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EXECUTIVE   SUMMARY  

Introduction   and   approach  

The  present  document  cons�tutes  the  mid-term  evalua�on  of  the          

Ac�on  Plan  2017-2021  on  IHL  ac�vi�es  of  The  Belgian  Red  Cross-            

French  speaking  community  (CRB-Cf)  and  Flemish-speaking  community        

(RKV)   towards   policy   makers,   funded   by   the   Belgian   Government.   1

The  evalua�on  was  conducted  by  Veronika  Horvath,  Kaat  Boon  and           

Emma  Harte  from  Organisa�on  Development  Support  (ODS).  The         

review  covered  ac�vi�es  from  January  2017  to  July  2019.  Where           

par�cularly  relevant  for  the  contribu�on  to  impact  or  effec�veness,          

outcomes  and  ac�vi�es  that  took  place  between  July  2019  and  the  �me             

of   wri�ng   of   the   review,   were   also   men�oned.  

The   objec�ves   of   the   evalua�on   were:  

1. to  assess  the  effec�veness  and  impact  of  the  implementa�on  of           

the  advocacy  ac�vi�es  with  policymakers  under  the  Ac�on  Plan          

with   regards   to   its   original   objec�ves;   

2. to  iden�fy  lessons  learnt  and  recommenda�ons  that  can  inform          

the  forward  planning  and  strategy  development  for  both  CRB-Cf          

and   RKV.   

 

1  Throughout  the  document  ‘BRC’  is  used  to  indicate  ac�vi�es  that  cover  both              
branches,   and   CRB-Cf   or   RKV   to   indicate   the   individual   branches.  

The  evalua�on  was  conducted  through  a  combina�on  of  desk  research,           

key  informant  interviews  and  roundtables  (12  external  interviewees         

including  policymakers,  Na�onal  Red  Cross  socie�es  and  one  Belgian          

NGO;  6  internal  interviewees);  two  case  studies  on  advocacy  journeys           

and   a   valida�on   workshop.  

Context  

The  structure  of  the  Red  Cross  in  Belgium  reflects  the  federal  structure  of              

the  state.  As  such,  there  is  one  Na�onal  Society  with  separate  branches  for              

each  of  the  communi�es  represen�ng  two  of  the  language  communi�es:           

French-speaking  community  -  Croix-Rouge  de  Belgique  Communauté        

francophone  (CRB-Cf),  Flemish-speaking  community  -  Rode       

Kruis-Vlaanderen  (RKV)  and  German-speaking  community  -  Belgisches        

Rotes  Kreuz  -  Deutschsprachige  Gemeinscha�.  CRB-Cf  and  RKV  are  part           

of   the   programme   under   review.   

The  two  branches  cooperate  closely  on  most  strategic  issues.  They           

cooperate  on  advocacy  under  a  framework  contract  funded  by  the  Belgian            

federal  government’s  Directorate-General  for  Development  Coopera�on       

and  Humanitarian  Aid  (DGD).  In  line  with  BRC  strategy,  advocacy  is            

focused  on  5  key  themes  [Nuclear  weapons;  Healthcare  in  danger;           

Gender-baased  violence;  Terrorism  and  IHL;  Explosive  weapons  in         

populated   areas].  
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Contribution   to   impact  

All  BRC  advocacy  ac�vity  is  rooted  in  the  principles  of  IHL  and  aims  at               

promo�ng  the  knowledge  and  respect  of  these  norms.  As  Belgium  is            

subject  to  IHL  (Geneva  Conven�ons  and  their  Addi�onal  Protocols),          

advocacy  highligh�ng  the  respect  of  IHL  is  clearly  in  line  with  the             

obliga�ons   of   Belgian   policy   makers.   

The  ac�vi�es  of  BRC  towards  its  policymaker  audiences  are  in  line  with  the              

mandate  of  the  BRC  and  aligned  with  the  profile  of  policymakers  who  are              

targeted  by  the  advocacy  ac�vi�es.  This  is  done  through  follow-up  on            

interna�onal  pledges  and  through  advocacy  that  reflects  on  IHL  priori�es           

from   the   ICRC   and   the   BRC.  

The  main  impact  that  the  evalua�on  found  was  keeping  IHL  present  in  the              

agenda  of  Belgian  policymakers,  and  as  part  of  this,  suppor�ng  the            

processes  related  to  follow-up  of  pledges  made  by  the  Belgian  federal            

government  at  interna�onal  conferences  of  the  Red  Cross.  This          

contribu�on  is  reflected  in  IHL  and  BRC  priority  issues  being  men�oned  in             

official  communica�ons  and  at  interna�onal  Red  Cross  conferences,  as          

tracked  in  the  BRC  monitoring  system;  and  was  reinforced  through  the            

interviews  conducted  for  the  evalua�on.  It  is  also  reflected  in  the            

par�cipa�on  and  follow-up  of  Belgium  to  pledges.  The  primary  venue  for            

this  work  is  through  chairing  and  coordina�ng  the  working  group  of  the             

Interna�onal   Conferences   of   the   CIDH/ICHR.  

Impact  is  enabled  by  the  high  level  of  exper�se  of  the  teams  responsible              

for  implementa�on.  The  advocacy  is  also  strengthened  by  the  special           

auxiliary  status  of  the  Red  Cross  vis-á-vis  the  government;  and  as  a             

consequence  of  this  status,  the  collabora�ve  and  confiden�al  approach          

that  the  BRC  takes  to  interac�ons  with  the  governments  (as  opposed  to  a              

more   opposi�onal   “tradi�onal”   advocacy   approach)..   

Barriers  to  impact  are  represented  by  a  challenging  external  context  for  IHL             

in  general.  In  addi�on,  the  engagement  of  the  BRC  focuses  on  a  limited              

number  of  decision  makers  (mainly  through  the  Na�onal  IHL  Commi�ee           

CIDH/ICHR),   as   well   as   challenges   related   to   tracing   impact   in   advocacy.  

Effectiveness  

Progress  against  the  indicators  in  the  log-frame  is  promising.  The  BRC  has             

shared  posi�ons  with  decision  makers  according  to  the  planning,  with  a            

slight  over-delivery.  The  evalua�on  found  it  highly  likely  that  the  BRC  will             2

meet  all  its  commitments  and  targets  by  the  end  of  the  implementa�on             

period.  Table  2  below  illustrates  the  significant  progress  that  BRC  has  made             

towards   its   advocacy   objec�ves.   

The  review  found  the  frequency  of  engagement  and  the  mix  of  tools  used              

by  the  BRC  to  be  overall  well  adapted  to  meet  the  objec�ves  of  the               

programme.  The  advocacy  team  feels  that  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  a  well-chosen            

primary  interlocutor  as  it  unites  representa�ves  from  ministerial         

departments,  who  are  also  entry  points  for  poten�al  contacts  in  the            

Ministries'  cabinets.  At  the  same  �me,  the  team  also  felt  that  some�mes             

the  CIDH/ICHR  also  acts  as  a  gatekeeper,  meaning  that  there  is  li�le             

2 For  the  coun�ng  of  posi�ons  shared,  each  message  can  be  counted  as  one               
instance  of  sharing,  even  if  it  is  the  same  document.  Numbers  provided  in  this               
sec�on  cover  ac�vi�es  un�l  the  end  of  Y3  (2019).  Given  the  data  collec�on              
prac�ces  of  the  BRC,  no  data  was  available  on  the  par�al  progress  by  July  2019                
[the   evalua�on   period].  
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support  for  the  BRC  building  own  contacts  without  going  through  the            

CIDH/ICHR   first.   

The  advocacy  programme  has  made  steps  towards  incorpora�ng  gender          

and  environment  in  the  strategy,  and  a  more  complete  reflec�on  of  these             

elements   can   be   expected   by   the   end   of   the   implementa�on   period.  

Table   i.   Progress   towards   indicator   targets  

Indicator   Value   at   end   of  
2019  
[July   2019   where  
available]   [Target  
value   by   2019/  
by   end   of   project]  

%   of   target   

RKV  Indicator  2.1 Professionals  and         
Belgian  policy  makers  report  that      
their  knowledge  of  IHL  has  increased       
due   to   RKV   training  

96%   [85%/85%]  113%  

RKV  Indicator  2.2 The  Belgian         
government  implements  and  makes     
commitments  during  the  32nd     
Interna�onal  Conference  of  the  Red      
Cross  and  the  Red  Crescent  (IC)       
prepares   the   33rd   IC.  

85%   [75%/100%]  113%  

Shared  Indicator  2.2.2  -  Number  of         
�mes  RKV  ac�vely  shared  a  posi�on       
on   IHL   with   Belgian   policy   makers.  

39   [32/58]  122%  

Shared   Indicator   2.3  
Number  of  �mes  the  Belgian      
government  posi�ons  itself  on  IHL      
with   regard   to   humanitarian   issues  

19   [20/50]  3
 

95%  
 

3   value   to   the   end   of   2018  

CRB-Cf   Indicator   3.1  
The  number  of  �mes  that  the  BRC        
has  ac�vely  shared  a  posi�on  on       
interna�onal  humanitarian  law  that     
takes  into  account  gender  and/or  the       
environment  among  Belgian    
decision-makers  

36   [30/50]  120%  

CRB-Cf   Indicator   3.2  
Number  of  Belgian  policy  makers      
supported  who  claim  to  have  durably       
strengthened  their  knowledge  of     
interna�onal  humanitarian  law  and     
the  Interna�onal  Red  Cross  and  Red       
Crescent  Movement  through  support     
and   the   exper�se   of   the   BRC.  

72   [34/56]  211%  

 

Enablers  of  effec�veness  included  the  close  collabora�on  among  the  two           

communi�es,  as  well  as  the  coherent  Theory  of  Change  of  the  programme.             

Barriers  to  effec�veness  were  due  to  a  high  number  of  compe�ng            

priori�es,  challenges  in  securing  follow-up  from  policymaker  audiences,         

engaging  a  broad  range  of  actors  in  addi�on  to  the  CIDH/ICHR,  and             

strategically  involving  CEO-level  leadership  in  advocacy.  The  evalua�on         

found  that  the  BRC’s  alignment  with  the  Belgian  policy  agenda  could  be             

strengthened.  

Sustainability  

In  terms  of  sustainability  of  BRC’s  message,  IHL  is  likely  to  stay  relevant  in               

the  coming  years.  The  validity  of  IHL  advocacy  is  not  ques�oned  within  the              

Na�onal  Society.  The  same  is  true  for  ins�tu�onal  stakeholders,  who  will            

likely  con�nue  to  be  subjects  to  IHL  and  therefore  have  an  obliga�on  to              
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engage  with  the  topic.  Appe�te  for  this  engagement  may  change  with            

poli�cal  changes  however,  which  might  necessitate  the  development  of          

scenario-based  strategies  for  the  IHL  advocacy.  The  programme  does  not           

at  present  include  exit  planning  for  advocacy  topics  or  stakeholders.  In            

terms  of  financial  sustainability,  the  programme  is  currently  dependent  on           

DGD  funding  and  does  not  have  alterna�ve  funding  sources  beyond  the            

own   ins�tu�onal   funds   of   the   BRC.  

Table   ii   Recommenda�ons  

Contribution   to   impact  

1. In  formula�ng  advocacy  posi�ons,  build  on  the  experience  with          

pledges  and  other  specific  messaging.  This  would  allow  BRC  to  map            

out  where  the  BRC  posi�on  is  aligned  with  the  Belgian           

government's  posi�on,  whether  there  are  any  key  allies  and  how           

much   can   be   achieved   in   a   certain   direc�on.   

2. Cover   main   expected   results   and   a   �meline   for   following   up   on   the  

pledges.  

3. Capture   “impact   stories”   of   BRC’s   advocacy   work.  

4. Exchange   experiences   with   advocacy   with   other   Na�onal   Socie�es.   

5. Internal  reflec�on  on  contribu�on  to  impact  scheduled  into         

standing  mee�ngs  (beyond  progress  on  indicators).  These  should         

draw   on   an   agreed-upon   defini�on   of   impact.  

6. CRB-Cf   should   consider   making   IHL   advocacy   a   priority   in   its   next  

mul�   annual   strategy.  

 

 

Effectiveness  

1. Developing  an  advocacy  strategy  that  could  be  shared  internally;          

including   an   advocacy   calendar   and   stakeholder   mapping/strategy.   

2. Create  space  for  reflec�on  on  BRC  prac�ce,  successes/challenges         

and   decision   making   based   on   insights   on   outcomes.   

3. Update   mee�ngs   on   individual   dossiers  

4. Opera�onalise  the  gender  strategy  for  the  specific  advocacy  goals          

and  types  of  interven�on  led  by  BRC.  A  good  star�ng  point  for             

this  process  would  be  the  development  of  short  gender-related          

advocacy   points   for   each   of   the   5   priori�es.  

5. Update  the  terms  of  the  collabora�on  in  a  way  that  one  of  the  two               

branches  can  be  delegated  to  represent  the  joint  advocacy  work           

of   the   two   towards   policymakers.  

6. At  the  level  of  each  branch,  strengthening  internal  knowledge  and           

capacity  around  IHL  and  advocacy  could  offer  addi�onal  resources          

and   support   for   the   work.  

7. Covering  federal  and  regional  parliaments  as  well  as  iden�fying          

and  building  a  network  of  champions  in  the  ministries  and  key            

other   services   (e.g.   military)   

Monitoring   and   evaluation  

8. An  update  to  the  impact  measurement  system  would  ideally          

include   some   of   the   following   elements:   

a. a  reflec�on  on  intermediate  outcomes  that  can  lead  to  policy           

impact;   

b.   analysis   of   the   content   of   the   items   that   are   captured;   
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c. BRC’s  teams  should  capture  their  understanding  of  the  BRC          

contribu�on   close   to   the   �me   of   the   outcome;  

d. Finally,  a�en�on  to  actual  policy  change  and  change  in  the           

way   current   rules   are   implemented.   

9. Review  the  current  impact  tracking  process.  Consider  including         

�pping  point,  intermediary  and  framing  type-  ac�vi�es  and         

workflows  into  the  prac�ce.  The  collec�on  of  data  should  be           

accompanied  by  opportuni�es  for  reflec�ng  on  the  insights  that          

the   data   offer,   in   a   structured   debrief   around   key   outcomes.   

10. In  future  programming,  we  strongly  encourage  CRB-Cf  and  RKV          

to  align  the  structure  of  outcomes,  Theories  of  Change  and           

indicators.   

11. The  BRC  should  develop  a  Theory  of  Change  for  its  work  with             

the   CIDH/ICHR.  

12. Indicators  should  be  useful,  used  and  relevant  to  the  decisions           

taken  by  the  teams.  We  suggest  that  for  each  indicator,  the  BRC             

lays  out  where  these  indicators  would  be  used  for  steering  the            

advocacy   project.  

13. We  suggest  that  the  BRC  teams  reflect  on  the  reality  of  their             

work,  priori�es,  successes  and  engagement.  Insights  from  this         

reflec�on  should  inform  the  defini�on  of  impact  and  overarching          

objec�ves   which   are   aligned   with   this   reality.   

 

 

Sustainability  

14. The  teams  would  benefit  from  a  structured  approach  to  the           

longer-term  view  of  the  advocacy  programme,  as  it  is  likely  to            

remain   an   important   component   of   the   BRC’s   work.  

15. Sustainability  planning  would  take  place  at  all  levels  of  the           

program:  

a. Planning:   Implement   a   yearly   evalua�on   mee�ng.   

b. Scenario-based  forward  planning  could  be  useful  in  framing         

advocacy  priori�es,  even  as  insecurity  persists,  e.g.  around         

elec�ons.   

c. We   recommend   BRC   to   develop   an   exit   plan   for   advocacy.  

d. Organisa�onal:  Increase  the  strategic  relevance  of  the  work  for          

the   whole   organisa�on.   

e. Gradually   widen   the   circle   of   team-members   involved.   

f. The  collabora�on  between  the  two  communi�es  is  a  key  aspect           

of  the  advocacy  programme  which  should  be  safeguarded         

through  formal  and  informal  approaches.  e.g.  through  high-level         

mee�ngs,  or  a  common  advocacy  advisory  Board/shared        

figurehead.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

The  present  document  cons�tutes  the  mid-term  evalua�on  of  the          

Ac�on  Plan  2017-2021  on  IHL  ac�vi�es  of  The  Belgian  Red  Cross-            

French  speaking  community  (CRB-Cf)  and  Flemish-speaking  community        

(RKV)  towards  policy  makers,  funded  by  the  Belgian  Government.  The           4

evalua�on  was  conducted  by  Veronika  Horvath,  Kaat  Boon  and  Emma           

Harte  from  Organisa�on  Development  Support  (ODS).  The  review         

covered  ac�vi�es  from  January  2017  to  July  2019.  Where  par�cularly           

relevant  for  the  contribu�on  to  impact  or  effec�veness,  outcomes  and           

ac�vi�es  that  took  place  between  July  2019  and  the  �me  of  wri�ng  of              

the  review,  were  also  men�oned.  During  this  evalua�on,  we          

experienced  an  openness  and  construc�ve  coopera�on  of  BRC  staff  and           

external  partners,  which  helped  to  collect  the  necessary  informa�on.          

The  data  collec�on  and  analysis  took  place  between  October  2019  and            

February  2020.  Below  we  summarise  the  evalua�on  ques�ons  and  our           

approach   as   well   as   the   limita�ons   of   this   evalua�on.   

