events, campaigns, workshops and seminars outside Asia
(i.e. in Europe, Africa and Latin America). The underlying rationale was that participation in such
events would widen the exposure of members.

5.5.1.2 Outcomes
Outcomes achieved include the following:

e FTA Roundtable, New Delhi Campaign (March 2011): The FTA Roundtable increased the level
of coordination and awareness among campaigners from Southeast Asia and India. These
links were used in follow-up workshops on access to medicines and FTA. A further outcome
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of this activity is the stronger and more direct linkage with Indian medicines and FTA
campaigners.

ASEAN Peoples Forum/ASEAN Civil Society Conference (May 2011): An Open Letter to ASEAN
leaders was formulated by the Forum. It was about threats to peoples’ access to medicines
and right to health. Such threats might become a reality in future trade agreements.

Regional Forum on Investments (September 2011): As a result of the discussions, the issue of
investments has been integrated into the campaign plan of the EU-ASEAN Network.
Subsequent activities have been conducted to highlight the issue of investments. A similar
discussion of investment impacts was held in 2012 under the ASEAN Grassroots Peoples
Assembly in 2012 and the Regional Forum on ISDS, organised by the network with FTA Watch
Thailand (September 2013).

Global Week event in Brussels (November 2011): This event helped to create a global
network on investment policies and launched the call for an Alternative Investment Model,
which was issued in three languages and signed by 92 organisations and seven
global/regional networks. The event also facilitated and solidified links with known
progressive investment lawyers and academic activists.

Asia-Europe People’s Forum (AEPF) Sub-Regional Consultation, Jakarta (June 2012): Issues
regarding investments were discussed and elaborated in more detail for use in campaigns. It
opened possibilities for broadening the networks working on investments among groups in
the Mekong region. This impacted the content of the regional workshop held in Laos in
October 2012 (explained in a bullet point below).

AEPF Sub-Regional Consultation, Hanoi (August 2012): This had the same results as the
previous bullet point, and more links with other organisations were made.

AEPF in Laos (Oct 2012): Demand on investment included in the final AEPF Statement, which
was presented and submitted to ASEM (Asia-Europe Meeting) governments.

Thailand: Public awareness was raised on the possible negative impacts of FTAs related to
access to medicines, alcohol and ISDS mechanisms. This was the result of a highly successful
media campaign where FGS’ members of the FTA Watch coalition appeared prominently on
national television, radio and newspapers. In response to the clamour for greater
participation in the process of trade negotiations, the Thai government created an FTA civil
society committee and provided a slot for FTA Watch to participate. However, the military
coup in 2014 changed the situation.?®

The Philippines (national level, 2013): Awareness was raised by publishing a public
statement. The network became engaged in a direct dialogue with high officials from the
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), the intellectual property office (IPO) and the
Department of Health (DOH). The government discussed its strategy of engagement with the
EU. The network pursued the process of formulating its inputs to the social impact
assessment process by convening a series of sectoral caucuses from September to October.
The consolidated report was then discussed with members of the network in December and
submitted to the DTI. Since September 2013, the network has been invited to meetings and
consultations organised by the DTI.

Malaysia (national level, 2013): Monitoring Sustainability of Globalization (MSN)
spearheaded an intensive lobby against the ISDS mechanism in Malaysia from 7-8 November
2013. MSN’s Charles Santiago, who is also a member of parliament in Malaysia, led a small
group of international trade and investment experts that included FGS Executive Director
Pablo Solon, researcher Cecilia Olivet of TNI and an investment law expert and academic. The

group met with Malaysian negotiators and officials and members of the opposition party,
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and also met and addressed parliamentarians, including the parliament caucus on trade. A
public forum on involving NGOs, trade unions and media interviews was also organised.

e Regional Campaign (2013): Awareness on the impacts of FTAs was raised by writing an
opinion piece in the Bangkok Post and by organising or participating in conferences and
seminars, also during the Week of Action against the WTO Forum in Bali (December 2013).

e WTO, Bali and the post-Bali Development Agenda: Awareness was raised by producing a
collection of short briefing papers and analysis on key issues behind the WTO Bali
negotiations, the post-Bali agenda and alternatives to the WTO and free trade regime. A
delegation of activists from the EU-ASEAN Network joined parallel events and actions in Bali.
The Philippines Platform organised and led discussions with top trade negotiators from the
Philippines.

