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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Knowledge Platform Security and Rule of Law (KPSRL) has the goal of enhancing learning from SRL
program implementation and program portfolios by practitioner organizations, Dutch embassy
stakeholders in priority countries, DSH/MFA, and their knowledge partners. This is intended to inform
knowledge uptake that improves the quality and impact of Security and Rule of Law (SRoL) work. In
support of this KPSRL aims at increasing broad, diverse participation, intensifying exchange within its
network and providing learning opportunities to its participants. These outcomes are to be reached
via four output areas on: networking opportunities; early-stage development of new ideas (via a
Knowledge Management Fund); programmatic learning to test ideas and approaches at scale; and
learning agendas in support of the Dutch MFA at headquarters, embassy and programme levels.

KPSRL’s independent Mid-Term Review (MTR) has three objectives: assess progress towards the
KPSRL’s current outcomes, goal and goal relevance, together with relevant gaps, and trace KPSRL's
contribution to it and other positive or negative outcomes; assess whether KPSRL has the optimal
governance and organisational set up to manage its efforts, learn and evolve; and provide
recommendations on how positive outcomes and impacts of KPSRL can best be maximised and
sustained (both within the current strategy period and as KPSRL prepares for the post-2024 period).
This executive summary outlines key findings and headline recommendations. More detailed
recommendations are included, under each of the headline recommendations, within the main body
of the report.

KPSRL’s progress and contributions

Regarding impact, across the annual conference and events, the KMF, PLI, and support to DSH
learning/policy processes, KPSRL is generating learning that is leading to SRoL policy and programme
change. Two out of 5 survey respondents indicated some change as a result of engagement with KPSRL
— often using related learning in their work. Roughly one third of respondents saw such changes as
very or fairly significant. Case studies from Somalia, Nigeria, at policy level within DSH and among land
governance stakeholders show examples of change linked to KPSRL’s four output areas. Evidence
shows KPSRL: influencing MFA learning and policy making; influencing programming and approaches;
stimulating learning and influencing activities; and supporting learning that impacts others’
knowledge, attitudes, relationships or behaviours via KMF/PLI.

By ‘stitching together’ efforts under different outputs, KPSRL creates synergies that create fairly good
coherence for goal fulfilment. However, the connection to goal and goal relevance is clearer for some
KPSRL activities and instruments than for others. For example, where the distance from activities or
events FCAS and decision-makers is great, it could be important to examine how local and programme
learning can produce takeaways, connect up to wider participatory learning and exchange processes,
help solve the most urgent SRoL issues faced by people in FCAS, and inform change-writ-large.

KPSRL has taken a purposeful approach to adapting engagement and communication. KPSRL’s efforts
to involve, engage and collaborate with stakeholders are well perceived. It has markedly increased its
social media reach and engagement opportunities for FCAS actors via events, in-country learning
efforts and KMF reforms. Remaining centralised in the Hague is a slight barrier to taking this further.
Participants encouraged KPSRL to take a more tailored communications approach, do more to broker
relationships between those engaged on common themes, and improve the website (no longer the
primary communications tool, but still underperforming).



KPSRL works hard to enhance its relevance, and the way it combines supply- and demand-driven
engagement enables it to do so. MTR participants appreciate KPSRL events and participate in the
platform to access learning/evidence, to network and to share what they know. KPSRL also remains
relevant to the needs of the Dutch MFA. The main area for further work is PLI — whose initial design
and outreach was not a perfect fit.

Participation in KPSRL remains strong, diverse, active and vibrant, and breadth of participation is fairly
strong by type of organisation. The modest overall decline in participant numbers in 2022 during
current purposive adaptations may mean KPSRL is technically not ‘increasing’ participation in line with
its theory of change and may wish to consider how it responds. Exchange of knowledge between
instruments, across contexts and to different levels, while significant, can be strengthened (for
example, by doing more to distil learning from one process for other actors, or connecting those with
common interests more routinely).