Approach  

The   evalua�on   relied   upon   the   following   tools:  

4  Throughout  the  document  ‘BRC’  is  used  to  indicate  ac�vi�es  that  cover  both              
branches,   and   CRB-Cf   or   RKV   to   indicate   the   individual   branches.  

- Desk  research  which  allowed  the  team  to  situate  the  advocacy           

work  within  the  framework  of  the  Ac�on  Plan,  as  well  as  gather             

evidence  on  the  advocacy  planning  and  outcomes  in  the  review           

period.  

- 1  internal  workshop  with  the  implemen�ng  teams,  allowed         

reflec�on  on  the  outcomes  of  the  desk  review  and  collec�on  of            

informa�on   from   the   implemen�ng   teams.   

- 8  in  depth  interviews  with  external  key  informants  (1          

policymaker;  1  Belgian  NGO;  6  ICRC  or  na�onal  Red  Cross           

socie�es).  The  list  and  profile  of  interviewees  was  agreed  with           

BRC  at  the  incep�on  mee�ng,  with  BRC  coordina�ng  the  first           

contact   for   par�cipa�on.  

- Consulta�on  and  interviews  with  6  BRC  staff  (5  implemen�ng          

team  and  1  RKV  leadership),  giving  in-depth  insights  on  the           

ways  of  working  of  the  programme,  as  well  as  outcomes  and            

effec�veness.  as  well  as  our  own  experience  and  exper�se  in           

working   with   NGOs   in   human   rights   and   advocacy.  

- A  roundtable  conversa�on  with  4  members  of  the  CIDH/ICHR,          

where  the  evaluators  could  gather  insight  into  the  BRC’s          

advocacy  work  through  the  Commi�ee;  The  number  and  topics          

for  the  case  studies  were  decided  together  with  the  BRC  at  the             

incep�on   mee�ng.  

8  



 

- Informa�on  from  these  sources  was  triangulated  and  analysed         

following  the  research  ques�ons  formulated  in  the  TOR         

(horizontal   analysis).   

- The  evalua�on  also  includes  two  case  studies  mapping  out          

ac�vi�es  and  outcomes  of  the  BRC’s  advocacy  on  two  specific           

dossiers:  Nuclear  weapons  and  Healthcare  in  danger.  These         

serve  the  purpose  of  illustra�ng  in  more  specificicity  the  range           

of   ac�vi�es,   enablers   and   challenges   of   BRC   advocacy.  

- Finally,  the  dra�  evalua�on  report  was  discussed  in  a  valida�on           

mee�ng,  where  findings  and  conclusions  were  covered,  and         

addi�onal  data  provided.  Comments  and  insights  from  the  BRC          

and  from  the  valida�on  mee�ng  were  addressed  in  the  final           

report   of   the   evalua�on.  

About   the   project  

The   table   below   provides   an   introduc�on   to   the   ac�vi�es   of   the   project   under   evalua�on.  

Background    The  structure  of  the  Red  Cross  in  Belgium  reflects  the  federal  structure  of  the  state.  As  such,  there  is  one  Na�onal  Society  with                        

separate  branches  for  each  of  the  communi�es  represen�ng  two  of  the  language  communi�es:  French-speaking  community  -                 

Croix-Rouge  de  Belgique  Communauté  francophone  (CRB-Cf),  Flemish-speaking  community  -  Rode  Kruis-Vlaanderen  (RKV)  and              

German-speaking  community  -  Belgisches  Rotes  Kreuz  -  Deutschsprachige  Gemeinscha�.  CRB-Cf  and  RKV  are  part  of  the                 

programme  under  review.  Both  the  CRB-Cf  and  RKV  comprise  several  divisions  based  on  thema�c  areas  (which  include                  

interna�onal  services),  as  well  as  support  services  and  provincial  branches.  The  CRB-Cf’s  interna�onal  department  acquired  its                 

NGO  status  in  1997,  while  the  RKV’s  interna�onal  coopera�on  division  received  the  same  status  in  2005.  The  CRB-Cf  sub-division                    

on  Interna�onal  Humanitarian  Law  (IHL)  is  responsible  for  advocacy  around  IHL  in  the  French-speaking  community,  with  the                  

correspondent  RKV  unit  doing  the  same  for  the  Flemish-speaking  community.  Responsibility  for  the  bilingual  Brussels  area  is                  

shared   between   CRB-Cf   and   RKV.   

The  two  branches  cooperate  closely  on  most  strategic  issues.  They  cooperate  on  advocacy  under  a  framework  contract  funded  by                    

the   Belgian   federal   government’s   Directorate-General   for   Development   Coopera�on   and   Humanitarian   Aid   (DGD).  

The  framework  contract  is  covered  by  a  total  funding  of  EUR  1,159,556  (CRB-Cf)  and  EUR  1,072,625  (RKV)  for  the  period                     

2017-2021.  The  framework  contract  is  organised  around  2  overarching  objec�ves:  (CRB-Cf)  1)  Strengthening  the  capabili�es  of                 

teachers  around  global  ci�zenship  and  2)  Strengthening  the  IHL  capabili�es  of  employees  and  volunteers  in  the  long  term,                   
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intermediate  actors  and  poli�cal  decision  makers.  The  framework  of  the  RKV  breaks  down  the  equivalent  of  objec�ve  2  into  two                     

separate  objec�ves:  1)  The  volunteers  of  RKV-Interna�onal  Coopera�on  are  fully  commi�ed  to  make  those  that  are  vulnerable                  

more  resilient.  2)  Professionals  and  Belgian  policy  makers  are  reinforced  in  their  knowledge  of  interna�onal  humanitarian  law  and                   

convey  the  respect  for  IHL  towards  the  public.  The  evalua�on  focuses  on  the  advocacy  carried  out  under  this  Ac�on  Plan.  The                      

budget  of  the  full  IHL  ac�vity  is  respec�vely  EUR  832.854  (CRB-CF)  and  EUR  715.168  (RKV),  with  the  advocacy  component                    

making  up  a  rela�vely  small  propor�on  of  this  budget  -  only  a  few  thousand  €  of  running  costs,  with  the  salaries  of  the  staff                         

covered   by   the   DG   of   the   Red   Cross.  

Evaluation  

objectives   

The   evalua�on   focuses   on   the   advocacy   carried   out   under   this   Ac�on   Plan.   

The   objec�ves   of   the   evalua�on   are:  

1. to  assess  the  effec�veness  and  impact  of  the  implementa�on  of  the  advocacy  ac�vi�es  with  policymakers  under  the                  

Ac�on   Plan   with   regards   to   its   original   objec�ves;   

2. to  iden�fy  lessons  learnt  and  recommenda�ons  that  can  inform  the  forward  planning  and  strategy  development  for  both                  

CRB-Cf   and   RKV.   

Target   Group(s)   of  

Grant  

Decision  makers  in  Belgium:  Poli�cians  and  poli�cal  par�es;  ministers;  members  of  Parliaments  and  their  staff  in  Belgium,  at                   

different   levels   of   government.   (Flanders,   Wallonia);   Government   and   other   public-facing   ins�tu�ons.  5

Intended   Outcomes  

(relevant   for   the  

evaluation)   

General   (from   project   planning)  

1. Professionals   and   Belgian   decision   makers   are   strengthened   in   their   knowledge   of   IHL   and   apply   this.   (RKV)   

2. The  target  actors  are  able  to  act  in  the  interest  of  vic�ms  of  armed  conflicts  thanks  to  a  be�er  applica�on  (knowledge,                      

respect,   promo�on   and   implementa�on)   of   IHL   also   reflec�ng   the   gender   dimension.   (CRB-Cf)  

The  list  of  indicators  for  these  outcomes  are  listed  in  the  evalua�on  framework,  annexed  to  the  present  report,  and  in  Table  2  in                        

the   Effec�veness   sec�on.  

 

5  Surce:   RKV   framework,   ToC   p.   11.,   CRB-Cf   framework   p.40.  
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Research   questions  

Below,  we  list  the  evalua�on  ques�ons  which  guided  the  review.  The  full             

evalua�on   framework   can   be   found   in   the   annex   to   the   report.  

Contribution   to   impact  

1. Do  our  ac�vi�es  have  an  impact  on  policymakers'         

decision-making?  

2. How  can  we  measure  the  impact  of  our  ac�vi�es  on  policymakers'            

decision-making?  

3. Do  our  ac�vi�es  towards  policymakers  promote  the  adop�on  of          

legisla�on   and/or   policies   consistent   with   their   obliga�ons?  

Effectiveness  

4. Is   our   exper�se   effec�vely   shared   with   policymakers?   

5. Do  we  communicate  enough  about  our  specificity  as  the  Red           

Cross  compared  to  other  organiza�ons  of  the  civil  society          

(principles,   mandate)?   

6. Are  our  expecta�ons,  objec�ves  and  added  value  clear  enough  for           

policymakers?  

7. Are  policy  makers  strengthened  in  their  knowledge  of  IHL          

following   our   interven�ons?  

8. Do  we  use  the  right  tools  to  support  and  influence  policy  makers?             

Are  the  tools  and  messages  transmi�ed  useful  and  exploitable  by           

the   authori�es?  

9. Does  the  frequency  of  dialogue  allow  structural  monitoring  of  the           

dossiers?   If   not,   how   to   ensure   a   more   structural   follow-up?  

10. Should  we  take  more  and/or  be�er  account  of  the  Belgian  poli�cal            

calendar   and   the   RCRC   Movement?   If   yes,   how   ?  

11. How  does  the  planning  and  implementa�on  of  advocacy  respond          

to   the   emergent   changes   in   the   poli�cal   context?  

12. Are  we  working  with  interlocutors  at  the  right  levels          

(administra�on,  parliament,  cabinet)  and  contacts  within  the        

ins�tu�on   ?   With   which   addi�onal   levels   should   we   work?  

13. Are   our   monitoring   tools   adequate?  

14. How   does   the   BRC’s   work   reflect   the   gender   dimensions?  

15. How   does   the   BRC’s   work   reflect   the   environmental   dimensions?  

16. How   does   the   BRC   work   with   other   actors?  

Sustainability   /   long-term  

17. How  is  the  long-term  sustainability  as  a  result  of  the  advocacy            

planned   and   managed?  

18. Are  there  already  some  ac�vi�es  which  have  not  had  the  desired            

results?   What   can   be   learned   from   this?  
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Limitations  

 

Our  team  sought  to  have  a  balanced  and  diverse  set  of  informa�on  sources              

for  this  review.  However,  some  limi�ng  factors  remained.  Most  importantly,           

the  only  members  of  the  target  audience  that  could  be  reached  for  the              

evalua�on  were  those  from  the  Belgian  Na�onal  IHL  Commi�ee          

(CIDH/ICHR).  This  meant  that  no  policymakers  beyond  the  CIDH/ICHR          

who  would  be  the  prospec�ve  audience  of  the  BRC’s  advocacy  were            

reached  for  comment,  despite  repeated  invita�ons  from  both  the  BRC  and            

the  evalua�on  team.  This  resulted  in  a  total  of  18  interviewees  reached  as              

opposed  to  the  30  planned  at  the  incep�on  phase  (see  breakdown  below)             

This  number  s�ll  allowed  some  insights  into  the  work  of  the  BRC.  However,              

the  difficul�es  in  securing  availability  from  policymakers  will  have  to  be            

taken  into  account  for  the  end-term  evalua�on  of  the  advocacy  under  the             

Ac�on  Plan.  Secondly,  limited  quan�ta�ve  and  qualita�ve  data  was          

available  for  the  review.  The  evaluators  received  the  logical  framework           

from  the  BRC  with  indicators  updated  to  July  2019.  However,  only  a             

limited  amount  of  informa�on  is  captured  in  wri�ng  by  the  teams  in  terms              

of  reflec�ons  on  strategic  planning  and  learning.  In  the  absence  of            

reflec�on  documents,  the  evalua�on  relied  on  in-depth  interviews  with  the           

implementa�on  team  to  reconstruct  the  strategic  thinking  behind  the          

programme.  As  interviewees  were  selected  together  with  BRC  staff,  and  as            

par�cipa�on  to  interviews  was  op�onal  for  interviewees,  we  have  to  be            

aware  of  a  significant  risk  of  confirma�on  bias  (i.e.  that  interviewees  who             

have  be�er  overall  rela�onships  with  the  BRC  are  more  likely  to  par�cipate             

in   the   review).  

Finally,  the  �meframe  of  advocacy  ac�ons  is  o�en  much  longer  than  the             

two  and  a  half  years  covered  by  this  evalua�on.  As  such,  the  mid-term              

evalua�on  has  yielded  insights  on  intermediate  results.  This  is  especially  the            

case  in  policymaker  advocacy  in  a  challenging  poli�cal  environment  (at  the            

�me  of  wri�ng  of  the  evalua�on  report,  more  than  400  days  have  passed              

without  a  federal  government  in  the  country,  which  has  a  bearing  on  the              

scope  of  poli�cal  advocacy.  As  strengthening  the  IHL  advocacy  focus  is  a             

rela�vely  new  ini�a�ve  for  the  BRC,  we  can  expect  that  more  insight  into              

the  outcomes  and  longer  term  impact  of  this  work  will  emerge  by  the              

end-term   evalua�on.   
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REVIEW   OF   THE   INTERVENTION  

This   sec�on   of   the   report   reviews   the   Ac�on   according   to   the   criteria  

outlined   in   the   Review   Matrix.  

1   Contribution   to   impact  

Do   our   activities   have   an   impact   on   policymakers'   decision-making?  

The  main  impact  that  the  evalua�on  found  was  keeping  IHL  present  in  the              

agenda  of  Belgian  policymakers,  and  as  part  of  this,  suppor�ng  the            

processes  related  to  follow-up  of  pledges  made  by  the  Belgian  federal            

government  at  interna�onal  conferences  of  the  Red  Cross.  This          

contribu�on  is  reflected  in  IHL  and  BRC  priority  issues  being  men�oned  in             

official  communica�ons  and  at  interna�onal  Red  Cross  conferences,  as          

tracked  in  the  BRC  monitoring  system;  and  was  reinforced  through  the            

interviews  conducted  for  the  evalua�on.  It  is  also  reflected  in  the            

par�cipa�on  and  follow-up  of  Belgium  to  pledges.  The  primary  venue  for            

this  work  is  through  chairing  and  coordina�ng  the  working  group  of  the             

Interna�onal   Conferences   of   the   CIDH/ICHR.  

Working  with  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  a  very  important  part  of  the  advocacy  of              

the  BRC,  and  one  of  the  few  instances  where  BRC  and  policymakers  have              

face-to-face  conversa�ons.  It  is  a  venue  where  staff  and  policy  maker            

interviews  confirm  that  long-term  rela�onships  are  built  up  and  a  key            

engagement   space   for   BRC.   

CIDH/ICHR  members  highlighted  the  high  quality  of  contribu�ons  and  the           

high  level  of  involvement  of  the  BRC.  In  terms  of  enabling  the  func�oning              

of   the   CIDH/ICHR,   the   BRC   is   a   key   contributor.  

Red  Cross  socie�es  in  other  countries  who  occupy  a  similar  role  with  their              

na�onal  IHL  commi�ees  have  recognised  the  crucial  role  in  convening  and            

facilita�ng  the  work  of  the  Commi�ee  and  described  the  BRC’s  approach            

to   close   involvement   as   a   good   prac�ce   for   the   movement.  

The  importance  of  the  BRC’s  engagement  with  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  based  on             

the  assump�on  that  discussions  and  decisions  taken  within  the  CIDH/ICHR           

have  the  possibility  to  influence  policy  decisions.  At  the  same  �me,  it  is              

unclear  to  what  extent  and  through  which  specific  channels  the  BRC’s            

coordina�on  and  informa�on  provision  work  contributes  to  decisions  taken          

in  the  ins�tu�ons  that  have  representa�ves  in  the  CIDH/ICHR  through  this            

channel.  CIDH/ICHR  members  are  o�en  already  aware  of  IHL  and  human            

rights  law,  given  the  focus  of  the  Commi�ee.  In  this  context,  the             

contribu�on  of  the  BRC’s  work  can  be  assumed  in  moving  discussions  on             

the  follow-up  of  interna�onal  conferences  forward  and  bringing  relevant          

actors  to  the  table  to  support  the  government’s  adherence  to  pledges            

made  at  the  interna�onal  conferences.  In  the  case  of  following  up  on             
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pledges  related  to  nuclear  weapons  and  healthcare  in  danger  (see  Case            

studies),  the  CIDH/ICHR  engagement  was  a  key  element  of  the           

engagement  both  �mes,  and  contributed  to  keeping  the  issue  on  the            

agenda.   

Table   1   Priority   themes   of   BRC   advocacy  

Nr   Theme  

1  Nuclear   weapons  

2  Healthcare   in   danger  

3  Gender-based   violence  

4  Terrorism   and   IHL  

5  Explosive   weapons   in   populated   areas  

 

Engagement  with  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  such  a  key  part  of  BRC’s  advocacy,             

and  is  regarded  as  a  success  by  both  BRC  and  the  CIDH/ICHR  members              

who  contributed  to  the  evalua�on.  However,  the  impact  of  this           

engagement   has   not   yet   been   traced.  