e Myanmar: The decision by the EU’s Directorate-General for Trade to start negotiations for an
EU-Myanmar Investment treaty was unexpected. TNI, having 20 years of experience working
in Myanmar, took the opportunity to start raising awareness on investment treaties and ISDS
in Myanmar. TNI was able to bridge the CSOs in Myanmar and FGS as the coordinator of the
EU-ASEAN FTA campaign. Several workshops were organised in which members of
parliament and media representatives participated. One of the outcomes was that the
Myanmar government organised a consultation workshop on the proposed EU-Myanmar
Investment Agreement in June 2014.

(For a contribution analysis of the Philippines national-level outcome above, see the previous section
on contribution analysis.)

5.5.1.3 Assessment of the outcomes

The work of the network had been very successful in agenda setting at the national and regional
levels. Concrete outcomes have been realised in many cases. The outcome intensities at the country
level shows a promising trend. Policy influencing , especially the creation of spaces to have a dialogue
with the government, is making a certain level of progress but is not as high or intense as agenda
setting. However, there is less progress at the regional (ASEAN) level, except through the WTO-level
event in Bali.?®®

The planning of the work was done in a rather flexible manner, leaving the network and its members
to respond to emerging trends. Examples are the response to the WTO event in Bali and the work in
Myanmar.

5.5.1.4 Relevance

The outcomes are in line with the objectives of the Alliance and the defined outcome of Strategic
Objective 3: ‘International lobby [is] strengthened resulting in (at least) 4 Southern governments and
2 European governments taking measures to improve coherence between international trade and
investment policies and development policies’.

Many of the outcomes show cooperation with stakeholders, as well as their commitment, in the
respective countries. These stakeholders would not show this active attitude if the lobby and
advocacy objectives were not relevant for them and their context.

The context also reflects a high degree of dynamism and surprises—for instance the re-emergence of
the WTO. Such a dynamism poses another set of challenges for actors such as FGG and FGS, as well
as the EU-ASEAN Network, to constantly revisit their strategies to realign and reinvent them to
address new developments. Keeping abreast of these developments, studying them and making a
rapid response are capacities such actors require. The progress made by FGG, FGS and the EU-ASEAN
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Network clearly displays a trend of establishing an agenda and thereby gradually making advances
towards policy influencing. However, the nature of the final goal—to reorient trade and investment
policies—is not an easy, simple one that can be established in a short period of time.

5.5.2 Case 2: Jatropha growing in Central Java

5.5.2.1 Short description of the case

Milieudefensie’s Overall Plan on Agro-fuel Policies identifies developing case studies for specific
lobbying with particular actors as well as developing a societal discourse on bioenergy to
demonstrate the ‘unsustainable nature of the current policy and market development’. To lobby KLM
and Lufthansa, Milieudefensie needed cases that showed that biofuel production is harmful for the
environment and local people. Banking on its strength as a worldwide membership organisation,
Milieudefensie opted to develop some of the case studies with its partner organisations in the South,
and WALHI (Friends of the Earth Indonesia) came into the picture.