Survey responses and numerous examples show that KPSRL has contributed to learning by a range of
network participants. It has supported MFA learning in several ways and contributed to learning: at
programme level in particular countries; on programming or policy techniques (such as problem driven
iterative adaptation (PDIA), and use of ToCs); and on key themes like the integration of mental health
into SRoL work. On themes for the future, views varied but participants broadly favoured a ‘less
breadth — more depth and follow-up’ approach.

Consistently high satisfaction with events suggests strong learning methods and healthy learning
relevance. KPSRL has invested significantly in participants learning from and alongside each other and
is pro-active in improving its methods. Participants suggested that events need a clear analytical
framework within a structured strategy to enable learning and exchange on themes over time and key
insights pulled out for interested groups. Where participants flagged disappointment, this related to
limited relevance of or lack of follow up after some themes/events, limited practicability of learning,
or abstract/jargon-heavy framing/language. Suggested improvements in Addressing Root Causes
(ARC) fund learning process and PLI are reflected in the MTR recommendations.

KPSRL is succeeding in creating a safe, conducive environment for learning in which diverse types of
knowledge can be valued. However, some participants noted scope for enabling more honesty and
constructive challenge. Barriers to participants’ learning include lack of time (sometimes linked to
burdensome formal monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) requirements), resources and
conducive internal processes.

Underpinning its progress towards outcomes and impact sits KPSRL’s delivery. Although pace and scale
of delivery varies across outputs, delivery of intended outputs is good overall. Purposeful adaptations
— to focus on learning quality, collaboration, inclusive learning processes at the right levels, and
engagement in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCAS) — caused a dip in overall numbers of
events and participants during 2022, as well as some underspending. As long as underspend is
managed, Programmatic Learning Instrument (PLI) implementation continues to accelerate and quality
of outputs and accessibility reforms remains high, the MTR raises no significant delivery concerns.

To enhance KPSRL's progress and contributions, headline recommendations are to:

e Stay open to diverse interests but go deeper and follow through on key themes commanding
broad interest, with a clear focus on getting to widely useful ‘so what’ outcomes and nudging
organisations and governments towards significant changes and reforms.



e Keep participation healthy and vibrant — including via compelling content, tailored
communications and knowledge brokering — but continue to see quality, structured learning
processes with top-quality learning methods and uptake at scale as higher-order priorities.

o Keep strengthening KMF accessibility but consider ways to keep major learning questions in
view, and to strengthen research quality.

e Aim to focus PLI more over time on generating lessons that can inform better programming at
scale and the development and maintenance of constructive SRolL policies within and beyond
the Netherlands.

Governance and set-up

KPSRL'’s set-up, governance, secretariat, planning processes and instruments appear to be functioning
fairly efficiently, even if further inclusion of southern-based voices and options for decentralising will
be worth revisiting in the future. While consortium partnerships function well, it may be valuable to
explore how partners can further help internationalise platform engagement if mandated and
resourced for this, today or post-2024. Areas for improvement include making timely decisions while
avoiding over-consultation, finding a way to ensure thematic clarity underpins annual planning,
mitigating risks of staff turnover and overload, reserving time for knowledge brokering and
relationship building, and urgently rolling out a new Customer Relations Management (CRM)
system. Implementation challenges beyond those noted include inflation, which is having a
recognisable but manageable impact.

By dedicating greater capacity and attention to internal learning and monitoring, evaluation,
adaptation and learning (MEAL), KPSRL has taken a very positive step up on this to date.

The headline recommendation on governance and set up is:

e Enhance internal processes in order to: mitigate risks related to staff turnover, ensure plans
are in place to manage underspending and inflation, streamline MEAL to enhance reflection
and adaptation in relation to harvested outcomes, and prioritise operationalisation of the
CRM.

KPSRL’s future

The key challenge confronting KPSRL is how to promote peace, democracy and cooperation (and
support struggling CSOs) in a less cohesive, more securitised, authoritarian and unstable world. In this
context, finding paths for confronting ecological and social pressures driving and interacting with
conflict and instability will be critical. Localisation, decolonisation and effective support for locally
driven change will remain a key trend for KPSRL to engage with. Amid a ‘new Cold War’ militarisation
dynamic, and uncertainty over the political future for SRoL work, KPSRL can do more to help ensure
effective approaches continue to enjoy policy support (and ineffective ones do not).