Given  that  the  evalua�on  covers  a  rela�vely  short  �meframe  and  the            

Belgian  poli�cal  context,  it  is  expected  that  most  policy-level  impact  will            

become  visible  by  the  end  of  the  review  period,  and  once  a  fully              

func�oning   federal   government   is   opera�onal.  

Finally,  the  defini�on  of  impact  as  part  of  this  ac�on  plan  needs  further              

clarity.  There  seems  to  be  a  mismatch  between  the  outcomes  sought            

(defined  in  terms  of  decision  making),  the  ways  in  which  these  are             

monitored  (through  public  statements)  and  the  main  venue  for  engagement           

(CIDH/ICHR,  with  desk-staff,  who  are  rarely  in  high-level  decision  making           

posi�ons).  

Do   our   activities   towards   policymakers   promote   the   adoption   of   legislation  
and/or   policies   consistent   with   their   obligations?  
 
All  BRC  advocacy  ac�vity  is  rooted  in  the  principles  of  IHL  and  aims  at               

promo�ng  the  knowledge  and  respect  of  these  norms.  As  Belgium  is            

subject  to  IHL  (Geneva  Conven�ons  and  their  Addi�onal  Protocols),          

advocacy  highligh�ng  the  respect  of  IHL  is  clearly  in  line  with  the             

obliga�ons   of   Belgian   policy   makers.   

The  ac�vi�es  of  BRC  towards  its  policymaker  audiences  are  in  line  with  the              

mandate  of  the  BRC  and  aligned  with  the  profile  of  policymakers  who  are              

targeted  by  the  advocacy  ac�vi�es.  This  is  done  through  follow-up  on            

interna�onal  pledges  and  through  advocacy  that  reflects  on  IHL  priori�es           

from   the   ICRC   and   the   BRC.  

One  interviewee  highlighted  the  key  role  of  the  BRC  in  reviewing  the             

Humanitarian  Strategy  of  Belgium  and  ensuring  that  it  meets  IHL  principles.            

This  is  ensured  through  twice-yearly  mee�ngs  between  the  Ministry  of           

Foreign   Affairs   and   Development   and   BRC.  

Interna�onal  conferences  of  the  Red  Cross  and  Red  Crescent  are  an            

important  moment  that  catalyses  BRC’s  advocacy  planning  and  interac�on          

with  the  government  every  4  years.  These  are  also  occasions  where  the             

government  adopts  pledges  to  conduct  ac�ons  that  promote  the  respect  of            

IHL.  These  pledges,  dra�ed  in  dialogue  with  the  BRC,  reflect  priori�es  of             

the  BRC  as  well  as  the  extent  to  which  Belgian  government  commitments             
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can  be  steered  towards  a  closer  focus  on  IHL.  The  European  Union  also              

publishes   pledges,   which   involve   Belgium   as   a   Member   State.   

At  both  the  32nd  (2015)  and  33rd  (2019)  conference,several  pledges  were            

taken  up  by  the  Belgian  government.  At  the  32nd  conference  26            

commitments  were  made  through  pledges  submi�ed  or  co-submi�ed  by          

Belgium.  These  pledges  were  taken  before  the  current  review  period,  but            6

their  implementa�on  partly  took  place  during  the  period  2017-2019.  At           

the  33rd  conference,  8  EU  pledges  and  5  specific  pledges  were  submi�ed             

by  Belgium  at  the  �me  of  wri�ng  of  the  present  evalua�on.  Two  of  these               7

6 26  pledges  submi�ed  or  co-submi�ed  at  the  32nd  conference  according  to  the              
database  of  the  ICRC.  Submi�ed  on  the  9/12/2015  by  the  EU  and  its  Member               
States:  Health  Care  in  Danger:  Respec�ng  and  Protec�ng  Health  Care;Promo�on           
and  dissemina�on  of  interna�onal  humanitarian  law;  Strengthening  interna�onal         
humanitarian  law  protec�ng  persons  deprived  of  their  liberty;  Interna�onal  Criminal           
Court;  Fundamental  Principles  of  the  Interna�onal  Red  Cross  and  Red  Crescent            
Movement;  Strengthening  compliance  with  interna�onal  humanitarian  law;Sexual        
and  gender-based  violence  during  �mes  of  armed  conflict  or  in  the  a�ermath  of              
disasters  and  other  emergencies;  .  19  pledges  submi�ed  by  Belgium  or  the  BRC  :               
Sauver  des  vies  par  le  renforcement  des  forma�ons  aux  premiers  secours;            
Strengthening  compliance  with  Interna�onal  Humanitarian  Law;  Rôle  de  la  Société           
na�onale  en  tant  qu’auxiliaire  des  pouvoirs  publics;  Ra�fica�on  du  troisième           
amendement  au  Statut  de  Rome;  Espace  humanitaire;Mise  en  œuvre  de  la            
Conven�on  de  La  Haye  de  1954  rela�ve  à  la  protec�on  des  biens  culturels  en  cas                
de  conflit  armé  et  de  ses  Protocoles;  Partenariat  entre  la  Coopéra�on  au             
développement  et  le  CICR;  Prépara�on  aux  catastrophes  à  l’étranger;Dialogue  on           
the  humanitarian  impact  of  nuclear  weapons;  Aide  humanitaire         
interna�onale;Tracing/RFL;  Forma�on  des  magistrats  en  droit  interna�onal        
humanitaire;Renforcement  des  cadres  juridiques  applicables  aux  interven�ons  en         
cas  de  catastrophes,  à  la  réduc�on  des  risques  et  aux  premiers  secours;Aide             
humanitaire  interna�onale  –  Evidence  Based  Prac�ce;Soins  de  santé  en  danger  –            
Renforcer  le  cadre  norma�f  na�onal;Soins  de  santé  en  danger  –  Forma�on  des             
personnels  de  santé;Training  of  officials  of  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  and             
Development  Coopera�on;  Sensibilisa�on  des  acteurs  humanitaires  au  droit         
interna�onal  humanitaire.  source:  Pledges  and  reports  search  engine         
h�ps://rcrcconference.org/about/pledges/search/ .  
7 Pledges  submi�ed  or  co-submi�ed  by  Belgium  at  the  33rd  conference  according             
to  the  database  of  the  ICRC  .  Pledges  submi�ed  by  Belgium  on  the  10/12/2019:               
Forma�on  des  magistrats  en  DIH;  Ra�fica�on  des  quatrième,  cinquième  et  sixième            

pledges  from  the  32nd  edi�on  (nuclear  weapons  and  healthcare  in  danger),            

are   covered   in   the   case   studies   annexed   to   the   present   evalua�on   report.  

As  part  of  the  follow  up  on  pledges,  all  of  have  published  a  report  on  the                 

ac�vi�es  of  the  Belgian  Red  Cross  towards  the  realisa�on  of  the  pledge.  All              

pledges  have  seen  at  least  some  relevant  ac�ons  and  follow-up  by  the  BRC              

and   the   government.   

 The  format  of  the  reports  however  does  not  facilitate  the  assessment  of              

these  ac�ons  and  the  role  of  the  BRC  in  the  policy  results.  The  reports  list                

ac�ons  by  the  BRC  and  policy  ini�a�ves  by  the  government.  At  the  same              

�me,  they  lack  reflec�on  and  stocktaking  of  the  result  of  the  work  in  terms               

of  envisioned  versus  obtained  policy  outcomes,  an  analysis  of  successful           

ini�a�ves  or  best  prac�ces,  or  indica�on  of  the  way  forward.  From  the             

33rd  Conference  onwards,  the  pledge  format  allows  for  planning  in  terms            

of  milestones  and  measurement,  which  will,  if  implemented  correctly,          

increase   the   insights   that   can   be   gained   from   the   repor�ng   on   pledges.  

The  Red  Cross  mandate  is  a  special  added  value  where  advocacy/advisory            

roles  and  implementa�on  roles  flow  together.  This  is  visible  in  the  case  of  the               

Humanitarian  Strategy  of  Belgium,  where  the  BRC  consults  twice-yearly  on           

the  adjustment  of  the  strategy  and  is  also  the  main  implementa�on  partner.             

In  this  case  IHL  exper�se  and  the  capacity  to  conduct  principled            

amendements  au  Statut  de  Rome;  Renforcement  du  respect  du  droit  interna�onal            
humanitaire  –  Mise  en  œuvre  de  la  Conven�on  de  La  Haye  de  1954  rela�ve  à  la                 
protec�on  des  biens  culturels  en  cas  de  conflit  armé  et  de  ses  Protocoles;              
Development  of  a  revised  opera�onal  law  manual  for  the  Belgian  armed  forces;             
Co-submi�ed  by  Belgium  and  other  countries  on  19/11/2019:  Support  for  the            
Interna�onal  Humanitarian  Fact  Finding  Commission  (IHFFC).  Source:  ICRC  33rd          
edi�on  conference  website  at     
h�p://ir.icrc.org/en/2019/12/33rd-interna�onal-conference-of-the-red-cross-and-r 
ed-crescent/   
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humanitarian  ac�on  strengthens  each  other.  This  is  a  par�cular  type  of            

impact   which   illustrates   the   auxiliary   role   of   the   BRC.  

 

Enablers   of   impact  

Interviews  with  the  team  highlighted  that  IHL  advocacy  has  been  more            

successful  in  cases  where  the  Belgian  government  does  not  have           

diploma�c  and  policy  priori�es  that  go  firmly  against  the  BRC’s  advocacy            

posi�on.   

BRC’s  advocacy  draws  strength  from  the  special  mandate,  interna�onal          

visibility  and  long-term  rela�onship  between  the  ICRC,  BRC  and          

governments.  The  special  status  of  the  BRC  and  the  RCRC  in  general  as  the               

guardian   of   IHL   is   rarely   disputed.   

BRC,  similarly  to  other  Na�onal  Red  Cross  Red  Crescent  socie�es  around            

the  world,  works  with  governments  following  principles  of  collabora�on,          

and  behind-the-scenes  work.  Different  from  tradi�onal  advocacy,  which  is          

o�en  defined  in  more  opposi�onal  terms,  this  approach  has  been  useful  in             

maintaining  long-term  dialogue  with  advocacy  targets,  based  on  trust  and           

confidence.  At  the  same  �me,  the  role  of  BRC  and  all  Red  Cross  socie�es  is                

different  from  that  of  NGOs.  According  to  its  mandate  provided  by  the             

Statutes  of  the  Movement  and  its  own  Statutes,  the  BRC  is  ac�ng  as              

auxiliary  to  the  Belgian  authori�es  in  the  humanitarian  field,  based  on            

which  it  disseminates  and  assists  their  authori�es  in  dissemina�ng  IHL  and            

takes  ini�a�ves  in  this  respect,  and  cooperate  with  the  authori�es  to            

ensure  respect  for  IHL  and  to  protect  the  dis�nc�ve  emblems  recognized            

by  the  Geneva  Conven�ons  and  their  Addi�onal  Protocols.  This  auxiliary           

role  entails  a  specific  rela�onship  with  the  authori�es.  The  bilateral  and            

confiden�al  dialogue  is  the  privileged  approach  of  the  BRC  regarding  this            

specific  rela�onship  and  according  to  the  Principle  of  Neutrality.  As  the            

holder  of  a  special  mandate,  the  organisa�on’s  strategy  does  not  include            

cri�cising  government  ac�on  or  talking  to  the  media  about  specific           

developments   in   Belgium.   

BRC’s  IHL  teams  have  a  highly  skilled,  if  small,  workforce  and  li�le  turnover              

in  recent  years.  This  has  allowed  BRC  to  construct  a  long-term  rela�onship             

of   trust   with   some   stakeholders   (especially   the   CIDH/ICHR).  

The  exper�se  and  professionalism  of  the  team  members  was  highlighted  in            

several  of  the  interviews  conducted  for  this  study.  This  enables  them  to             

manage  several  stakeholder  rela�ons  at  the  same  �me,  as  well  as  being  an              

equal   conversa�on   partner   for   the   CIDH/ICHR.  

The  BRC  has  a  broad  network  within  the  CIDH/ICHR  and  many            

policymakers  have  a  personal  connec�on  to  the  organisa�on.  These          

rela�onships  can  be  an  important  vehicle  for  goodwill,  although  difficult  to            

quan�fy   and   trace.  

Several  civil  society  organisa�ons  (CSOs)  advocate  on  issues  that  are           

per�nent  to  the  BRC’s  priori�es.  The  interest  of  policymakers  in  making            

specific  decisions  and  the  extent  to  which  IHL-related  issues  are  per�nent            

on  the  poli�cal  agenda,  is  also  influenced  by  the  advocacy  of  these  other              

CSOs.  Therefore,  BRC  advocacy  benefits  from  the  campaigning  of  other           

CSOs  where  the  goals  are  complementary.  This  is  a  benefit,  even  as,  due  to               

the  special  mandate  of  the  BRC,  the  collabora�on  usually  takes  the  shape             
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of  an  exchange  of  exper�se  and  not  that  of  structured  concerta�on  [see             

Effec�veness   sec�on].   

Advocacy  is  an  ins�tu�onal  priority  for  the  BRC).  IHL  advocacy  is  also             

stated  as  an  area  of  focus  in  the  mul�-annual  Strategy  of  the  RKV.  This               

means  that  the  teams  working  on  advocacy  have  internal  support  and            

visibility   for   their   work.  

Barriers   to   impact   

Where  advocacy  takes  place  through  wri�en  outputs  (e.g.  official  le�ers  to            

decision  makers),  the  team  reported  that  there  is  o�en  li�le  scope  for             

securing  an  official  response  and  for  making  requests  or  informa�on           

provision   into   a   deeper   conversa�on.  

BRC’s  advocacy  also  builds  on  training  to  young  diplomats.  This  type  of             

engagement  has  a  very  long-term  theory  of  change  between  the  ac�on            

and  the  purported  effect-  i.e.  that  these  individuals  will  work  on  the  ground              

in  crisis  areas  where  they  will  be  able  to  recall  and  apply  IHL  in  crisis                

situa�ons.  This  theory  of  change  has  however  not  been  explicitly  spelled            

out  as  part  of  the  strategy,  and  there  are  no  long-term  follow-up  structures              

that  would  allow  the  BRC  to  probe  the  validity  of  this  expecta�on.  The              

long  �meline  makes  tracking  and  a�ribu�on  close  to  impossible.  The           

strategy  behind  the  training  seems  valuable  in  mapping  the  chain  of  actors             

that  are  in  decision  making  posi�ons  in  situa�ons  where  the  respect  of  IHL              

has  to  be  ensured.  If  this  is  the  case,  there  could  be  a  separate  strategic                

approach  to  interac�ng  with  other  actors  and  over  a  longer  �meframe  to             

build  this  thread  of  interven�on  into  a  whole  approach  (e.g.  engagement            

with   the   trained   diplomats   over   �me,   follow-up   with   embassies).  

Given  the  limited  resources  of  the  team,  most  of  the  engagement  takes             

place  within  the  rela�onship  with  the  CIDH/ICHR.  This  means  that           

advocacy  is  only  as  influen�al  as  CIDH/ICHR  members  are  in  bringing  IHL             

back  to  their  respec�ve  departments.  The  BRC  currently  does  not  work            

with  Parliaments  extensively  (as  it  was  reported  about  the  Dutch  society)            

nor  does  it  have  a  strategy  to  iden�fy  and  build  a  rela�onship  with  key               

stakeholders  in  decision  making  posi�ons  (as  the  french  society  does,  for            

instance).   

The  BRC’s  engagement  strategy  with  the  media,  and  how  this  could            

support  advocacy,  has  not  yet  been  ar�culated.  CRB-Cf  does  not  have  a             

media  strategy,  and  RKV  sees  media  strategy  as  a  tool  for  general  visibility,              

not  specifically  as  an  advocacy  tool.  More  reflec�on  on  what  ques�ons            

were  raised  by  the  media  could  be  useful  in  understanding  what  works  in              

the   BRC’s   approach   and   where   it   could   be   strengthened.   

BRC’s  advocacy  work  is  taking  place  in  a  challenging  interna�onal  and            

na�onal  context.  Interviewees  have  iden�fied  a  worrying  global  trend          

towards  states  ques�oning  the  validity  of  IHL  principles,  together  with  a            

broader  trend  towards  restric�on  of  civil  space  and  human  rights.  This            

restricts   the   space   for   IHL   advocacy.   

Recommendations   -   contribution   to   impact  

7. In  formula�ng  advocacy  posi�ons,  build  on  the  experience         

with  pledges  and  other  specific  messaging.  This  would         
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allow  BRC  to  map  out  where  the  BRC  posi�on  is  aligned            

with  the  Belgian  government's  posi�on,  whether  there  are         

any  key  allies  and  how  much  can  be  achieved  in  a  certain             

direc�on.   