Central Java has an economy that is largely based on agriculture. Prior to jatropha, farmers in Central
Java used to grow paddy, soya beans and corn. In 2007, Grobogan District in Central Java was
identified as a ‘pilot’ project to promote jatropha. A village in Grobogan District was to be developed
as Indonesia’s first energy (self-)sufficient village. The political attention on this was high, to the
extent that the Indonesian president made a visit to the village in February 2007 to inaugurate this
initiative. Perhutani, the State Forest Company, the owner?®” and manager of state-owned land in
Grobogan, was entrusted to arrange that farmers using Perhutani’s land replace their food crops with
jatropha, and to allocate new land for farmers who wished to grow jatropha. A Dutch company,
Waterland Group, came forward as an investor to promote jatropha cultivation. Waterland came to
an agreement with Perhutani on land use. Perhutani forced the farmers of 26 cooperatives to sign a
Jatropha Cooperation Agreement with Perhutani and Waterland (Perhutani could do so because it
owned the land that the farmers have been using for a long time). Waterland did the promotion
work by giving seeds and advice to the farmers who were forced or wanted to cultivate jatropha on
Perhutani-owned land. Waterland promised that they would pay 2,700 Rupiah/kg for jatropha seeds,
but in practice offered only 400—-700 Rupiah/kg. This resulted in farmers losing faith in the company
as well as the crop. Gradually, many farmers wanted to shift from jatropha to another agricultural
activity, but the farmers are trapped, because their land is owned by Perhutani or it was given to
them only to grow jatropha as per the agreement between Waterland and Perhutani. Farmers have
incurred losses, as the gains were less than promised. They are indebted because the money that
they borrowed for jatropha cannot be repaid on time. Farmers have experienced that food
production is better than jatropha, because they could fetch a better price for food crops, and their
food security would be guaranteed. Many conflicts have surfaced within the community and
between Waterland/Perhutani and the community over the issue of ‘broken promises’ on jatropha.

In mid-2011, Milieudefensie and WALHI Central Java started their collaboration on the case. A
representative from Milieudefensie visited WALHI Central Java to plan the work collaboratively. From
July—December 2011, WALHI Central Java and Milieudefensie carried out research in Grobogan. In
December 2011, Milieudefensie visited the site with a group of journalists from the Netherlands and
Germany, and, in February 2012, Milieudefensie and WALHI co-published ‘Bio-kerosene: Take-off in
the wrong direction: Trends and consequences of the rapid development of aviation biofuels, as
shown by the impacts of jatropha cultivation on local people in Central Java’. Based on the research
process and the above publication, WALHI Central Java released a press statement and disseminated
copies to the media in Central Java, and Milieudefensie launched its extensive public campaign in the
Netherlands and Europe, with wide media coverage and lobbying KLM and Lufthansa. In addition, a
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petition (action card and Earth Alarm letter writing action) aimed at Lufthansa collected 7,500
signatures from the public.

The above situation and conflicts culminated in farmers gradually giving up farming jatropha. Finally,
Perhutani annulled its contract/agreement with Waterland and the 26 farmers’ cooperatives. The
processing unit of Waterland, located in Grobogan city, was closed down. In April 2014, an evaluation
team member saw an abandoned property without any equipment. A website belonging to a holding
company that is in a joint venture with Waterland is still live and had not been updated—it still
mentions Waterland's jatropha business in Grobogan.?®® In April 2014, jatropha plantations could not
be seen in many areas in the Grobogan countryside. The farmers have returned to rice and corn
farming on their own plots as well as on the land allocated by Perhutani for jatropha farming. Many
of the farmers experienced hardship when they had to shift from jatropha to rice/corn because of
their debt. At this point, many of them are said to have recovered, to a large extent, from such
difficulties. The farmers are generally relieved that they are no longer trapped by jatropha.

5.5.2.2 Outcomes
Outcomes of the case can be summarised as follows:

e By using the documented case in the EU-Dutch biokerosene discussions, awareness
increased in the EU and the Dutch parliament and government about the potential social and
environmental problems of using biofuels. The EU is still in a negotiation phase between the
European Parliament and the European Council (the member states) about a lower road
transport target for crop-based biofuels, but targets defined earlier have already been
reduced.

e Lufthansa and KLM are more critical when selecting their biokerosene. On 8 February 2012,
Lufthansa stated in a meeting with Milieudefensie that it will not continue its pilot with
Waterland International. KLM began a weekly biokerosene flight to New York in March 2013
and uses a sustainably produced biokerosene. In general, there is more awareness among
the private sector in the Netherlands (and Europe) about the potential social and
environmental problems of using/producing biofuels.

e The palm oil company Waterland has stopped its jatropha activities in Grobogan District, the
area where Milieudefensie and WALHI undertook an in-depth study on the negative impacts
of extension of jatropha plantations. The annulment of the jatropha cooperation agreements
between Perhutani, Waterland and the 26 farmers’ cooperatives implies that the farmers are
no longer forced to grow jatropha. Almost all farmers in the Grobogan District have
abandoned jatropha and shifted back to corn cultivation, while others have resorted to
community forestry.