KPSRL has done little to diversify its funding, and it remains unclear whether it and the MFA are
committed to doing so. Given the current relevance, alignment and flexibility in the relationship
between KPSRL and the MFA, there is no urgent need for KPSRL to deviate from this close working
relationship. Nonetheless, in terms of who KPSRL serves all stakeholders support further aligning
KPSRL'’s focus with priorities in FCAS and engaging local actors. Survey responses suggest a focus on
connecting local practitioners and activists with national and international policy, research and
practitioner actors. Beyond serving the MFA and continuing to provide safe space for vital donor-
implementing partner exchange, KPSRL should clearly articulate its value proposition for all other



stakeholder groups, and push for more diverse actors to participate (for example, state actors working

on SRolL, and local actors involved in social contract struggle).

As it strategizes for post-2024, KPSRL may wish to consider how reviewing ToC outcome, goal and goal

relevance definitions could help it focus on building from local knowledge towards solving conflict and

security challenges, producing influential solutions to burning SRolL issues and de-emphasising issues

that warrant less attention. Once objectives are clarified and refreshed, form should follow function,

with options mapped, openly discussed and built into the new design. The overall recommendations

on KPSRL’s future are:

Stay focused on supporting local learning and shifting power as a basis for grounded solutions
to conflict, security and rule of law challenges.

Given trends towards militarisation and securitisation, try to bring evidence on what really
works to solve SRoL challenges — and what doesn’t — to the policy table.

Stay close to the MFA and other key partners such as INGOs, but diversify participation more,
aim to inform a wider range of policy players, and strengthen support for connections between
diverse mutual interest groups.

If diversifying funding is an aim, be more proactive in pursuing this, making sure the MFA and
Embassies support and engage with this process.

Map strategic options for renewing KPSRL post-2024 thoroughly and ensure participatory
consideration of them, including:

o Revisiting the ToC to ensure it keeps KPSRL focused on the most important goals and
pathways for reaching them;

o Considering articulating KPSRL’s offer to all targeted groups to ensure mutual benefits;

o Decentralising beyond the Hague into priority contexts/regions for learning in FCAS
and informing grounded, effective policy-making beyond the Netherlands;

o Bringing southern voices into the future consortium / partnership;

o Rethinking the structure and approach of KMF and PLI to enhance their flexibility and
quality;

o Connecting mutual interest groups more consistently; and

o Using tech creatively to serve participants’ needs.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 REPORT OVERVIEW

This introduction briefly describes the Knowledge Platform Security and Rule of Law’s (KPSRL) work in the
current phase and explains the objectives and methodology for its 2023 Mid-Term Review (MTR). The next
three chapters consider the three objectives and subheadings set out in the MTR’s inception report and
evaluation framework, responding to the questions set out therein based on the data gathered. Chapter 2
explores and analyses the findings on KPSRL's progress and contributions; Chapter 3 provides findings on
KPSRL’s governance and organisational set up; Chapter 4 considers KPSRL's future with particular focus on
potential directions from 2024. Chapters 2-4 each include conclusions and detailed recommendations on
these three themes. Further information is included in annexes, including:

e Background on KPSRL’s governance, theory of change (ToC), evolution, priorities, instruments and
outputs

e The MTR’s full methodology, including a masterlist of questions used in data gathering, definitions
of key terms, and a selection of data from the survey, key informant interviews (Klls) and mini-
workshops (mini-WS) conducted.

1.2 KPSRL’S CURRENT PHASE

The KPSRL was established by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA), specifically the Department for
Stabilization and Humanitarian Aid (DSH), in 2012 to strengthen the evidence base for security and rule of
law (SRol) policies and programmes.

It is led by a Consortium comprised of the Clingendael Institute’s Conflict Research Unit, Saferworld, and
the International Development Law Organization (IDLO) and supported by an Advisory Committee drawn
from the Platform participants and other relevant experts. Consortium Partners — Clingendael, IDLO, and
Saferworld — play a strategic guiding and decision-making role.

Three elements make up the governing body.