8. Work   around   pledges   is   a   keystone   feature   of   BRC’s  

advocacy,   which   makes   BRC’s   impact   on   decision   making  

visible.   However,   the   pledges   do   not   currently   use  

milestones   or   means   of   verifica�on.   This   was   the   case   for  

the   pledges   made   at   the   32nd   Interna�onal   COnference   and  

their   reports.   It   is   s�ll   missing   in   the   pledge   documents   of  

the   33rd   Interna�onal   Conference   despite   the   possibility  

offered   by   the   standard   pledge   format,   which   now   expressly  

includes   headings   for   milestones   and   monitoring.   We  

recommend   that   BRC   includes   main   results   and   a   means   and  

�meline   for   following   up   on   the   pledges;   possibly   with   a  

range   of   outcomes   (e.g.   also   specifying   what   would   be   the  

minimum   response   the   BRC   would   hope   to   see   in   the   4  

years;   what   would   be   a   sa�sfactory   follow-up   and   what  

would   be   an   outstanding   outcome).   For   EU   pledges,   the   BRC  

could   play   a   leading   role   in   following   up   on   the  

implementa�on   of   those   that   are   most   relevant   for   the  

BRC’s   5   priori�es,   while   for   the   Belgian   pledges,   a   systema�c  

way   of   capturing   the   evolu�on   of   results   could   be   applied   to  

all   pledges.   This   work   could   build   on   the   already   exis�ng  

structures   of   the   CIDH/ICHR,   and   add   a   reflec�ve   element  

to   the   discussions.   These   frameworks   would   then   help   the  

BRC   tell   the   story   of   its   influencing   work   to   internal   and  

external   audiences.   

9. We  recommend  capturing  examples  of  “impact  stories”        

where  the  message  was  taken  up,  and  capturing  the  work           

that  contributed  to  these  outcomes.  This  would  be         

usefully  done  as  close  to  the  outcome  as  possible.  These           

could  take  the  shape  of  a  few  bullet  points  and  dra�ed  at             

or  around  the  twice-yearly  reflec�on  mee�ngs.  The  two         

IHL  teams  could  share  this  with  each  other  and  the  senior            

leadership  of  their  respec�ve  organisa�ons,  as  well  as         

other  Na�onal  Socie�es.  These  could  also  help  in         

illustra�ng   advocacy   outcomes   for   the   final   evalua�on.   

10. In  cases  where  EU/interna�onal  conferences  (such  as  the         

Legal  Support  Group’s  events)  are  organised  these  could         

offer  a  useful  venue  for  discussions  around  the  impact  of           

Red  Cross  socie�es  in  influencing,  and  the  means  to          

understand  and  capture  progress  towards  the  realisa�on        

of   pledges.   

11. Impact  is  currently  rarely  discussed  in  the  coopera�on         

mee�ngs  between  the  BRC  teams.  We  recommend  that  at          

each  scheduled  mee�ng,  or  informal  catch-up  on  a         

monthly  or  quarterly  basis,  successes  and  missed  chances         

for  contribu�on  to  impact,  are  reflected  upon,  and  these          

insights  inform  the  planning  of  upcoming  ac�on.  These         

should   draw   on   an   agreed-upon   defini�on   of   impact.  

12. CRB-Cf   should   consider   making   IHL   advocacy   a   priority   in  

its   next   mul�   annual   strategy,   to   highlight   its   importance.  
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2   Effectiveness  
This  sec�on  reviews  the  ways  in  which  the  BRC’s  advocacy  ac�vi�es  are             
delivered.   

Is   our   expertise   effectively   shared   with   policymakers?   

Progress  against  the  indicators  in  the  log-frame  is  promising.  The  BRC  has             

shared  posi�ons  with  decision  makers  according  to  the  planning,  with  a            

slight  over-delivery.  The  evalua�on  found  it  highly  likely  that  the  BRC  will             8

meet  all  its  commitments  and  targets  by  the  end  of  the  implementa�on             

period.  Table  2  below  illustrates  the  significant  progress  that  BRC  has  made             

towards   its   advocacy   objec�ves.  

Posi�ons  are  shared  with  policymakers  through  collabora�on  in  the          

CIDH/ICHR,  and  through  mee�ngs,  as  well  as  official  le�ers  and  mailings.            

The  BRC  has  however  limited  insight  into  how/whether  these  posi�ons  are            

received   at   the   appropriate   level   of   decision   making.   

The  planning  foresees  10  instances  of  shared  posi�oning  per  year,  with  no             

increase  or  decrease  for  any  of  the  programme  years.  The  number  is  the              

same  as  the  baseline  in  2015.  This  constant  target  could  reflect  that  the              

8 For  the  coun�ng  of  posi�ons  shared,  each  message  can  be  counted  as  one               
instance  of  sharing,  even  if  it  is  the  same  document.  Numbers  provided  in  this               
sec�on  cover  ac�vi�es  un�l  the  end  of  Y3  (2019).  Given  the  data  collec�on              
prac�ces  of  the  BRC,  no  data  was  available  on  the  par�al  progress  by  July  2019                
[the   evalua�on   period].  

planning  does  not  foresee  years  of  peak  ac�vity  (e.g.  elec�ons  or  years             

where  Interna�onal  conferences  of  Red  Cross  socie�es  are  held),  and  that            

there  are  no  ambi�ons  to  increase  the  targeted  messaging  in  the  peak             

�mes.  While  the  logic  framework  does  not  offer  a  reason  for  keeping  the              

ambi�ons  of  posi�on-sharing  constant,  the  implemen�ng  team  has         

indicated  that  this  decision  is  mo�vated  by  a  focus  on  ensuring  a  high              

quality   of   posi�ons   instead   of   pushing   for   higher   numbers.   

Work  around  the  pledges  in  the  four-yearly  Red  Cross  conferences  is  an             

effec�ve  way  of  sharing  specific  exper�se  with  policymakers.  However,  this           

sharing  stays  at  the  level  of  the  CIDH/ICHR  in  most  cases,  where  pledges              

are  dra�ed  through  working  groups.  Implementa�on  of  the  pledges  then  is            

supposed  to  include  a  wider  variety  of  stakeholders.  Given  limited           

resources,  focusing  on  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  an  effec�ve  way  of  reaching            

relevant  stakeholders.  However,  issues  of  high  priority,  or  where  the           

engagement  level  of  the  CIDH/ICHR  par�cipants  is  lower,  may  necessitate           

a  more  intense  mapping  and  engagement  with  interlocutors  beyond  the           

Commi�ee.  
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Table   2.   Progress   towards   indicator   targets  

Indicator   Value   at   end   of   2019  
[July   2019   where  
available]   [Target  
value   by   2019/   by  
end   of   project]  

%   of   target   

RKV  Indicator  2.1 Professionals        
and  Belgian  policy  makers  report      
that  their  knowledge  of  IHL  has       
increased   due   to   RKV   training  

96%   [85%/85%]  113%  

RKV  Indicator  2.2  The  Belgian          
government  implements  and    
makes  commitments  during  the     
32nd  Interna�onal  Conference    
of  the  Red  Cross  and  the  Red        
Crescent  (IC)  prepares  the  33rd      
IC.  

85%   [75%/100%]  113%  

Shared  Indicator  2.2.2  -  Number        
of  �mes  RKV  ac�vely  shared  a       
posi�on  on  IHL  with  Belgian      
policy   makers.  

39   [32/58]  122%  

Shared   Indicator   2.3  
Number  of  �mes  the  Belgian      
government  posi�ons  itself  on     
IHL  with  regard  to  humanitarian      
issues  

19   [20/50]  9
 

95%  
 

CRB-Cf   Indicator   3.1  
The  number  of  �mes  that  the       
BRC  has  ac�vely  shared  a      
posi�on  on  interna�onal    

36   [30/50]  120%  

9   value   to   the   end   of   2018  

humanitarian  law  that  takes  into      
account  gender  and/or  the     
environment  among  Belgian    
decision-makers  

CRB-Cf   Indicator   3.2  
Number  of  Belgian  policy  makers      
supported  who  claim  to  have      
durably  strengthened  their    
knowledge  of  interna�onal    
humanitarian  law  and  the     
Interna�onal  Red  Cross  and  Red      
Crescent  Movement  through    
support  and  the  exper�se  of  the       
BRC.  

72   [34/56]  211%  

 

Do  we  communicate  enough  about  our  specificity  as  the  Red  Cross                      

compared  to  other  organizations  of  the  civil  society  (principles,                  

mandate)?   

CIDH/ICHR  members  interviewed  for  this  review  were  keenly  aware  of  the            

specifici�es  of  the  BRC  and  its  role  in  Belgium.  However,  no  policymakers             

from  other  bodies  were  reached  by  the  study,  which  does  not  make  it              

possible  to  answer  this  ques�on  for  those  policymakers  who  are  not            

engaging   with   IHL   and   the   BRC   on   a   daily   basis   in   their   own   work.   

Communica�ng  about  the  specificity  of  the  Red  Cross  is  central  to  the             

thinking  of  the  team.  An  in-depth  review  of  the  outputs  of  the  BRC  was               

beyond  the  scope  of  this  evalua�on,  but  based  on  interviews,  the  team  has              

a  high  level  of  awareness  of  the  specifici�es  of  the  BRC  mandate  and  refers               

to  the  mandate  and  specifici�es  extensively  when  planning  the  form  or            
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content  of  advocacy  ac�ons.  Therefore,  the  team  communicates         

sufficiently   about   the   BRC’s   specificity.  

Are  our  expectations,  objectives  and  added  value  clear  enough  for                    
policymakers?  

Based  on  our  interviews  with  policymakers  and  reflec�on  with  the           

team,policymakers  in  the  priority  audience  of  the  BRC  are  sufficiently           

aware   of   the   objec�ves   and   added   value   of   the   BRC.   

The  team  reported  different  levels  of  awareness  and  openness  to  the            

objec�ves  and  special  status  of  the  Red  Cross  in  the  policymaking            

audiences  that  the  BRC  engages  with  less  frequently  (e.g.  members  of            

federal  Parliament).  As  a  result,  if  the  range  of  policymakers  will  grow  in  the               

future,  the  first  period  of  engagement  will  likely  need  to  include            

communica�on   about   the   Red   Cross   as   such,   alongside   IHL   content.  

Are  policy  makers  strengthened  in  their  knowledge  of  IHL  following  our                      

interventions?  

Two  types  of  interac�on  can  contribute  to  strengthening  the  IHL           

awareness  of  policymakers:  awareness  and  knowledge  gained  through         

receiving  targeted  messaging  of  the  BRC  and  awareness  or  knowledge           

strengthened  through  a�ending  events  such  as  conferences  or  the  training           

of  young  diplomats.  Some  of  these  counterparts,  especially  the  ones  with            

whom  BRC  works  in  the  CIDH/ICHR  might  already  have  high  levels  of             

awareness   and   knowledge   of   IHL.   

Based  on  the  indicators  listed  in  the  logframe  made  available  to  the             

evaluators,  the  propor�on  of  training  par�cipants  who  express  that  their           

knowledge  of  IHL  was  strengthened  through  the  training  is  very  high            

(above  75%).  Therefore,  we  can  conclude  that  training  par�cipants'          

awareness  of  IHL  has  been  strengthened,  at  least  in  the  short  term,             

through  the  interven�on.  The  same  is  likely  to  be  true  for  conference  or              

seminar  a�endees.  We  base  this  assump�on  on  the  reasoning  that  the            

content  of  these  presenta�ons  is  highly  specific  and  targeted  to  the  profile             

of  a�endees.  Therefore,  those  that  a�end  are  likely  to  be  interested,  and             

receive  informa�on  that  has  been  adapted  to  the  professional  interests  of            

the  par�cipants.  These  assump�ons  however  remain  to  be  proved  further,           

perhaps   in   the   final   evalua�on   of   the   programme.  

An  assessment  of  the  impact  of  BRC  engagement  on          

knowledge/awareness  would  need  to  rely  on  an  assessment  of  the  star�ng            

knowledge  of  counterparts.  In  some  cases  this  is  available,  at  least            

informally  (e.g.  the  presenter  from  BRC  can  gauge  it  from  interac�on  with             

conference   par�cipants).  

The  evalua�on  found  li�le  to  no  evidence  of  long-term  engagement  of            

training  par�cipants.  Follow-up  on  engagement  could  help  deepen  the          

effects   of   knowledge   transfer   on   individual   occasions.  

Do  we  use  the  right  tools  to  support  and  influence  policy  makers?  Are  the                            

tools  and  messages  transmitted  useful  and  exploitable  by  the                  

authorities?  

Not  iden�fying  as  a  tradi�onal  “advocacy”  organisa�on  is  key  to  the  Red             

Cross  iden�ty.  This  was  reflected  in  all  interviews  conducted  for  the            

evalua�on.  Most  Red  Cross  and  ICRC  stakeholders  feel  that  direct           

confiden�al  dialogue  is  the  most  important  tool  for  the  Red  Cross            
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organisa�ons,  and  this  should  stay  the  cornerstone  of  the  BRC’s  approach.            

Our  analysis  and  recommenda�ons  take  this  specificity  into  account.  As           

such,  there  is  no  expecta�on  of  the  BRC  to  conduct  wide-ranging  and             

highly  visible  public  campaigns  or  media-based  interven�ons  around  its          

priori�es.   

The  BRC  uses  a  mix  of  tools  that  face  policymakers  within  the  framework              

of  confiden�al  dialogue:  pledges;  coordina�on  and  informa�on  provision         

within  the  CIDH/ICHR;  wri�en  requests  for  response  or  ac�on;  mee�ngs;           

conferences  and  training.  As  discussed  above  in  the  effec�veness  sec�ons,           

the  staff,  policymakers  and  other  Na�onal  Socie�es  all  felt  that  working            

with  the  Commi�ee  is  a  highly  effec�ve  tool  for  strengthening  IHL.  Staff             

felt  that  the  follow  up  on  wri�en  communica�ons  and  official  le�ers  is             

o�en  less.  Where  possible,  repeated  coordina�on  and  in-person  mee�ngs          

have  proven  an  effec�ve  way  to  keep  communica�ons  open  and           

strengthen  the  rela�onship  with  key  policymakers.  This  was  visible  in  the            

case   of   BRC’s   advocacy   around   Nuclear   weapons   (see   case   study).   

The  BRC  also  works  with  standard  le�ers  prepared  by  the  ICRC  with  the              

support  of  Na�onal  Socie�es  on  specific  IHL  issues.  The  IHL  team            

considers  these  le�ers  an  effec�ve  tool  in  promp�ng  reac�on  or  posi�ons            

from  the  Blgian  government.  As  these  le�ers  are  shared  with  a  high             

number  of  States  by  their  respec�ve  Na�onal  Socie�es,  the  first  objec�ve            

of  this  kind  of  documents  is  to  prompt  ac�on  through  explicitly  addressing             

mul�ple  countries,  a  strategy  that  has  been  effec�ve  in  Belgium.  The  BRC             

o�en  adapts  the  content  of  these  le�ers  to  the  Belgian  context,  and             

a�empts  follow  up  with  recipients  (e.g.  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs).  The             

effec�veness  in  terms  of  longer  term  follow  up  has  not  always  been             

successful,   depending   on   the   agenda   of   the   targeted   policymakers.  

For  the  5  priority  areas,  the  BRC  also  uses  tools  that  are  beyond  advocacy.               

While  not  the  focus  of  this  evalua�on,  the  priority  areas  are  also  addressed              

in  the  dissemina�on  and  communica�ons  programmes  of  the  BRC.  This  is            

relevant  as  the  advocacy  work  does  not  take  place  in  a  vacuum:  it  leverages               

the  status  and  exper�se  of  the  BRC  to  give  weight  to  its  arguments.  In  the                

case  of  the  Healthcare  in  danger  por�olio  for  instance,  this  meant            

coordina�on  with  policy  makers,  but  also  training  and  dialogue  with           

implementers.  

From  interviews  with  the  IHL  team,  we  know  that  the  BRC  tailors             

informa�on  provision  to  its  recipient.  Interviews  with  CIDH/ICHR  members          

and  the  DGD  have  felt  that  the  informa�on  was  useful  and  applicable  to              

concrete  situa�ons.  We  know  less  about  the  usefulness  and  applicability  of            

BRC’s  informa�on  or  recommenda�ons  to  target  groups  which  have  less           

intense   engagement   with   the   BRC.  

Does  the  frequency  of  dialogue  allow  structural  monitoring  of  the                    

dossiers?   If   not,   how   to   ensure   a   more   structural   follow-up?  

Monitoring  of  dossiers  depends  on  the  provision  of  informa�on  from           

policymakers,  but  also  on  internal  structures  for  the  team  to  transform            

informa�on  into  insights  and  decisions  about  advocacy.  BRC’s  frequency  of           

engagement  with  policy  makers  varies  according  to  the  structures  and           

rela�onships.  In  the  CIDH/ICHR,  standing  structures  mean  sufficient  space          

for  follow  up,  provided  all  relevant  actors  are  willing  and  able  to  par�cipate.              

Where  several  policymakers  are  involved  in  follow-up  to  pledges  (such  as  in             
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the  case  of  the  Healthcare  in  danger  dossier),  the  coordina�on  for            

follow-up  has  been  more  challenging  than  in  cases  where  the  dialogue            

needs  to  be  ensured  with  a  more  limited  range  of  actors  (e.g.  on  Nuclear               

weapons).   

The  work  is  currently  organised  in  a  fluid  way,  with  the  small  teams              

following  all  dossiers  and  pressure  to  address  the  5  BRC  priori�es  as  well              

as  ICRC  priori�es  as  they  emerge.  This  has  led  to  considerable  workload             

and  pressure  on  the  teams  working  on  advocacy,  and  a  challenge  in             

ensuring   structural   follow   up.   