5.5.2.3 Relevance

The outcomes at the EU and Dutch levels clearly indicate that the biofuel issue had been firmly
conveyed to the policy makers. The need for reduction of biofuel targets at Dutch and EU levels is
recognised, and steps are underway to gradually reach a policy formulation that will do so while
respecting current investments and contractual obligations.

At the EU and Dutch industry level, the responses and concrete statements from both KLM and
Lufthansa suggest that they were convinced of the case against biofuel based on jatropha. The
statements issued include a concrete commitment not to purchase jatropha-based biofuel. KLM and
Lufthansa were the two main lobby targets of Milieudefensie’s campaign. The media attention that
Milieudefensie was able to attract is impressive. The coverage of the issue on biofuel by both print
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and electronic media enabled Milieudefensie to set the agenda at the policy discourse level and to
raise awareness at the general public and societal level.

In Central Java, Indonesia, Waterland's operations in Grobogan came to an end. After annulling the
contract with Waterland, Perhutani abolished its institutional mechanisms to cultivate jatropha. The
practice of jatropha cultivation has almost ceased, and people have returned to corn and paddy
farming. As of April 2014, Perhutani had not made any formal objections to people using its land
allocated for jatropha to cultivate corn and paddy. This is a clear change in practice on the part of the
farmers in the area. The change did not come through formal policy processes but through their own
conviction based on very bad experiences with farming jatropha. Another factor is that Perhutani and
Waterland had annulled the contracts with the farmers’ communities that had forced these farmers
to grow jatropha instead of the food crops that they used to grow.

The case was a great success for Milieudefensie in its struggle within Europe and the Netherlands to
reveal problems related to biofuels in general and jatropha-based biokerosene in particular, but was
the development of this case sufficiently relevant for the Southern partner, WALHI, and for
Indonesia?

e The ToC for the local level was realised: In Grobogan, jatropha growing came to an end; ‘the
case was solved’. The farmers were free to cultivate other crops. The project may have
contributed to this outcome (partly via WALHI's local activities with the communities, and
partly via Milieudefensie's advocacy work aimed at Dutch and EU policy makers and market
actors in Europe, such as Lufthansa, KLM and Waterland). At the same time, autonomous
market factors (e.g. no marketing channel for jatropha, lower harvests than promised, global
trends) were likely important in the local change. There were elements of creation of a hype,
which, at a certain moment, was deemed to have collapsed: ‘Research in Indonesia shows
that decision makers adopted optimistic projections derived from lab research as a basis for
policy making, public budget allocations and private sector investments. Influential policy
entrepreneurs and their narratives, rather than scientific evidence, informed budget
allocation’.?®

e The response from media towards the Indonesian version of the jatropha report was very
poor. There were no other substantial dissemination efforts at either the Central Java or the
national level. Therefore, the jatropha story from Grobogan reached neither the policy
discourse nor the general public and societal level. However, this was not a projected
outcome of the case study.

e The outcomes in Europe may contribute to the desired impact in Indonesia: lower pressure
on forests and lands of people due to oil palm and/or jatropha plantation expansion driven
by European government and corporate policies. This is an indirect effect.

e When Milieudefensie and WALHI started their case research in Central Java (2011), it was
already becoming clear from an economic point of view that jatropha was not going to be a
success. However, Indonesian policies on jatropha were lagging behind, and new pro-
jatropha policies (including subsidies and projects) were about to be implemented.
Moreover, the former president was at the time promoting jatropha activities in and around
the Waterland project. The Waterland company was recounting in presentations that it had
already planted 60,000 hectares, a rather imposing area. Only afterwards did it become clear
that scientists from the YARAK research project could not find proof of this high claim. At the
international level, there was a Yale study in 2009-2010 that was rather positive about
jatropha. That study could be considered a new and powerful argument to promote more
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jatropha growing, also in Indonesia. These were good reasons to start the case in 2011, and
they indicate that it was also valuable for Indonesia.?’®

The new staff of the Indonesian NGO WALHI (who were not directly involved in the case at the time
of the execution of the case study) believed that the joint research on the jatropha case had only
been (very) useful for Milieudefensie in the European context and not for them (or Indonesia).
Contrary to this opinion, the evaluators believe that the case was also useful for Indonesia (see the
arguments above). However, there is still an issue about perceptions and feelings. Was it wise to use
the results of the case research most of all with the objective of directly changing the policy situation
in Europe? Good and continuous communication and a fine balance of stated objectives of the case
research are important here.