1. A Management Committee of the Consortium Partners and the Head of Secretariat. This is
responsible for strategic guidance and decision-making, including via planning, accountability,
evaluation and quarterly oversight, including via quarterly meetings. These are ‘followed by a
Policy Dialogue meeting with the MFA’.

2. An Advisory Committee formed by nine members including a Chair. Four members are selected
by the Management Committee, and four members are selected through an open call to the
Platform community. The ninth member is drawn from the MFA. The Committee advises on
KPSRL’s research agenda, annual thematic and conference headlines, and supports KPSRL with
networking, diversification, internationalisation, sustainability and avoiding conflicts of interest. It
includes a mix of academics, NGOs, practitioners, policymakers and advocates.

3. The MFA, which holds the contract with KPSRL and has regular policy dialogue with the
Management Committee through regularly scheduled policy dialogues.

KPSRL’s Secretariat is based in its office in Den Haag, and has a Head of Secretariat, two Knowledge Brokers
—on Programming and Practice, and Research and Policy, respectively —an Engagement and Grants Officer,
a Learning Officer and an Operations Assistant.



The KPSRL’s network includes all people and organisations that actively engage in its activities.

KPSRL’s Theory of Change (ToC)

KP 3.0 - THEORY OF CHANGE

Goal relevance
= Enchanced learning contributes to more knowledge uptake in SRL programming and policy making and thereby to improving the quality and
impact of such work in the SRL sector

Goal
Learning from SRL program implementation and program portfolios, by practitioner organizations,
Dutch embassy stakeholders in priority countries, DSH/MFA, and their knowledge partners enhances

T

-
Outcome assumptions : m
The internal learning cultures, systems and capacities of SRL organizations and their leadership’s commitment to learning allow them to seize : E
upon the opportunities provided by the KP : E
The financial and other constraints within which SRL organizations operate (e.g. budgets and financial and programmatic reporting : =1
requirements) leave room for investments in learning 1
SRL remains an important pillar of Dutch development assistance, both in terms of political support and funding support :
]
i Outcome 2 (Learning environment)
The breadth anglfjtisgzifylog’:)::t‘?éﬁ;rakti:;r(el:‘yg:;‘:emo';go)rganization enl Opportunities for learning by network participants (practitioner w
N o N N o - organizations, embassy stakeholders, DSH/MFA and knowledge Q
geographic origin) and the mtenjsuty of exchange within the KP network partners) about SRL program implementation and portfolio learning E
increases ErEED 8
7 f z
r H z
" | Output assumptions H ]
- : = A DSH Learning agenda is adopted and implemented and receives support from leadership (including in relation to funding programs), :
5' 1 knowledge questions (demand) are clearly articulated and participation of DSH/MFA and embassy staff in KP events and activities is encouraged 1
(0] : = [Internal assumption/responsibilit Consortium Partners] The Consortium Partners are able to field a suitably experienced and stable Secretariat :
E : team capable of (1) provoking demand and identifying ‘burning’ applied knowledge questions (2) ensuring knowledge fits needs (3) enabling :
: sharp-minded (not like-minded) people to find one another and (4) providing attractive learning experiences :
1 = [Internal assumption/responsibility Consortium Partners] The Secretariat and Consortium Partners are able to maintain and strengthen the 1
: relationship built on trust and shared interests and allowing for proactive sharing of information relevant to the implementation, adaptation and :
: positioning of the KP project, with DSH/MFA, embassy stakeholders, and other members of the KP community :
i = [Internal assumption/responsibility Consortium Partners] Involvement in the KP offers the Consortium Partners sufficient benefits beyond the 1
: financial compensation in the form of the management fee to mobilize the internal knowledge, experience, resources and presence in the field :
: necessary for or contributing to the various KP activities :
b e —————————————— S S S S |
Output area 1 (Networking opportunities)
Network events organized, and online and direct exchange and interaction facilitated al
I T T &
Output area 3 (Programmatic learning) q z
Output area 2 (KMF) N . Output area 4 (Learning agenda) o
Early-stage development of new ideas, 1 Furtl'_]er developmgnt an;j test_lng el _sca_le In- e Development and implementation of o
insights and pilot approaches to SRL --+ Ll ERLRYy SEEITES CiF e (G, _|nS|ghts F-+| DSH/MFA, embassy and program level
N and approaches to SRL programming and N
programming supported portfolio learning supported learning agendas supported