The  evalua�on  found  a  lack  of  sufficient  and  structured  reflec�on  �me  to             

take  stock  of  progress,  pi�alls  and  successes  on  each  area  of  ac�vity.  The              

opportunity  to  reflect  would  enable  the  team  to  capture  insights  and  learn             

about  their  own  prac�ce,  as  well  as  in  structuring  follow-up  on  the  basis  of               

insights.   

An  update  of  the  mee�ng  prac�ce  and  the  monitoring  and  evalua�on            

framework  of  the  advocacy  workstream  could  address  several  of  these           

challenges   (see   recommenda�ons).   

Should  we  take  more  and/or  better  account  of  the  Belgian  political                      
calendar   and   the   CRCR   Movement?   If   yes,   how   ?  

The  BRC  follows  the  CRCR  Movement  agenda  closely.  The  IHL  team  makes             

all  efforts  possible  to  follow  up  on  requests  from  the  ICRC  and  coordinate              

with  other  Na�onal  Socie�es  around  specific  interven�ons  (e.g.  le�ers,  or           

addressing  intergovernmental  bodies  such  as  the  NATO  in  the  case  of  nuclear             

weapons   advocacy).  

The  Belgian  poli�cal  agenda  is  currently  not  one  of  the  planning  priori�es  of              

the  BRC’s  advocacy  programme.  The  BRC  team  highlighted  a  poten�al           

conflict  between  addressing  poli�cal  changes  too  much  and  being  a  neutral            

guardian  of  IHL.  Being  perceived  as  having  a  stake  in  poli�cal  changes,  is  felt               

to  present  a  risk  that  could  undermine  the  percep�on  of  impar�ality  that  is              

key   to   the   special   mandate   and   iden�ty   of   the   Red   Cross.   

At  the  same  �me,  currently  important  opportuni�es  are  missed  to  transmit            

the  messages  that  the  BRC  most  cares  about.  Forma�on  of  governments  and             

changes  in  ministries  and  parliaments  that  are  responsible  for  formula�ng           

policies  leave  space  for  specialist  input.  If  the  BRC  manages  to  keep  track  of               

the  policy  and  decision  making  cycle,  it  can  mul�ply  the  reach  and  impact  of               

its  messages  about  IHL  priori�es.  This  is  true  for  both  electoral  cycles  and  for               

decision   making   processes   around   individual   pieces   of   legisla�on.   

These  are  possibly  high-level  strategic  decisions  where  the  leadership  of  the            

BRC  would  also  need  to  play  a  role  in  connec�ng  the  BRC’s  advocacy              

planning  with  the  Belgian  poli�cal  agenda.  The  evalua�on  recommends  the           

defini�on  of  a  structured  advocacy  strategy  and  calendar  that  can  guide  this             

strategic   planning.  

How  does  the  planning  and  implementation  of  advocacy  respond  to  the                      

emergent   changes   in   the   political   context?  

Pledges  made  at  the  Interna�onal  Conferences,  and  the  5  priori�es  defined  in             

the   Ac�on   Plan   form   the   thema�c   backbone   of   the   advocacy   planning.  

Priori�es  are  decided  in  a  consulta�on  between  the  two  implemen�ng  BRC            

teams  every  6  months,  and  refined  during  more  informal  exchanges.  This            
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allows  for  shorter-term  requests  and  priori�es  to  be  added  (e.g.  as  ICRC             

priori�es  and  requests  to  Na�onal  Socie�es  are  formulated  throughout  the           

year).  Most  priori�es  are  addressed  on  a  rolling  work  planning  basis  (i.e.  there              

is  a  yearly  cycle  of  planning  outreach  or  CIDH/ICHR  mee�ngs),  which            

enables   the   team   to   know   what   is   coming   up   on   their   agenda.  

 A  challenge  of  the  high  level  of  involvement  in  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  that  in  the                 

working  groups  led  by  the  BRC,  the  organisa�on  has  increasingly  occupied            

key  responsibili�es  in  chairing  and  managing  the  work.  Interviewees  shared  a            

feeling  of  being  responsible  for  keeping  momentum  and  urging  ac�on  within            

the  working  groups.  As  the  BRC  is  not  a  policymaker,  this  role  is  somewhat               

beyond  its  mandate,  and  is  a  source  of  pressure  on  the  team.  At  the  �me  of                 

the  review  (star�ng  January  2020)  the  team  was  reviewing  their  engagement            

in  the  CIDH/ICHR  and  suppor�ng  the  development  of  a  strategy  for  the             

Commi�ee.  This  is  an  important  role  and  one  that  will  also  enable  more              

structural   planning   for   the   BRC.  

BRC’s  advocacy  is  not  informed  by  a  mul�-annual  or  yearly  advocacy  plan             

and  calendar,  which  could  be  the  keystone  tool  for  organising  advocacy.            

There  is  close  consulta�on  between  the  two  IHL  teams,  which  has  enabled             

the  programme  to  run  smoothly  so  far.  The  lack  of  such  a  planning  structure               

however  can  make  it  challenging  to  integrate  other  actors  or  new  team             

members  into  the  work  stream;  or  to  take  decisions  on  redistribu�ng            

resources   between   priori�es.   

It  is  not  possible  to  gain  a  systema�c  overview  of  ac�vi�es  and  outcomes              

that  took  place  in  addi�on  to  the  planned  results,  or  those  cases  where  the               

outcomes  fell  short  of  the  planning,  as  the  progress  of  the  ac�vi�es  is  not               

captured  in  an  ins�tu�onal  framework.  The  lack  of  an  advocacy  framework            

and  structured  reflec�on  ul�mately  cons�tutes  a  limit  to  the  ability  of  the             

two  teams  to  synthesise  insights  and  understand  the  “big  picture”  over  �me,             

as   well   as   to   respond   to   emerging   changes   in   a   strategic   way.   

Are  we  working  with  interlocutors  at  the  right  levels  (administration,                    

parliament,  cabinet)  and  contacts  within  them?  With  which  additional                  

levels   should   we   work?  

The  BRC  currently  does  not  use  a  strategic  stakeholder  mapping  for            

reaching  more  or  different  stakeholders.  There  is  a  stakeholder  mapping  in            

the  project  applica�on  and  a  SWOT  analysis  of  the  individual  stakeholders,            

therefore  we  can  assume  that  this  has  been  part  of  the  discussions.             

However,  the  mapping  has  not  been  translated  into  shared  guidelines  for            

how  to  adapt  the  advocacy  to  each  of  the  stakeholders  on  the  basis  of               

these  insights.  It  is  unclear  with  what  frequency  the  mapping  would  be             

updated.  

The  advocacy  team  feels  that  the  CIDH/ICHR  is  a  well-chosen  primary            

interlocutor  as  it  unites  representa�ves  from  ministerial  departments,  who          

are  also  entry  points  for  poten�al  contacts  in  the  Ministries'  cabinets.  At             

the  same  �me,  the  team  also  felt  that  some�mes  the  CIDH/ICHR  also  acts              

as  a  gatekeeper,  meaning  that  there  is  li�le  support  for  the  BRC  building              

own   contacts   without   going   through   the   CIDH/ICHR   first.  

The  focus  on  the  CIDH/ICHR  however  also  means  that  the  BRC  has  very              

limited  own  networks  with  some  types  of  ins�tu�onal  stakeholders  (most           

importantly,  members  and  staff  of  the  regional  or  federal  Parliaments;           

regional  governments;  youth  movements;  and  ministerial  cabinets  beyond         
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CIDH/ICHR  members).  According  to  our  interviews  with  the  team,  some  of            

these  stakeholders  have  a  rela�onship  or  awareness  of  the  ICRC’s  work  but             

less   so   of   the   BRC’s   priori�es   and   vision.  

For  example,  the  team  has  realised  some  ac�vi�es  with  members  of  the             

federal  Parliament  (hearings,  seminar,  mee�ngs).  They  have  found  limited          

availability  and  interest  from  MPs  for  substan�al  follow-up.  This  prac�ce           

therefore  needs  further  reflec�on  and  planning  from  the  BRC  to           

strengthen  the  alignment  between  the  interest  of  MPs  and  their  staff,  and             

the   BRC’s   approach.  

How  can  we  measure  the  impact  of  our  activities  on  policymakers'                      

decision-making?   Are   our   monitoring   tools   adequate?  

The  current  system  for  monitoring  outcomes  of  advocacy  relies  on  a            

database  of  official  statements,  manually  collected  and  maintained  by  two           

members  of  the  BRC  team  for  agreeing  on  the  value  related  to  the              

common   indicator   on   posi�ons   taken   by   the   government..  

As  such,  the  monitoring  of  this  indicator  relies  on  the  follow-up  on  pledges              

through  the  CIDH/ICHR  and  scanning  of  official  government  press  releases           

or  official  reports  of  events  for  a  men�on  of  IHL  issues  that  are  covered  by                

BRC  advocacy.  This  risks  not  capturing  all  influence  of  BRC’s  contribu�ons.            

The  team  has  closer  knowledge  of  policy  processes,  especially  in  the  files             

where  BRC,  either  individually  or  together  with  the  ICRC,  directly  engages            

with  decision  makers  (not  only  with  the  commi�ee).  In  these  cases,  there             

are  more  insights.  These  stories  of  contribu�on  are  however  not  captured            

systema�cally  beyond  some  notes  in  the  monitoring  framework.  An          

addi�onal  prac�ce  of  describing  the  contribu�on  of  BRC  to  outcomes  as            

they   happen   could   strengthen   this   insight.  

The  BRC  currently  has  several  indicators  that  would  depend  on           

self-assessment  of  the  awareness  level  of  the  advocacy  targets.  While  it  is             

possible  to  gain  some  understanding  of  the  impact  through  the  ra�ngs            

provided  by  training  par�cipants,  but  not  into  what  this  awareness  has  led             

to.   

The  current  system  has  to  answer  two  par�ally  overlapping  sets  of            

indicators  and  outcomes  (a  set  from  CRB-Cf  and  one  from  RKV),            

corresponding  to  two  similar  but  not  iden�cal  Theories  of  Change  in  the             

two  frameworks.  The  indicators  are  also  framed  in  slightly  different  ways            

(see  table  above).  The  team  has  a  shared  understanding  of  several  of  the              

indicators  and  how  they  apply  to  advocacy,  but  not  all.  e.g.  gender,             

environment.   

The  teams  organise  regular  monitoring  mee�ngs,  via  telephone  or          

in-person.  Based  on  the  review  of  the  minutes  of  these  mee�ngs,  the             

conversa�ons  are  rather  free-flowing,  with  no  structured  a�en�on  to  the           

objec�ves  of  the  ac�on  plan  or  clear  decision  points.  This  makes  it             

challenging  for  an  outsider  to  iden�fy  the  way  in  which  objec�ves  and             

progress   towards   them   is   reflected   upon   them.  

In  conclusion,  the  current  systems  for  monitoring  impact  should  be           

strengthened  to  enable  tracking  the  contribu�on  of  BRC  to  policy  and            

decision   outcomes.   
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● There  is  no  structure  for  following  up  or  reflec�ng  on           

outcomes.   

● Indicator  values  are  exclusively  used  for  repor�ng,  and  not          

taken  into  account  (nor  considered  useful)  for  planning         

advocacy  (training  feedback  is  used  for  adjus�ng  training).         

This  is  caused  by  lack  of  �me  and  a  lack  of  space  saved  for               

reflec�on  and  decision  making  in  the  regular  mee�ng         

structure.   

● The  process  does  not  allow  for  an  in-depth  insight  into           

what  elements  of  BRC  outreach  and  advocacy  were  the          

most   successful.   

 

How   does   the   BRC’s   work   reflect   the   gender   dimensions?  

CRB-Cf  has  a  recent  gender  ac�on  plan,  which  is  linked  to  the  ICRC’s  1999               

Gender  Policy,  and  a  new  policy  adopted  in  December  2019  on  gender             

equality  and  diversity.  It  has  so  far  mainly  addressed  the  communica�on            10

and  educa�onal  sec�ons  of  the  Ac�on  Plan  (where  the  BRC  has  implemented             

several  relevant  ac�vi�es),  including  the  development  of  outcomes  and          

indicators  for  implementa�on  within  CRB-Cf.  Thhis  approach  to  integra�ng          

gender  is  of  high  quality,  and  the  evaluators  found  it  a  good  prac�ce,  even  as                

the  organisa�ons  might  need  more  �me  to  implement  the  changes  that  are             

envisioned  by  the  plan.  All  CRB-Cf  staff  members  have  a�ended  a  short             

10 IFRC  Gender,  inclusion  and  diversity  resources  available  at          
h�ps://media.ifrc.org/ifrc/what-we-do/inclusion/protec�on-gender-inclusion/ ;  New   
policy   not   yet   publicly   available   at   the   �me   of   wri�ng   of   the   evalua�on.  

training  on  gender  policy.  However,  implementa�on  has  focused  rela�vely          

less  on  the  direct  relevance  of  a  gender  transforma�ve  approach  to  advocacy.             

The  team  has  emphasised  that  increased  a�en�on  on  gender  is  a  rela�vely             

recent   focus   of   the   ICRC   and   as   a   result,   in   Na�onal   Socie�es.  

Gender  -  based  violence  is  one  of  the  priority  advocacy  topics  of  the  BRC.  At                

the  32nd  conference  (2015)  a  specific  pledge  was  adopted  on  sexual  and             

gender-based  violence  during  �mes  of  armed  conflict  or  in  the  a�ermath  of             

disasters  and  other  emergencies  by  the  EU  and  its  Member  States.            11

Therefore,  it  is  likely  that  the  implementa�on  and  longer-term  follow  up  on             

this  pledge  will  require  that  na�onal  socie�es  increase  the  capacity  of  their             

staff  to  understand  the  gender  relevance  of  IHL,  as  well  as  strengthen  their              

ability   to   ar�culate   advocacy   posi�ons   that   include   gender   analysis.   

The  2015  resolu�on  has  iden�fied  a  number  of  ac�ons  that  Na�onal            

Socie�es  commi�ed  to  adop�ng  in  line  with  their  mandate.  The  BRC  has             

made  progress  towards  this.  For  instance,  training  programmes  of  the  BRC            

has  been  updated  to  include  discussion  on  gender-based  violence  -  this            

includes  the  training  of  diplomats,  which  is  part  of  the  advocacy  programme.             

According  to  the  gender  focal  point,  gender-based  violence  is  also           

occasionally  covered  in  the  dialogue  with  the  CIDH/ICHR  mee�ngs  that           

relate  to  following  up  on  pledges.  The  wider  contribu�on  of  the  BRC  to  the               

outcomes  reported  by  Belgium  on  the  pledge  related  to  gender-based           

11 Pledge  of  2  december  2015,  Sexual  and  gender-based  violence  during  �mes  of              
armed  conflict  or  in  the  a�ermath  of  disasters  and  other  emergencies  and  End              
report  Belgium  and  Belgian  Red  Cross  –  Sexual  and  gender-based  violence  during             
�mes  of  armed  conflict  or  in  the  a�ermath  of  disasters  and  other  emergencies,              
OP320037   available   at   :  
h�ps://rcrcconference.org/pledge-report/end-report-belgium-and-belgian-red-cross 
-sexual-and-gender-based-violence-during-�mes-of-armed-conflict-or-in-the-a�er 
math-of-disasters-and-other-emergencies/  
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violence   remains   to   be   specified.   

The  advocacy  programme  has  applied  the  gender  lens  to  topics  that  are  not              

directly  linked  to  gender-based  violence  a  limited  extent.  No  gender-specific           

messaging  has  been  developed  yet.  This  is  different  from  other  programmes            

of  the  BRC,  where  gender  aspects  are  increasingly  reflected,  e.g.  in  training             

materials   on   a   wide   range   of   IHL   topics.  

Given  the  new  gender,  diversity  and  inclusion  policy  of  the  ICRC,  and  the              

progressively  growing  a�en�on  to  gender  in  the  BRC  (at  least  in  the  CRB-Cf),              

the  evaluators  expect  that  the  second  half  of  the  implementa�on  period  will             

see   increased   gender-   specific   advocacy   approaches.  

How   does   the   BRC’s   work   reflect   the   environmental   dimensions?  

There  is  currently  no  environmental  strategy  connected  to  the  BRC’s  IHL            

advocacy.  However,  the  environment  is  addressed  in  IHL  training  to  some            

extent,  and  discussed  in  advocacy  and  dialogue  around  Nuclear  weapons.           

The  CRB-Cf  logical  framework  does  men�on  plans  for  dra�ing  an           

environmental   strategy,   foreseen   for   2020.  

Environment  is  also  an  increasingly  important  area  of  concern  for  the  ICRC’s             

strategy.  As  such,  the  impact  of  warfare  on  natural  environments  is            12

discussed  at  the  highest  levels  of  the  Movement,  and  reflected  in            

Movement-wide  strategies  where  relevant.  Currently,  one  of  the  focus  areas           

of  implementa�on  of  environmental  protec�on  is  the  update  of  military           

12  For  an  overview,  see  ICRC  (2019)  Natural  environment,  a  neglected  vic�m  of              
armed  conflict,  5  June  2019,  ICRC  website        
h�ps://www.icrc.org/en/document/natural-environment-neglected-vic�m-armed-co 
nflict  

guidance.  Therefore,  this  is  likely  to  be  relevant  to  the  BRC’s  work  with              

military   policymakers   as   well   in   the   coming   years.  

How   does   the   BRC   work   with   other   actors?  