Jatropha was important in the Grobogan area, but now (fall 2014) is no longer a top priority or a hot
topic in Indonesian policy discourse. Jatropha has been overshadowed by the high priority given by
policy makers (as well as WALHI and Milieudefensie) to the issue of palm oil.

5.6 Evaluation question 5: Explanatory factors
The evaluation question to be answered in this section is as follows: What factors explain the
findings?

We consider internal factors, external factors, their interaction and the nature of the issues involved.
In this approach, we mention factors that have proven to be successful under certain circumstances.
This does not mean that they will be successful under any circumstances.

5.6.1 Internal factors

Internal factors related to the five FGG Alliance members are systematised according to the 5Cs
model of capabilities. The section also includes observations on the capabilities of Southern partners
and capacity development by the FGG Alliance.

5.6.1.1 Capability to act and commit

‘Being able to mobilise the constituency and raise public awareness’:
The Alliance has used several means to raise awareness among the general public and their own
constituency—for example, by way of newsletters to their constituency. Petitions have also been
organised. The Alliance members have also effectively used the media (television, papers, opinions in
the press) to raise awareness on the issues they consider important.

The Alliance is very well able to articulate constituency views and needs into language and images
that can find hearing. One of the ways is by presenting cases (e.g. on how palm oil or jatropha
plantations can have negative impacts on local farmers). There was frequent collaboration with
Southern partners for research and the preparation of publications on specific Southern cases and
joint advocacy, especially visits of delegations of Southern CSOs to the Netherlands and other EU
countries. These were key.

5.6.1.2 Capability to deliver on objectives

In its actions, the FGG Alliance is well-focused on the objectives it wants to achieve. FGG has a strong
capability to deliver on objectives. It also has a clear view on the relation between efficiency and the
wish to reach objectives: Objectives are always the primary goal, and, within that framework, they
try to optimise efficiency. As far as the evaluators can judge, they work accordingly. Below are
several examples of the way the Alliance optimises its delivery on objectives.
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‘A range of different interventions and policy instruments to determine the action tool’:
FGG members use many different tools to promote their policy objectives. The use of a specific tool
depends on the situation. One FGG member uses the ‘escalation staircase’ to select the action tools
to be used. The aim is to use the right action tool for the right moment. The lowest step is a meeting,
followed by actions to write letters and other means, and at the end are juridical actions. The aim is
to apply the adequate tool to change the way the actor behaves. In general, the heavier instruments
are also more expensive.

‘Case Work used for several purposes’:

The case work (research into the nature of specific social and environmental problems in the South
and developing adequate solutions) is used by FGG members at two levels: to achieve results at the
local level (solving the specific social and/or environmental problems in the case in question) and at
the international level (promoting the adoption of government and corporate policies that prevent
similar future cases). It is a very important way of working, and in many cases results in much
success. It also leads to mutual understanding and capacity building. However, good communication
is needed to explain the aim of the case study, especially when the results of the study primarily
serve advocacy actions in the North. Balancing the use of the results between North and South is a
point that needs continuous attention.

‘The image of the guy that bites’:

Building the image of a watchdog that may ‘bite’ is also very effective (e.g. for Milieudefensie). While
only on occasion does Milieudefensie really decide that it is necessary to ‘bite’, it supposes that letter
writing actions, for instance, are so effective because companies (after receiving thousands of letters
from its supporters with a request to improve their policies and practices) fear that Milieudefensie
may decide to ‘bite’ if they do not enter into a dialogue. Milieudefensie closely monitors whether the
dialogue is likely to result in actual improvements of the performance of the company (which serves
the objectives of Milieudefensie). Other FGG members also sometimes use the ‘bite’ method,
whereas others deliberately play a different role. The ability to find synergy and collaboration
between these different approaches often makes FGG successful (see also: ‘Capability to balance
diversity and achieve coherence’.)