Following  policy  guidelines  from  the  ICRC,  as  well  as  the  humanitarian            

mandate  and  the  Fundamental  Principles  of  the  Movement  (especially          

Neutrality),  the  BRC  does  not  collaborate  with  civil  society  actors  or  NGOs             

in  formal  alliances.  This  strategy  is  aimed  at  avoiding  that  Red  Cross             

socie�es  become  part  of  alliances  with  their  own  messaging  which  could            

go  against  or  beyond  the  Fundamental  Principles  and  Statutes  of  the            

Interna�onal  RC  RC  Movement.  As  such,  the  BRC  maintains  rela�ons  with            

several  NGOs  working  on  areas  adjacent  to  IHL  topics.  These  partners  are             

invited  to  events  or  take  part  in  informal  exchanges  of  informa�on,  and             

o�en  request  specific  IHL  exper�se  from  the  BRC.  No  official  strategy  or             

guidelines  exist  to  govern  the  rela�onships  with  these  actors  and  the  BRC             

around   advocacy   in   Belgium   or   interna�onally.  

The  BRC  coordinates  closely  with  other  Na�onal  Socie�es,  e.g.  concerning           

the  �ming  of  influencing  ac�ons  or  messages.  This  is  visible  in  the  case              

studies  on  Nuclear  weapons  and  Healthcare  in  danger,  where  the  Na�onal            

Socie�es  worked  together,  issuing  shared  calls  to  ac�on  to  policymakers,           

and  exchanging  exper�se  and  insights  in  conferences.  BRC’s  network  with           

other  Na�onal  Socie�es  is  another  important  aspect  of  partnership.  In  the            

period  under  review,  the  BRC’s  IHL  advocacy  team  has  emerged  as  a             

respected  peer  in  the  community  of  Na�onal  Socie�es.  Interviewees  for           

this  review  highlighted  the  professionalism  and  drive  of  the  two  team  leads.             

Their  work  in  internal  collabora�on  structures,  (such  as  the  Legal  Support            
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Group  of  the  movement)  as  well  as  the  way  in  which  BRC’s  interac�on  with               

the  CIDH/ICHR  is  structured  around  working  groups  and  is  planning  a            

strategy,  were  drawn  out  as  poten�al  examples  for  other  Na�onal  Socie�es            

to   follow.  

BRC  exchanges  on  tools  and  strategies  with  other  Na�onal  Socie�es  -            

mainly  in  France,  the  Netherlands  and  Germany.  This  is  a  good  prac�ce             

which   can   offer   further   insight   in   the   future.  

Enablers   of   effectiveness  

The  Theory  of  Change  of  the  programme  is  coherent.  The  advocacy  work             

is  seen  as  a  component  of  a  wider  programme  which  also  includes             

educa�on   and   awareness   raising.   

The  exper�se  and  dynamism  of  the  team  is  the  most  important  asset  in              

raising  the  profile  of  the  BRC  with  policymakers,  other  Red  Cross  socie�es,             

the   ICRC   and   civil   society   in   Belgium.   

Dynamic  exchanges  with  other  Na�onal  Socie�es  allow  the  BRC  to  get            

inspira�on  for  tools  and  approaches  that  might  be  successfully  adapted  to            

the  Belgian  context  and  BRC’s  own  priori�es.  Working  closely  with  the            

CIDH/ICHR,  with  an  increasingly  strategic  structure  enables  the  BRC  to           

reach   relevant   policy   staff.   

Collabora�on  between  the  two  communi�es  has  been  characterised  by          

strong  involvement  and  willingness  to  contribute  to  common  priori�es.  This           

has   enabled   the   BRC   to   present   a   unified   front   towards   policymakers.   

Barriers   to   effectiveness  

The  BRC  does  not  currently  have  a  shared  and  validated  advocacy  strategy             

that  would  link  outcomes  to  the  long-term  impact  sought  (as  opposed  to             

the  Ac�on  Plan,  which  is  more  focused  on  outputs).  .  This  results  in              

challenges  in  dealing  with  compe�ng  priori�es  (e.g.  internal/between  the          

language   communi�es   or   interna�onal   goals).   

Collabora�on  between  the  two  communi�es  in  the  programme  s�ll          

presents  some  efficiency  challenges,  Where  mee�ngs  with  partners  or          

decision  makers  need  to  include  a  representa�ve  from  each  society,  the            

organisa�on  of  mee�ngs  and  events  o�en  takes  a  long  �me.  This  impacts             

on   effec�veness  

Most  of  the  advocacy  planning  and  delivery  is  led  by  the  IHL  teams  in  the                

two  branches.  CEOs  or  board  members  rarely  engage  with  the  advocacy            

targets.  The  lack  of  a  high-level  figurehead  or  at  least  more  engagement             

from  the  CEOs  could  help  in  extending  the  reach  of  the  BRC’s  advocacy              

messages   to   higher-level   decision   makers.   

The  BRC  does  not  work  with  all  relevant  decision  makers  in  Belgium.  BRC              

has  good  access  to  CIDH/ICHR  members,  but  very  limited  access  to  very             

high-level   decision   makers.   

There  is  no  clear  strategy  for  the  informal  rela�onships  between  civil            

society   organisa�ons   and   the   BRC.  

Recommendations   -   effectiveness  

8. Developing  an  advocacy  strategy  that  can  be  shared  internally.  A           

structured  organiza�on-wide  advocacy  strategy  (beyond  the  work        

planning  of  the  teams)  would  allow  the  BRC  to  clarify  priori�es            
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internally  and  externally,  as  well  as  assess  the  �meframe  for  ac�on            

and  the  resources  needed  to  strengthen  the  approach.  A  clear           

advocacy  strategy  would  help  the  team  differen�ate  between  target          

groups  of  the  ac�ons,  and  specify  a  strategy  for  reaching  each  of             

them.   

a. A  mul�-level  advocacy  calendar  could  help  the  BRC  teams          

plan  their  outreach  around  electoral  cycles,  around  specific         

Belgian,  regional  and  European  legisla�on  processes  and        

interna�onal  (e.g.  ICRC)  events.  A  clear  mul�-annual        

calendar  would  help  the  team  in  planning  for  internal  as  well            

as  external  engagement  around  posi�ons,  messaging  and        

delivery.  

b. The  toolbox  of  the  BRC  would  benefit  from  broadening  and           

a  revision  of  how  each  of  these  tools  is  used.  The  team             

could  draw  on  external  and  internal  exper�se  to  map  out           

different  methods  of  approaching  decision  makers  and  a  first          

understanding  of  how  each  of  those  methods  could  support          

specific  moments  or  fields.  Examples  could  include,  e.g.         

specific  program  points  at  the  �me  of  forma�on  of          

governments.  The  BRC  could  also  reflect  on  prac�ces  so  far           

and  strengthen  those  that  have  already  been  piloted,  such  as           

in-person  mee�ngs  with  members  of  parliament(s)  at  federal         

and  regional  levels;  briefing  breakfasts;  debates  with  a  clear          

message  around  IHL;  invi�ng  policymakers  to  BRC  events  or          

training  as  contributor;  de-briefs  on  the  pledges  by  the          

government;  offering  IHL  training  to  policymakers  at  senior         

levels;  etc.  This  toolbox  would  allow  the  teams  to  adapt  each            

tool  to  the  audience  that  they  are  targe�ng  and  to  the            

specific   ques�on/context.   

c. As  part  of  the  toolbox,  concrete  ac�ons  would  strengthen          

the  team’s  ability  to  work  with  pledges.  These  concrete          

ac�ons  would  need  to  be  aligned  with  the  rest  of  the            

advocacy  strategy  and  the  advocacy  calendar  to  enable         

forward   planning.  

d. The  team  would  benefit  from  iden�fying  champions  outside         

of  the  CIDH/ICHR  for  each  ins�tu�on/thema�c  area  an         

cul�va�ng  longer-term  rela�onships  with  high-level  staff  in        

priority   ins�tu�ons.  

e. A  strategy  for  managing  the  informal  rela�onships  with  civil          

society  organisa�ons  in  a  way  that  helps  further  BRC’s          

advocacy  goals:  iden�fy  the  goals,  map  possible  partners,         

iden�fy  concrete  ac�ons  for  follow-up  that  go  beyond         

exchange   of   informa�on.   

f. Communica�ons  about  the  specifici�es  of  the  Red  Cross         

should  be  adjusted  to  the  audience  and  the  purpose  of           

highligh�ng  the  special  mandate  of  the  organisa�on,  in  line          

with   the   advocacy   objec�ves.  

9. Create  space  for  reflec�on  on  BRC  prac�ce,  successes/challenges         

and  decision  making  based  on  insights  on  outcomes.  This  could  be            

included  in  the  mee�ng  prac�ce.  We  recommend  that  update          

mee�ngs  between  the  two  teams  strengthen  the  current  prac�ce  of           

using  a  pre-agreed  agenda,  and  that  the  minutes  are  redacted  with  a             

view  towards  capturing  decisions  and  owners  of  follow-up  ac�on          

points,  and  deadlines.  This  will  enable  handover  or  inclusion  of  new            
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colleagues,  but  also  make  sure  that  discussions  end  with  ac�onable           

decisions.   

10. Update  mee�ngs  on  individual  dossiers  would  allow  the  teams  to           

increase  their  strategic  learning  and  follow-up  to  the  advocacy          

streams.  These  mee�ngs  should  take  place  on  a  quarterly  basis  and            

follow  a  pre-set  agenda.  They  could  focus  on  each  target           

group/thema�c  areas  and  on  capturing  learning,  unexpected        

resource  needs,  insight  into  expected  or  unexpected  achievements         

or  shortcomings,  and  lessons.  Following  the  reflec�on,  the  team          

could  move  on  to  planning  follow-up  ac�on  on  the  basis  of  evidence             

discussed   in   the   first   session.   

11.  We  recommend  that  the  team  opera�onalises  the  gender  strategy           

for  the  specific  advocacy  goals  and  types  of  interven�on  led  by  BRC.             

For  this,  the  advocacy  team  should  rely  on  the  internal  exper�se  (e.g.             

CRB-Cf  Gender  Focal  Point),  but  also,  if  needed,  external  exper�se.           

A  good  star�ng  point  for  this  process  would  be  the  development  of             

short   gender-related   advocacy   points   for   each   of   the   5   priori�es.  

12. Update  the  terms  of  the  collabora�on  in  a  way  that  one  of  the  two               

branches  can  be  delegated  to  represent  the  joint  advocacy  work  of            

the  two  towards  policymakers.  The  current  high  level  of  trust  and            

professionalism  on  the  two  teams  makes  this  a  good  moment  for            

streamlining  some  of  the  methods  of  external  outreach.  Of  course,           

the  risks  and  internal  responsibili�es  would  need  to  be  discussed  if            

these   changes   were   to   be   made.   

13. At  the  level  of  each  branch,  strengthening  internal  knowledge  and           

capacity  around  IHL  and  advocacy  could  offer  addi�onal  resources          

and   support   for   the   work.  

14. Covering  federal  and  regional  parliaments  as  well  as  iden�fying  and           

building  a  network  of  champions  in  the  ministries  and  key  other            

services  (e.g.  military)  would  help  the  BRC  in  pursuing  its  own            

advocacy  agenda  and  further  differen�ate  the  organisa�on  from  the          

ICRC.  THis  is  a  prac�ce  that  is  used  by  some  other  Na�onal             

Socie�es.  At  the  �me  of  wri�ng  of  the  evalua�on,  the  BRC  had  also              

recognised  the  need  and  was  planning  some  outreach  ac�ons  to           

Members  of  Parliaments  in  the  federal  Parliament  through  wri�en          

brochures.  We  recommend  building  further  on  the  examples  of          

mee�ngs  and  seminars  that  have  already  taken  place  in  addi�on  (or            

instead   of)   wri�en   outputs.  

 
Recommendations   -   Monitoring   and   evaluation  

16. An  update  to  the  impact  measurement  system  would  ideally          

include   some   of   the   following   elements:   

a. a  reflec�on  on  intermediate  outcomes  that  can  lead  to  policy           

impact  (champions  and  key  rela�onships  built  with  policy         

targets;   key   networks);   

b.  analysis  of  the  content  of  the  items  that  are  captured  through             

the  monitoring  to  allow  the  BRC  to  iden�fy  impact  in  a  more             

granular  way:  changes  in  oral  and  wri�en  rhetoric;  new  items           

appear  in  poli�cal  discussions;  items  are  framed  in  new  ways           

within   policy   arguments;resources   re-distributed   to   issues.   

c. BRC’s  teams  should  capture  their  understanding  of  the  BRC          

contribu�on,  based  on  formal  and  informal  informa�on,  close  to          

the   �me   of   the   outcome.  
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d. Finally,  a�en�on  to  actual  policy  change  and  change  in  the  way            

current   rules   are   implemented.   

17. Review  the  current  impact  tracking  process.  Consider  including         

�pping  point,  intermediary  and  framing  type-  ac�vi�es  and         

workflows  into  the  prac�ce.  The  collec�on  of  data  should  be           

accompanied  by  opportuni�es  for  reflec�ng  on  the  insights  that          

the  data  offer,  in  a  structured  debrief  around  key  outcomes.  This            

would  also  include  a  focus  on  cura�ng  key  rela�onships  within  the            

target  audiences  and  following  up  informally  to  gain  an          

understanding  of  the  contribu�on  of  the  BRC  to  new          

developments. Where  this  planning  requires  addi�onal  �me  or          13

resource  investment  for  the  team,  these  should  be  accounted  for  in            

the   management   of   the   programme.  

18. In  future  programming,  we  strongly  encourage  CRB-Cf  and  RKV  to           

align  the  structure  of  outcomes,  Theories  of  Change  and  indicators.           

The  Theories  of  Change  would  benefit  from  being  broken  down  to            

the  level  of  the  main  engagement  topics  or  actors.  Outcomes           

would  be  more  useful  if  they  specified  the  type  of  change  sought             

(legisla�on,   implementa�on   policy   etc.   ).   

19. The  BRC  should  develop  a  Theory  of  Change  for  its  work  with  the              

CIDH/ICHR.  This  would  allow  BRC  to  understand  the  expecta�ons          

13  see  for  example  Save  the  Children  (2012)  Monitoring  and           
Evalua�ng   Advocacy,   available   at:  
h�ps://www.open.edu/openlearncreate/pluginfile.php/128097/mod_resou 
rce/content/1/Monitoring%20and%20evalua�ng%20advocacy.pdf   

CARE  NL  (2018)  Advocacy  Toolkit,  Guidance  Document,  Available         
at   :  
h�ps://www.carenederland.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/MEL-for-Ad 
vocacy-Guidance-2018.pdf   

around  interac�on  with  CIDH/ICHR  members  leading  to  changes         

at   the   policy   level.  

20. Indicators  should  be  useful,  used  and  relevant  to  the  decisions           

taken  by  the  teams.  We  suggest  that  for  each  indicator,  the  BRC             

lays  out  where  these  indicators  would  be  used  for  steering  the            

advocacy   project.  

21. We  suggest  that  the  BRC  teams  reflect  on  the  reality  of  their  work,              

priori�es,  successes  and  engagement.  Insights  from  this  reflec�on         

should  inform  the  defini�on  of  impact  and  overarching  objec�ves          

which  are  aligned  with  this  reality.  For  instance,  indicators  could           

capture  changes  in  the  level  and  intensity  of  the  dialogue  with  key             

interlocutors.  
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3   Sustainability  

This  section  looks  at  the  long-term  prospects  of  the  advocacy  programme  in  terms                          

of   funding   and   content.   

How   is   the   long-term   sustainability   as   a   result   of   the   advocacy   planned   and  

managed?  

The  Red  Cross  socie�es’  four-yearly  cycle  of  interna�onal  conferences          

offers  a  useful  mid-term  framework  for  planning  advocacy.  Along  with  the            

poli�cal  cycle,  and  the  mul�-year  strategies  of  the  BRC  partners  and  the             

ICRC,  these  ensure  that  the  advocacy  vision  is  planned  on  at  least  a  4-5               

year   horizon.   

In  terms  of  sustainability  of  BRC’s  message,  IHL  is  likely  to  stay  relevant  in               

the  coming  years.  The  validity  of  IHL  advocacy  is  not  ques�oned  within  the              

Na�onal  Society.  The  same  is  true  for  ins�tu�onal  stakeholders,  who  will            

likely  con�nue  to  be  subjects  to  IHL  and  therefore  have  an  obliga�on  to              

engage  with  the  topic.  Appe�te  for  this  engagement  may  change  with            

poli�cal  changes  however,  which  might  necessitate  the  development  of          

scenario-based   strategies   for   the   IHL   advocacy.  

As  described  above  in  rela�on  to  the  BRC’s  work  with  other  actors,  no              

change  to  the  way  in  which  the  BRC  works  with  others  is  expected.  The               

sustainability  of  the  advocacy  therefore  relies  on  keeping  the  level  of            

exper�se  and  leadership  on  IHL  of  the  BRC.  This  can  be  further             

strengthened  through  con�nuing  collabora�on  with  other  Na�onal        

Socie�es.  

The  structural  role  of  the  BRC  within  the  CIDH/ICHR  and  as  partner  of  the               

Belgian  government  is  provided  by  the  Royal  Decree  establishing  the           

CIDH/ICHR,  and  therefore  planned  on  a  long-term  horizon  as  well,  with  no             

end  of  the  engagement  in  mind.  Long-term  engagement  of  all  policymakers            

is  also  expected  by  the  team.  The  IHL  team  have  extensive  knowledge  of              

the  characteris�cs  of  their  target  audiences  and  the  history  of  their            

engagement  with  the  BRC.  There  is  currently  no  wri�en  monitoring  of  the             

long-term  approach  and  changes  in  it  of  each  policymaker,  which  may  make             

handovers   or   onboarding   of   new   colleagues   challenging.  

Advocacy  is  currently  only  financed  through  the  DGD  funding,  which  is            

focused  on  development.  Ensuring  addi�onal  funding  sources  (e.g.  from          

regional  governments,  EU  or  other  interna�onal  actors)  would  increase  the           

financial  sustainability  of  the  programme.  According  to  mee�ng  minutes,          

this  has  been  discussed  within  the  teams  but  no  concrete  proposals  (yet)             

were   developed   for   addi�onal   ins�tu�onal   fundraising.   

 Are  there  already  some  activities  which  have  not  had  the  desired  results?                          

What   can   be   learned   from   this?  

The  case  study  on  nuclear  weapons  highlights  BRC’s  journey  in  a  case             

where  the  engagement  did  not  lead  to  the  wished  outcome.  This  process             

saw  a  significant  investment  of  efforts  from  the  BRC  which  then  did  not              

result  in  a  correspondent  posi�on  in  the  form  of  a  pledge  from  the  Belgian               
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government.  Even  in  this  case,  the  follow-up  helped  prepare  the  ground  for             

a  new  pledge  which  offers  a  framework  for  con�nuing  the  dialogue  [see             

case   study].  

In  several  cases,  impact  is  challenging  to  track  in  a  way  that  would  support               

decision  making  in  the  team.  This  results  from  the  set-up  of  the  monitoring              

framework  and  the  nature  of  some  of  the  ac�vi�es.  The  Effec�veness            

sec�on   offers   specific   recommenda�ons   on   both   of   these   aspects.   

Recommendations   -   What   practices   can   the   coalition   reinforce?  
 

22. The  teams  would  benefit  from  a  structured  approach  to  the           

longer-term  view  of  the  advocacy  programme,  as  it  is  likely  to  remain             

an   important   component   of   the   BRC’s   work.  

23. Sustainability   planning   would   take   place   at   all   levels   of   the   program:  

a. Planning:  Define  a  structure  for  a  yearly  evalua�on  mee�ng          

where  insights  from  the  year  are  captured,  data  interpreted  and           

ac�ons  taken  for  the  coming  year.  This  should  be  aligned  with  the             

strategies  of  the  partners  and  the  ICRC  and  weighed  against           

changes   in   context   and   resources.  

b. In  the  case  of  important  poli�cal  changes,  scenario-based  forward          

planning  could  be  useful  in  framing  advocacy  priori�es,  even  as           

insecurity   persists,   e.g.   around   elec�ons.   

c. We  recommend  BRC  to  develop  an  exit  plan  for  advocacy  with            

the  main  actors,  including  possibili�es  for  rebalancing  the  roles          

occupied  by  the  BRC’s  with  the  CIDH/ICHR.  Exit  planning  would           

also  enable  the  sustainability  of  BRC’s  work  in  areas  which           

become  special  focus  for  the  period  of  �me  between  two  Red            

Cross  conferences.  Planning  for  the  a�er-life  of  pledges  would          

help   balance   resources   and   priori�es.  

d. Organisa�onal:  widen  the  circle  of  colleagues  who  are  part  of  the            

advocacy  work  around  IHL  and  the  strategic  relevance  of  the           

work  for  the  whole  organisa�on.  Main  outcomes  and  decisions          

from  the  strategic  review  mee�ng  should  be  shared  with  the           

CEO-level   leadership   in   the   partner   organisa�ons.   

e. Organisa�onal:  currently,  much  of  the  work  is  owned  by  the           

senior  leads  in  the  two  partner  communi�es.  Gradually         

on-boarding  at  least  one  or  two  addi�onal  team  members  by           

including  them  in  mee�ngs,  phone  calls  and  delivery  of  advocacy           

work  would  not  only  help  with  the  considerable  workload,  but           

also   increase   the   BRC’s   resilience   to   turnover   or   absence.   

f. The  collabora�on  between  the  two  communi�es  is  a  key  aspect           

of  the  advocacy  programme  which  should  be  safeguarded         

through  formal  and  informal  approaches.  e.g.  through  high-level         

mee�ngs,  or  a  common  advocacy  advisory  Board/shared        

figurehead.  

g. Funding:  We  recommend  that  the  teams  put  in  place  a  fundraising            

plan  to  secure  alterna�ve/addi�onal  funding  streams  for        

advocacy.   
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Conclusions   and   learning  

The  evalua�on  found  it  highly  likely  that  the  BRC  will  meet  all  its              

commitments   and   targets   by   the   end   of   the   implementa�on   period.  

The  collabora�on  of  the  two  branches  on  IHL  advocacy  has  been  found  to              

add  value  through  a  broad  engagement  to  keep  IHL  on  the  agenda  of              

policymakers   in   Belgium.   

The  collabora�on  itself  is  strengthening  the  na�onal  and  interna�onal          

standing  of  the  BRC.  The  two  communi�es  increasingly  present  a  united            

front,  have  made  headway  into  aligning  their  planning  and  have  succeeded            

in  pu�ng  down  the  roots  of  a  united  IHL  team.  This  team  collaborates              

closely,  and  can  rely  on  the  IHL  exper�se  of  the  two  advocacy  leads.  BRC               

has  been  repeatedly  highlighted  in  our  interviews  as  a  dynamic  leader  of             

IHL  advocacy  discussions  within  the  ICRC  Movement,  at  the  interna�onal           

conferences   and   in   the   periods   between   the   quadrennial   convenings.   

BRC  plays  a  key  role  in  enabling,  suppor�ng  and  organising  the  work  of  the               

CIDH/ICHR.  IHL  team  members  from  BRC  have  been  instrumental  in           

making  conversa�ons  move  forward,  as  well  as  bringing  relevant          

informa�on  to  the  working  groups  they  chair-  o�en  going  above  and            

beyond  the  role  of  an  external  partner  to  the  CIDH/ICHR.  The  ini�a�ve  of              

revitalising  working  groups  and  developing  a  strategy  has  been  indicated  as            

an   example   that   other   Red   Cross   Na�onal   Socie�es   find   inspiring.   

Although  in  the  years  under  review  the  IHL  commi�ee  was  the  primary             

direct  interlocutor  of  the  BRC,  the  team  has  also  employed  wri�en  tools             

and  in-person  mee�ngs  and  conferences/training,  Through  these  tools,  the          

BRC  engaged  with  a  broad  range  of  priori�es  and  several  stakeholders.  In             

Belgium  this  has  meant  that  the  BRC  has  acted  in  line  with  its  mission  as                

guardian   of   IHL   in   keeping   relevant   issues   on   the   agenda.  

The  first  two  and  a  half  years  have  shown  that  there  is  considerable              

poten�al  for  IHL  work.  They  have  also  demonstrated  that  a  challenging            

poli�cal  context  makes  IHL  more  relevant  than  ever;  the  BRC  team  can  rely              

on  some  very  highly  skilled  professionals;  and  that  several  channels  exist            

where  the  BRC  could  leverage  its  special  mandate  to  get  access  to  all  levels               

of  decision  making.  All  three  areas  of  contribu�on  could  be  further            

strengthened  by  revisi�ng  the  way  in  which  the  strategic  planning  of            

advocacy  is  conducted.  Revising  the  advocacy  strategy,  sustainable         

management  and  the  monitoring  framework  for  the  programme  would  be  a            

pragma�c  star�ng  point  for  this  process.  Finally,  a  clear  outline  of  the             

capacity  that  the  team  needs  to  deliver  on  the  objec�ves  of  the  advocacy              

programme  will  enable  the  BRC  to  build  a  resilient  internal  structure  to             

guide   its   IHL   advocacy   in   the   coming   years.  
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Acronyms  

 

BRC Belgian   Red   Cross  

CIDH/ICHR Belgian   Na�onal   IHL   Commi�ee   

CRB-Cf Croix   Rouge   de   Belgique   Communauté   Francophone   (Belgian   Red   Cross,   French-speaking   community)  

CSO Civil   society   organisa�on  

ICRC Interna�onal   Commi�ee   of   the   Red   Cross  

IHL Interna�onal   Humanitarian   Law  

RKV Rode   Kruis   Vlaanderen  
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  Annex   I:   Case   study   I  

[Internal]  

Annex   II:   Case   study   II  

[Internal]  

Annex   III:   List   of   Interviewees  

[Confiden�al]  

Annex   IV   Documents   consulted  

 

2015  INF  32IC  Pledge  nucleaire  wapens  Belgische  overheid  en          
Belgische   Rode   Kruis   v1.00  

2016   GSK   België   DEF  

20161020  PRE  brief  3417  D  Reynders  -  Nucleaire  wapens  DEF           
v2.00  

20170603  INF  _AP17-21  België  DGD  versie  na  herziening         
FINAL.docx  

20180425  PRE  NS  Workshop  on  NW  Geneva  25-26  04  18  -            
BEL   RC.Def  

20180803_MB_arrête  Gouver  Cté  Franc  du  27  juin        
2018_approba�on   des   statuts   de   la   CRB  

20181008  INF  Dra�  programma  vorming  stagiairs  diplomaten  v1         
01  

2019   06   suiviPlanac�ongenre   ECMDIH  

2019  CoD  -  Res  4  2017  CoD  _  Res  7  2013  CoD  on  Weapons  -                
BEL   RC   report  

2019  CoD  -  Res  4  2017  CoD  &  Res  7  2013  CoD  on  Weapons  -                
BEL   RC   report  

2019   NPT   PrepCom_Key   msg   recommenda�ons   BEL   RC   Final  

20190517  RAP  Berekening  Indicator  Posi�es  door  België  inzake         
IHR   2017-2018   v1.00(1)  

20190517  RAP  Berekening  Indicator  Posi�es  door  België  inzake         
IHR   2017-2018   v2.00  

36  



 

201909  Mid-term  evalua�on  Overview  ac�ons  Belgian  RC  on         
nuclear   weapons   v2.01  

201912  Mid-term  evalua�on  Overview  ac�ons  Belgian  RC        
Health   Care   in   Danger   v2.00  

32   CI   -   Rapport   BEL   mi   parcours   pledges.Final   29.06.17  

32   CI   -   Rapport   BEL   mi   parcours   résolu�ons.Final   29.06.17  

32e  Conf  CRCR  Rapport  intérimaire  CRB  2017  -  resolu�ons          
DEF.pdf  

32e   Conf   CRCR   Rapport   intérimaire   CRB   2017   DEF  

70418  RAP  Report  BRC  on  implementa�on  Resolu�ons  1  and  7           
of   2013   Council   of   Delegates  

Armes   nucléaires   -   11.07.18  

cadre   logique   17-21   rapport   A3  

CICR_Stratégie_2015-2018  

CICR_Strategie_2019-2022  

CIDH   -   AR   06.12.00  

CIDH   -   Arrêté   Royal  

CIDH   -   rapport   d_ac�vités   2016   -   FR  

cidh_-_rapport_dac�vites_2015_fr_vfinale  

CIDH_ar�cle   sur   CIDH   -   revue   int   CR  

cidh_ichr_liste_des_membres_ledenlijst_v2  

Conven�on   de   collabora�on   CRB-RKV   17-21  

CRB_Statuts  

CRB-Cf   -   Cadre   logique   17-21  

CRB-Cf   -   Légende   Toc  

CRB-Cf   -   TOC   FINALE  

CRB-Cf_IOV3OS2   Suivi   prises   de   posi�on   des   autorités  

CRB-Cf_PGM   DGD   2017-2021   DEFINITIF_Belgique  

CRB-Cf_PMER   résultats   2018  

CRB-Cf_Récap   cadre   rendement   PMER   2018  

CRB-Cf_Strategie   2020  

CRB-Cf_Stratégie   2020   Ac�vités   interna�onales  

CSC   Belgique  

ELSG   Mandate,   as   amended,   March   2017  

Evalua�on   ED_SES_rapport_final_FR  

Evalua�on  Forma�on  stagiaires  diplo  8  oct  2018  -  Evalua�on          
NLFR   v1.00  

EWIPA   -   11.07.18  

Forma�on   SPF   AE   31   10   17   -   Prog.   final  

HCiD   MRG   Terms   of   Reference   2016   -   2019   Final   version  

ICRC   HCiD   strategy   2020-2022  

Interna�onaal   humanitair   recht   Rode   Kruis-Vlaanderen  

Introductory   Seminar   in   IHL   2019   -   Dra�   Programme  

Introductory   Seminar   on   IHL   2017   Programme   INVITATION  

Leaflet   Forma�on   NOHA   CICR   CRB   2017   -   final   1  

Leaflet   Forma�on   NOHA   CICR   CRB   2019  

Le�re  CRB  -  OTAN.  11-12-juillet  2018.Armes       
nucléaires.27.06.18  

Le�re   MAE   -   Armes   nucléaires   10.02.14  

Le�re   MAE   armes   nucléaires   mars   2013  

Nuclear   Weapons   RCRC   NS   NATO   le�er   (1)  

NW_Movement_Support_Group_ConNote  

Organigramme   Département   fr   2019   05  

Plan   ac�on   GENRE   ECM-DIH   2016-2021  

Pledges  of  BRC  and  Belgian  government  at  32nd  and  33rd           
conferences  

PMER   résultats   mi-année   2019ok  

Principes-fondamentaux_   MICRCR  
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réunion   de   suivi   RKV-CRB   6052019-PV  

réunion   RKV   CRB   01022018-PV  

réunion   RKV   CRB   02022017-PV  

Réunion   RKV   CRB   06072017-PV  

RKV   strategie-2020  

Soins   de   santé   en   danger   -   11.07.18  

Statuts   Mouvement   CRCR   amendés   2006  

Terrorisme   et   DIH   -   11.07.18  

Violences   sexuelles   -   11.07.18  
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Annex   V   Terms   of   Reference   of   the   evaluation  

39  



 

40  



 

41  



 

42  



 

43  



 

 

44  



 

45  



 

 

46  



 

Annex   VI   Interview   protocol  

For   policymakers  

1  Please   describe   the   ways   in   which   you   have   interacted   with   the   BRC   in   the   past   3   years.  

2  How   does   the   informa�on   provided   by   the   BRC   add   value   to   your   work?  

3  Could   you   give   an   example   where   the   informa�on   provided   by   BRC   contributed   to   your   work?  

4  Is   there   any   way   in   which   it   could   be   more   useful   (prompts:   topics   covered,   �ming,   format)  

5  What   other   actors   do   you   interact   with?  

6  How   does   the   BRC   compare   to   these?  

7  
What  has  been  your  experience  interac�ng  with  the  BRC?  Could  you  give  an  example  of  one  thing  that  works  well  and  one  thing  that  you                          
would   like   to   change/improve?  

8  How   do   you   expect   your   work   to   evolve   in   the   next   1-2   years?   (prompts:   priori�es,   Beglian   poli�cal   context,   interna�onal   poli�cal   context)  

9  How   do   you   see   your   interac�on   in   the   next   1-2   years?  

For   Other   RC   stakeholders  

1  Please   describe   the   ways   in   which   you   have   interacted   with   the   BRC   in   the   past   3   years.  

2  Can   you   tell   us   about   your   strategy   and   experience   with   advocacy   with   policymakers?   How   did   your   approach   change   in   the   past   5   years?  

3  
Which  stakeholders  are  the  most  important  for  your  advocacy  on  IHL,  and  on  more  specific  issues?  How  do  you  iden�fy  and  engage  with                        
them   (process)?   (prompts:   �meline,   messaging,   type   of   interac�on,   tools)  

4  What   has   worked   well   and   less   well   for   you?  

For   CIDH/ICHR  

1  How   does   the   role   provided   by   BRC   add   value   to   your   work?  

2  
Could  you  give  an  example  where  the  role  provided  by  BRC  contributed  to  your  work?  One  specific  change  or  way  of  working  where  the  BRC                          
has   been   an   important   catalyst?  

3  Is   there   any   way   in   which   it   could   be   more   useful   (prompts:   topics   covered,   �ming,   format)  

4  What   other   actors   do   you   interact   with?  
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5  How   does   the   BRC   compare   to   these?  

6  
What  has  been  your  experience  interac�ng  with  the  BRC?  Could  you  give  an  example  of  one  thing  that  works  well  and  one  thing  that  you                          
would   like   to   change/improve?  

7  How   do   you   expect   your   work   to   evolve   in   the   next   1-2   years?   (e.g.priori�es,   Belgian   poli�cal   context,   interna�onal   poli�cal   context)  
 

Annex   VII   Evaluation   framework  

Research   questions  

Based   on   the   TOR   and   the   incep�on   mee�ng   which   took   place   on   the   10   July   2019,   the   following   ques�ons   will   be   answered   through   the   evalua�on:  

Question   Judgement   criteria/   indicator   
(   RKV   and   CRB-Cf   indicators,  

included   for   reference)  

Information   source    Analysis   method   Limitations   Anticipated   conclusions  
the   information   will   allow  

to   draw  

Contribution   to   impact  

Do  our  ac�vi�es    
have  an  impact  on     
policymakers'  
decision-making?  