‘Selection of a target that is vulnerable to public pressure’:
If an FGG member wants to change the practice of an unwilling palm oil company, the campaign
target will not be the palm oil company itself, because these companies have no citizens as
consumers and so are not vulnerable to public pressure. In such cases, pressure is exerted on the
palm oil company via the financier and/or the purchaser of the palm oil (another company).

‘Create added value’:
A positive aspect of FGG is, when deciding about whether or not to take up an issue, one of the
considerations is whether other organisations are also working on it and whether the involvement of
FGG will create sufficient added value.

e In the case that (a member of) FGG estimates that it can make a difference on its own, this
can lead to deciding to take up a new issue that no other national Dutch organisation is
working on.

e One may decide to quit (or downscale) the topics that are sufficiently covered by other NGOs
sufficiently to justify the expectation that the desired outcomes will be achieved by those
other NGOs.
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e Alternatively, FGG (or one member) may estimate that cooperation with other NGOs is
required to achieve a certain goal. In case FGG estimates that it cannot make a difference on
its own (for instance in a Southern case where there is no reliable Southern partner), it can
lead to the decision not to spend money and time.

5.6.1.3 Capability to adapt and self-renew

The FGG Alliance is very capable of adapting its strategy to changing situations. A clear example of
this capability is the use of the free trade agreement (TTIP) negotiations between the US and the EU
as an opportunity to raise the issue of the ISDS system. This issue seemed to be only related to
Southern countries and therefore far removed from the general public, but, suddenly, there was the
opportunity to link it to the situation of the European states and citizens and the potential negative
effects on them. Another clear example is the way TNI started to inform different stakeholders in
Myanmar on the possible negative impacts of an FTA with the EU. Below are some facts that could
explain this capability.

‘Lobby and advocacy monitoring systems’:

One FGG member reported that all project plans have quantified targets that are evaluated during
the project and after completion. For this purpose, monitoring systems are in place at organisational
level, such as the ‘media monitor’ that establishes the media coverage of each project (media
coverage for FGG activities is a crucial part of the intervention strategy to achieve change in almost
all projects). Another example is monitoring the response percentage on petitions that are
disseminated via various channels (specific magazines, at festivals, in the street) in order to select
distribution channels that deliver the most signatures per euro.

‘Reflection and evaluation as a continuous process’:

In each FGG project, there are continuous discussions and assessments of which interventions are
expected to be efficient and effective given the target group, context and other factors. These
expectations and underlying assumptions are continuously evaluated. Project teams can easily
modify plans and budgets. For example, at one of the FGG member organisations (being a
campaigning organisation) budgets are continuously adapted as projects are continuously adapted to
changes in the external context—including context changes that result from the project in question
(lobby & advocacy successes) and desired and expected changes that did not (yet) occur, as they
appear to be more difficult to achieve than expected. Some examples are as follows:

e Adaptation of the projected result of the tool according to newly obtained information. In
2012, Milieudefensie organised a petition on the use of jatropha oil for biokerosene by KLM.
They aimed at a high response target. During the research phase, it unexpectedly appeared
that an unreliable jatropha oil producer had wrongly listed KLM on its website as a purchaser
and that Lufthansa was the only airline company that purchased its jatropha oil. Realising
that a campaign on Lufthansa would attract less media attention and be less interesting for
Dutch citizens, resulting in less signatures than planned, the activities to attract more
signatures in the Netherlands were downscaled to save money.

e Quick evaluation. In project teams, each activity and each context change is evaluated
immediately after implementation, and the project plan is adapted accordingly. The PME
Officer & Controller continuously evaluates the budget changes needed for the various
projects, assesses the budget impact of the modifications of the combined projects and takes
necessary action (internal budget shifts and, if necessary, submits a request for budget
modification to the donor).
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e Maintenance of an archive to documents results. The Alliance members are also very able to
document the results they have obtained and to give evidence of the activities they have
undertaken. Relevant articles in the press are archived, as are relevant web links. This is
important for reasons of accountability to funders (and evaluators), but it also helps with
learning.

e Sharing of lessons learned. What is important is that lessons are shared among team
members about what strategies have worked and why, and to keep each other informed in
order to enable complementarity. In the FGG view, the best way to be efficient is to be
effective, so it is best to continuously focus on and learn about how to achieve results; by
default, according to the FGG Alliance, that will also be the most efficient approach.