Reported  number  of  �mes  /  how       
IHL  was  introduced  in     
decision-making  through   
engagement   with   BRC  
RKV:  
Indicator  2.1  -  Professionals  and      
Belgian  policy  makers  report  that      
their  knowledge  of  IHL  has      
increased   due   to   RKV   training  

Indicator  2.3  -  Number  of  �mes       
the  Belgian  government    
posi�ons  itself  on  IHL  with      
regard   to   humanitarian   issues  

CRB-Cf:  
Indicator  2.3  -  Number  of  �mes       
the  Belgian  government    
posi�ons  itself  with  regard  to  IHL       
humanitarian   issues  

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
baseline   BRC   2016  
data  collected  by  RKV  and  CRB-fr       
against   these   indicators  
ac�vity   logs   and   reports  
repor�ng   against   advocacy   plan  
theory   of   change   and   logframes  
advocacy   tools   used  
posi�on   papers  
EXTERNAL  
men�ons   in   media,   as   available  
posi�on   papers  

● Interviews:  all  types  of     
interviewees  

● Case   studies  
● Valida�on   workshop  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  

● With   advocacy,   it   is  
important   to   understand  
the   dis�nc�on   between  
contribu�on   and  
a�ribu�on  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

● Lack   of   awareness   of  
interviewees   on   IHL  

● Poten�ally   too   soon   to  
draw   conclusions   on   the  
impact   or   results   to   date  

● The   quality   and   quan�ty  
of   monitoring   data  
available   within   BRC  

If,  and  the  extent  to  which,       
the  BRC’s  ac�vi�es  play  a      
role   in   decision   making  

The  level  of  compe��on     
with  compe�ng   
NGOs/lobby  
groups/alterna�ve  points  of    
view  
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How  can  we    
measure  the  impact    
of  our  ac�vi�es  on     
policymakers'  
decision-making?  

BRC  team  understands    
monitoring   system  

Results  stated  against  expected     
outcomes  in  monitoring  reports     
submi�ed   

Decision-makers  report  influence    
of  BRC’s  ac�vi�es  on     
decision-making,  policy   
outcomes  or  government    
posi�oning  on  IHL  on     
humanitarian  issues  (also  incl.     
posi�oning  on  gender  and     
environment   dimensions)  

BRC  team  demonstrates    
knowledge  and  use  of  the      
channels  and  tools  available  to      
understand  which  decisions  have     
been   made.  

● Desk   review:  
baseline   BRC   2016  
M&E  data  collected  against  the      
advocacy   plan  

● Interviews:   
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space   

● Valida�on   workshop  

● Limited  availability  of    
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

● Lack  of  awareness  of     
interviewees   on   IHL  

● Poten�ally  too  soon  to     
draw  conclusions  on  the     
impact   or   results   to   date  

Mechanisms  for  monitoring    
progress  and  capturing    
(poten�al)   impact  

How  staff  are  using  the      
M&E   systems  

Do  our  ac�vi�es    
towards  
policymakers  
promote  the   
adop�on  of   
legisla�on  and/or   
policies  consistent   
with  IHL   
obliga�ons?  

Decision-makers  report  influence    
of  BRC’s  ac�vi�es  on     
decision-making,  policy   
outcomes  or  government    
posi�oning  on  IHL  on     
humanitarian  issues  (also  incl.     
posi�oning  on  gender  and     
environment   dimensions)  

RKV:  

Indicator  2.2  -  The  Belgian      
government  implements  and    
makes  commitments  during  the     
32nd  Interna�onal  Conference  of     
the  Red  Cross  and  the  Red       
Crescent  (IC)  prepares  the  33rd      
IC.  

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
Strategy   2020  
repor�ng  against  strategy,    
especially   M&E   data  
Ac�vity   reports  
Interview   reports   (confiden�ality)  
advocacy  tools  used:  training     
materials   etc.  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
networking   informa�on  
EXTERNAL  
Strategy  and  other    
documenta�on   CICR  
CIDH  
men�ons   in   media,   as   available  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
Evalua�on  advocacy  conducted    

● Limited  availability  of    
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

● Poten�ally  too  soon  to     
draw  conclusions  on  the     
impact   or   results   to   date  

If,  and  the  extent  to  which,       
the  BRC’s  ac�vi�es  play  a      
role   in   decision   making  
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Indicator  2.3  -  Number  of  �mes       
the  Belgian  government    
posi�ons  itself  on  IHL  on      
humanitarian   issues.  

CRB-Cf:   

Indicator  3.1  -  The  number  of       
�mes  that  the  BRC  has  ac�vely       
shared  a  posi�on  on  interna�onal      
humanitarian  law  that  takes  into      
account  gender  and/or  the     
environment  among  Belgian    
decision-makers  

Indicator  2.3  -  The  number  of       
�mes  the  Belgian  authori�es  take      
a  posi�on  on  IHL  on      
humanitarian  issues  taking  into     
account   the   gender   dimension.  

by   DGD  
CSC   Advocacy  

● Interviews:   
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
CIDH  
 

● Case   studies  

Effectiveness  

Is  our  exper�se    
effec�vely  shared   
with   policymakers?   

Policy-makers  report  receiving    
evidence/opinion/exper�se  from   
the   BRC  

Policy-makers  report   
comprehension  of  the    
evidence/opinion/exper�se  
received  

RKV:  
Indicator  2.2.2  -  Number  of      
�mes  RKV  ac�vely  shared  a      
posi�on  on  IHL  with  Belgian      
policy   makers.  
CRB-Cf:   
Indicator  3.1  -  The  number  of       
�mes  that  the  BRC  has  ac�vely       

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
advocacy  tools  used:  training     
materials   etc.  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
networking   informa�on  
EXTERNAL  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  

● Interviews:   
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government   staff   
The  Na�onal  IHL  Commi�ee     
(CIDH/ICHR)  

● Case   studies  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  

● Limited  availability  of    
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

How   exper�se   is   shared  

Enablers  and  barriers  to     
communica�ng   exper�se  
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shared  a  posi�on  on  interna�onal      
humanitarian  law  that  takes  into      
account  gender  and/or  the     
environment  among  Belgian    
decision-makers  
 

Do  we   
communicate  
enough  about  our    
specificity  as  Red    
Cross  compared  to    
other  organiza�ons   
of  the  civil  society     
(principles,  
mandate)?   

Policymakers  can  ar�culate  the     
specificity   of   the   Red   Cross  

Policymakers  can  dis�nguish    
between  the  posi�on  of  the  Red       
Cross  compared  to  other  civil      
society   organisa�ons  

● Interviews:  all  types  of     
interviewees  

● Case   studies  

How  dis�nct  the  BRC  and      
its  work  is  from  other      
organisa�ons  

What  BRC  adds  to     
knowledge  and  debates  that     
other   organisa�ons   do   not  

Are  our   
expecta�ons,  
objec�ves  and   
added  value  clear    
enough  for   
policymakers?  

Policymakers  can  ar�culate  the     
expecta�ons   of   the   BRC  

Policymakers  can  ar�culate  the     
objec�ves   of   the   BRC  

Policymakers  can  ar�culate  the     
added   value   of   the   BRC  

● Interviews  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  

● CIDHCase   studies  

Are  policy  makers    
strengthened  in   
their  knowledge  of    
IHL  following  our    
interven�ons?  

Policymakers  report  be�er    
knowledge  of  IHL  as  a  direct       
result   of   the   BRC’s   interven�on  

Policy-makers’  percep�on  on    
quality   of   interven�ons  

RKV:  
Indicator  2.1  -  Number  of      
professionals  and  Belgian  policy     
makers  give  that  their  knowledge      
of  IHL  has  increased  due  to  RKV        
training  
CRB-Cf  
Indicator  3.2  -  Number  of  Belgian       

● Interviews  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  

● CIDHCase   studies  ● Limited  availability  of    
interviewees/selec�o 
n   bias  

● Policymakers  have   
not  yet  had  the     
opportunity  to  apply    
their   knowledge  

Are  the  BRC’s  interven�ons     
and  ac�vi�es  in  line  with      
policy-makers’   needs?  

What  policy-makers  learned    
as  a  result  of  the      
interven�ons  
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policy  makers  supported  who     
claim  to  have  durably     
strengthened  their  knowledge  of     
interna�onal  humanitarian  law    
and  the  Interna�onal  Red  Cross      
and  Red  Crescent  Movement     
through  support  and  the     
exper�se   of   the   BRC.  

Do  we  use  the  right      
tools  to  support    
and  influence  policy    
makers?  Are  the    
tools  and  messages    
transmi�ed  useful   
and  exploitable  by    
the   authori�es?  

Authori�es  are  aware  of  the      
BRC's   communica�ons  
Authori�es  report  on  BRC     
influence   in   decision   making  
Authori�es  report  on  use  of  BRC       
messages  
RKV:  
Indicator  2.3  -  Number  of  �mes       
the  Belgian  government    
posi�ons  itself  on  IHL  on      
humanitarian   issues.  
CRB-Cf:   
Indicator  3.1  -  The  number  of       
�mes  that  the  BRC  has  ac�vely       
shared  a  posi�on  on  interna�onal      
humanitarian  law  that  takes  into      
account  gender  and/or  the     
environment  among  Belgian    
decision-makers  
 

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
CIDH  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space  

● Case   studies  

How  BRC  (seeks  to)  achieve      
its   objec�ves  

If,  and  the  extent  to  which,       
the  BRC’s  ac�vi�es    
contribute   to   the   objec�ves  

Are  the  BRC’s  interven�ons     
and  ac�vi�es  in  line  with      
policy-makers’   needs?  

Does  the  frequency    
of  dialogue  allow    
structural  
monitoring  of  the    
dossiers?  If  not,    
how  to  ensure  a     
more  structural   
follow-up?  

Frequency  of  dialogue  with     
interlocutors  

Types  of  interlocutors  with  whom      
dialogue   is   taking   place  

Percep�ons  on  the  quality  and      
consistency  of  the  evidence     
collected  in  the  monitoring     
process  

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees   per  
dossier/selec�on   bias  

● Some  dossiers  or    
approaches  weigh   
more  heavily  on  the     
horizontal  analysis   
than   others  

How  and  when  staff  are      
communica�ng  
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same   advocacy   space  
● Case   studies  

Should  we  take    
more  and/or  be�er    
account  of  the    
Belgian  poli�cal   
calendar  and  the    
CRCR  Movement?   
If   yes,   how   ?  

Frequency  and  �ming  of     
communica�ons  

 

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
Strategy   2020  
repor�ng  against  strategy,    
especially   M&E   data  
Ac�vity   reports  
Internal   mee�ng   reports  
advocacy  tools  used:  training     
materials   etc.  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
networking   informa�on  
EXTERNAL  
men�ons   in   media,   as   available  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)-   FPS   Foreign   Affairs  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● Learning  and   
looking  
forward  

● Unpredictability  of   
the  poli�cal   
landscape,  e.g.   
composi�on  and   
formula�on  of   
government  
post-elec�on  

● Federal  state  is    
complex  

● The  level  of  ini�al     
stated  commitment   
to  fulfilling  pledges    
may  differ  from  the     
resources  dedicated   
to   fulfilling   pledges.  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�o 
n   bias  

If  and  how  BRC  iden�fies      
and   adapts   to   opportuni�es  

Are  we  working    
with  interlocutors  at    
the  right  levels    
(administra�on,  
parliament,  cabinet)   
and  contacts  within    
them?  With  which    
addi�onal  levels   
should   we   work?  

Types  of  interlocutors  with  whom      
dialogue  is  taking  place  (level  of       
responsibility,  proximity  to    
decision   makers,   etc.)  

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● Learning  and   
looking  
forward  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

How  and  why  BRC     
iden�fies   interlocutors  
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same   advocacy   space  

Are  our  monitoring    
tools   adequate?  

Percep�ons  of  the  quality  and      
consistency  of  the  evidence     
collected  in  the  monitoring     
process  

Are  the  data  being  captured      
capable  of  indica�ng  desired     
results?  

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
Strategy   2020  
repor�ng  against  strategy,    
especially   M&E   data  
Ac�vity   reports  
Internal   mee�ng   reports  

● Interviews:   
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  

● Case   studies  
● Valida�on   workshop  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  
● Learning  and   

looking   forward  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

How  staff  are  using  M&E      
systems  

The  informa�on  BRC  M&E     
systems   feedback  

How  does  the    
BRC’s  work  reflect    
the  gender   
dimensions?  

BRC  team’s  reported    
understanding  of  the  gender     
dimension  in  rela�on  to     
interven�ons  

Reported  quality  of  the     
recommenda�ons  the  BRC    
makes   on   gender   dimensions  

Number  of  �mes  gender  is      
incorporated  into  IHL  decisions     
by   policymakers  

● Interviews  (internal  and    
external):   

CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space   

● Case   studies  
● Valida�on   workshop  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

How  and  why  gender  is      
integrated  into   
ac�vi�es/interven�ons  

How  does  the    
BRC’s  work  reflect    
the  environmental   
dimensions?  

BRC  team’s  reported    
understanding  of  the    
environmental  dimension  in    
rela�on   to   interven�ons  

Reported  quality  of  the     
recommenda�ons  the  BRC    
makes  on  environmental    

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

How  and  why    
environmental  dimension  is    
integrated  into   
ac�vi�es/interven�ons  
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dimensions  

Number  of  �mes  the     
environment  is  incorporated  into     
IHL   decisions   by   policymakers  

 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space   

● Case   studies  
● Valida�on   workshop  

How  does  the  BRC     
work  with  other    
actors  (e.g.   
CNCD,11..11.11)?  

Reported  quality  of  interac�ons     
between   BRC   and   other   actors  

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space  
 

● Case   studies  
● Valida�on   workshop  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● In-depth   analysis  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

● Early   stage   of   working  
with   other   actors   means  
there   are   few   outcomes  
to   report  

If  and  why    
alliances/partnerships/coalit 
ions   are   made  

How  
alliances/partnerships/coalit 
ions   are   made  

Poten�al  outcomes  from    
working   with   other   actors  

Sustainability  

How  is  the    
long-term  
sustainability  as  a    
result  of  the    
advocacy  planned   
and   managed?  

The  BRC  has  built  partnerships      
with  allies  to  deliver  key      
advocacy   messages  

Status  of  policies  and  policy      
proposals  are  con�nuously    
monitored  

Posi�on  of  decision  makers  on      
IHL   policy   is   tracked   over   �me  

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
Strategy   2020  
logical  frameworks  and  theories     
of   change  
repor�ng  against  strategy,    
especially   M&E   data  
Ac�vity   reports  
Internal   mee�ng   reports  
Interview   reports   (confiden�ality)  
management  informa�on:   
finances,   HR,   �melines  
advocacy  tools  used:  training     
materials   etc.  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
networking   informa�on  
EXTERNAL  
Strategy  and  other    
documenta�on   

● Interviews:   
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  

● Learning  and   
looking   forward  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

If  and  how  systems  and      
resources  are  planned  and     
implemented  

The  informa�on  that    
systems   provide  

If  and  how  BRC  plans  to       
adapt   to   opportuni�es  

If  and  how  BRC  plans  to       
exit   interven�ons  

What  prac�ces  can    
the  Society   
reinforce?  Are  there    
already  some   
ac�vi�es  which   
have  not  had  the     
desired  results?   

Stakeholders’  percep�on  on    
effec�veness/outcomes  of   
prac�ces  

Reported  value  and  outcomes  of      
prac�ces  

● Learning  and   
looking   forward  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�on  
bias  

What   prac�ces   work   well?  

What  prac�ces  have  not     
worked   well?  
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What  can  be    
learned   from   this?  

staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)  

● Valida�on   workshop  

 
How  does  the    
planning  and   
implementa�on  of   
advocacy  respond   
to  the  emergent    
changes  in  the    
poli�cal   context?  

 
Frequency  and  �ming  of     
communica�ons  

BRC  responses/communica�ons   
to  emergent  poli�cal,  policy,  and      
social   changes  

● Desk   review:  
INTERNAL  
Strategy   2020  
repor�ng  against  strategy,    
especially   M&E   data  
Ac�vity   reports  
Internal   mee�ng   reports  
advocacy  tools  used:  training     
materials   etc.  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  
networking   informa�on  
EXTERNAL  
men�ons   in   media,   as   available  
posi�on   papers   on   IHL  

● Interviews:   
CIDH  
CICR  
staff   CRB-fr   and   RKV  
staff   other   SN   MCRCR  
donor(s)-   FPS   Foreign   Affairs  
cabinets  
Parliament  
other   government  
 
other  organisa�ons  ac�ve  in  the      
same   advocacy   space  

● Horizontal  
analysis  

● Learning  and   
looking  
forward  

● Unpredictability  of   
the  poli�cal   
landscape,  e.g.   
composi�on  and   
formula�on  of   
government  
post-elec�on  

● Federal  state  is    
complex  

● The  level  of  ini�al     
stated  commitment   
to  fulfilling  pledges    
may  differ  from  the     
resources  dedicated   
to   fulfilling   pledges.  

● Limited   availability   of  
interviewees/selec�o 
n   bias  

If  and  how  BRC  iden�fies      
and   adapts   to   opportuni�es  ● Horizontal  

analysis  
● Learning  

and  looking   
forward  

 

   

56  



 

 

 

57  