5.6.1.4 Capability to relate
FGG has shown that it very able to work in networks and on issues that resonate with their
constituency.

‘Building and maintaining networks’:

FGG is well aware of the fact that they are not the only organisation trying to advocate for a certain
issue. They try to divide the work within the Alliance and also outside. That division of tasks is
relevant for outside organisations in Europe but also for Southern partners. The Alliance partners
work within global networks (e.g. as ActionAid and FoE, but also more informal networks). They
develop direct strong cooperation and mutual capacity building with Southern colleagues/partners in
both research and advocacy, and this is key to their relevance and impact both in the North and the
South.

‘Cooperation/interaction with companies’:?’!

The FGG Alliance and other NGOs evaluated under this MFS Il ILA evaluation have clear views on how
to assess the company they target, how to interact with the company and how to achieve results.
Various outcomes (changing practice) show this capability.

‘Cooperation with governments':
On several occasions, FGG members cooperated with a government. In the Netherlands, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs organised a conference on palm oil together with the FGG Alliance and other NGOs.
In Ecuador, an FGG Alliance member developed the ToR for the Ecuadorian Auditing Commission on
Bilateral Investment Treaties. In such a situation, there is a dialogue and the parties influence each
other.

‘Cooperation and discussions with and perception by (part of) the science community’:
Members of the FGG Alliance do cooperate with the science community to deepen their
understanding on the issues on which they are working. All FGG organisations have intense
cooperation with many members of the science community. However, when the biofuel issues are
compared with issues related to FTAs, the evaluators observe a difference in the debate (in the
Netherlands and Europe): The debate about biofuels is—in the assessment of the evaluators—not so
polarised (anymore), while the debate on FTAs remains polarised. Part of the criticism on EU trade
policies expressed by NGOs and the FGG Alliance is also shared by the resource persons interviewed
for FTA-related issues. These persons do not cover all possible ideas and visions within the science
community on FTAs, but they are experienced in the matter and have influence as an advisor for the
EU (Resource person C) or as someone responsible for education of students on, among others, FTA
issues (resource person D).
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e Resource person D considered raising the issues about ISDS and free trade relevant, but his
criticism focused on how the NGOs in general (which includes also FGG) translate their
criticism into practice and positive proposals, relevant for people in Southern countries. His
perception is that the NGOs’ position is primarily anti-European and that, instead of free
trade, protectionism is proposed, which he does not consider a solution for relatively small
African economies. Entrepreneurs in Africa, for example, should be able to start a company,
so important issues include legal security and no confiscation of profits. NGOs are not
interested in these vital aspects for the development of African countries. His perception is
that NGOs see developing countries too much as victims that are being exploited by the EU.

e At the start of their programme in 2011, FGG was already aware of the need to come up with
positive proposals on international trade agreements and, for that reason, FGG participated
in the development of the Alternative Trade Mandate (ATM), which was formulated after
extensive civil society consultations throughout Europe.?’? At the invitation of the evaluator,
Resource person C read the ATM. He recognised the need to change the current ISDS system.
However, he was very critical of the ATM. For example, 1) the NGOs still consider the
European Commission a non-representative and very negative institution, and 2) the NGOs
are not really prepared to dig into the functioning of the various EU institutions so that they
can transmit their ideals in the most effective way.

The FGG Alliance states clearly that it is not anti-European. It works at the European level in a very
serious manner, and many of its publications clearly indicate that it sees solutions at that level. In
April 2014, FGG organised a European election debate, making it one of the few alliances or civil
society organisations paying any attention to the European elections. The debate was entirely
content-filled, not anti-Europe. Likewise, FGG states that it is not pro-protectionism or anti-free
trade, but FGG wants pro-fair trade agreements while at the same time allowing democratic
governments (including the EU) the space to define policies that protect the health, privacy,
environment and services of its own civilians as well as those in the agreement partner countries.
The evaluation team does not wish to suggest that the perceptions expressed by the resource
persons are shared by the evaluation team, but the perceptions are there and they probably are a
hindrance for NGOs in general, and also for FGG, in obtaining more influence on FTA-related issues.
Consequently, it would be advisable to intensify the dialogue with the science community in the
Netherlands and Europe including (more) persons who do not agree with FGG’s positions.

5.6.1.5 Capability to balance diversity and achieve coherence

The part of the Alliance under evaluation is composed of five different organisations, each with its
own image and its own way of acting, its own network and capacities. The division of tasks appears
efficient and effective.

The FGG Alliance works within much larger networks. Some organisations are more inclined to
continue discussions with the target (government, company) and will not easily enter into very hard
campaigns. However, the ‘biters’ (the ones who sometimes ‘shame and blame’) also create space
and pressure for the ‘talkers’ to have a meaningful dialogue with the targets.

Although this is not often expressed openly, everyone is aware of the different roles that have to be
played. Three examples follow:

e Both ENDS wants certain policies to be changed and shows what is going wrong in existing
policies. Both ENDS generally does not implement campaigns. A company with a criticised
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behaviour may be an example to show politicians that a certain policy or its implementation
needs revision.

e Milieudefensie is sometimes a ‘biter’. Shaming and blaming is part of the instruments used,
but dialogue is certainly an option.

e Milieudefensie and ActionAid are both working on biofuels, but their ToCs were and are
different. This was apparently not a cause for double work, inefficiency and the like. In
practice, the work of the two organisations was complementary and led to good results.

FGG cooperates with such a diversity of organisations, whenever necessary. A complicating factor is
that, in many Southern countries, the controversy between NGOs and companies is much stronger
than in it is the Netherlands. Additionally, even in the era of email, Internet and Skype,
communication with Southern partners is still a challenge. The realities in the North and South are
very different, and it is not always easy to understand one another’s discourses, specific contexts and
development of ideas.

5.6.1.6 Capabilities of Southern partner CSOs

Part of the outcomes have been realised in Southern countries, together with Southern partners. The
case studies of this evaluation were executed in the Philippines and Indonesia, but there was no time
to perform an analysis of capabilities of the Southern partners.

However, between May and September 2013, the capacity development of the FGG Alliance’s core
partners was monitored through a self-assessment survey as a follow-up to a baseline study done in
2011. The survey comprised all four programmes of the Alliance, so this is more than Strategic
Objective 3, which is under evaluation. Some major findings are summarised below. The four lowest
scores for current capability are as follows:?”

e Ability to engage strategically with private sector actors

e Ability to secure adequate (human) resources for plans

e Ability to influence decision makers to adopt favourable positions and opinions related to the
organisation’s change agenda

e Ability to integrate reflection and learning structurally throughout implementation

Quite a number of partner organisations state that the ability to engage with private sector actors is
not an objective of their work or method used, or not to fit with their model of change.
Unsurprisingly, this issue was scored quite low in terms of support needed despite having the lowest
score for current capacity. Meanwhile, support for capacity development on the ability to secure
adequate (human) resources for plans is indicated to be the major priority. The low assessment of
the ability to influence decision makers coincides with a high urgency for support.

The following three indicators had the highest assessments of capacity:

e Legitimacy in the eyes of local CSOs and communities and other key stakeholders

e Ability to identify and build strategic alliances & partnerships with other relevant external
actors (CSOs, think tanks, universities, etc.) to advance objectives

e Ability to engage with communities or other stakeholders the organisation aims to
represent/benefit, so their voices, concerns and agency are central to plans and actions

The most positive changes since the baseline have to do with movement building, reaching out to
allies, strengthening networks and exchanging experiences. In their qualitative answers, respondents
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confirm that involvement with the FGG Alliance contributes to these issues, opening new spaces and
making new contacts.

From the monitoring arises a clear conclusion that the priorities for capacity development, and
support for this from partners such as the FGG organisations, remain the same as at the time of the
baseline: ensuring financial sustainability by increasing the capacity to secure (financial) resources;
improving the ability to influence decision makers (or, in other words, to implement lobby and
advocacy) and planning, monitoring and evaluation.

5.6.1.7 Capacity development by the FGG Alliance

Strengthening lobby and advocacy skills was always a major aim of the prog