INPUTS /
ACTIVITIES

Project approach
KP Secretariat facilitated knowledge generation and brokering

Problem
Knowledge gaps, of a practical and a more fundamental nature, stand in the way of progress in SRL programming and policy making.
The strongest need for learning is located at the program implementation level and at the level of portfolio management.

working realities.

put pressure on overheads and
leaves little room for investing in

implementers to demand and

Sub-problem Sub-problem Sub-problem Sub-problem
Network participants struggle to | There are deficits in the internal Investments in generating research Actors struggle to synchronize their
access information from new | learning cultures, systems and @ do not necessarily guarantee its efforts effectively
and/or diverse sources capacities of SRL organizations and uptake = Donors often place insufficient
« There is limited exchange | their leadership’s commitment to « The language and complex emphasis on reporting and improving
between implementers, and learning that stand in the way of messages of academic research is outcome-level results, which fails to
0 between professional sectors | evidence generated through not often tailored to the SRL provide practitioners with compelling
F) (research,  practitioners and | programs being fed back into new policy and practitioner audiences, incentives to learn.
> policymakers) about real | programming and policymaking making it difficult for their | = Applied research is seen to have only
EI challenges faced in policy = (e.g. organizational silos, rigid findings to permeate policy and limited relevance for academic career
z decisions and in programs, | funding approaches, inappropriate programming discussions. opportunities, lowering the incentives
< particularly at the working level ME&L approaches). + SRL policy is a relatively new for many academic researcher to
s of implementation. field, thus strategies and policy actively engage.
w « Implementers and policymakers Sub-problem documents are often fairly | = There are a limited number of
E' find it difficult to access and More trust andphonest is needed general, and therefore cannot thematic SRL and Results Based
o apply new information unless it R PR TS Y often be directly applied to Management experts at the MFA.
o is tailored specifically to their . st P iti policymakers specific questions. Frequent staff rotation and heavy
o policy or programming needs, rong competition OVEr | . There is limited capacity among workload impede developing such
operating assumptions and daily resources with very low margins policymakers  and  program capacity.

Learning is often perceived as an

+ Many researchers, policy > " " verify program results at relevant add-on component of programs,
makers, and some program Iearnlng_ OF  [eEihy  wiEw levels in this relatively new field associated wit':n M&E at mid?tergm and
implementers work at a distance success is not guaranteed. of SRL policy. project closure; it is seen as an HQ
from, and have trouble " Thereis a rf]ear of Ibacklfash when | Academic researchers are working function that is often bothersome and
accessing, insecure and volatile rﬁportmg i el o pr‘TJeals along different funding and work not essential to implementation.
conflict and post-conflict settings that were not ~completely cycles, making it difficult to time = Learning is often associated with (and
where SRL programming and Sl Gl Gl b2 e Gk their research outputs for uptake resources used for) accountability and

failure; thus important lessons

policy is applied.

KPSRL’s main instruments are:

are often not recorded

in strategic policy moments or
processes.

reporting rather than reflecting on
ways to improve programming

Thematic learning events: the creation and support of learning events are a substantial area of KPSRL
activity to engage network participants and stimulate their learning and exchange in a safe space
that overcomes problems identified in the ToC. KPSRL’s flagship event is its annual conference
(KPAC), but it typically convenes 20-30 events per year, including webinar, hybrid and in-person

events infon a variety of themes and locations.,



The Knowledge Management Fund (KMF) — a small grants mechanism (max. €20,000 per application)
aimed at creating new knowledge on SRoL. KMF is KPSRL’s instrument to financially support
activities arising from its network. From its launch in 2017 up to 2020 81 KMF grants were
awarded, 20 led by a partner from a FCAS.2 KMF ‘enables the KP to meet the objectives of network
strengthening, knowledge generation and knowledge brokering, and brings all those three aspects
together in an agile small grants facility that diversifies thinking and evidence in the SRolL field and
stimulates innovation.”.> KMF grants ‘offer a low barrier to entry for innovative, agile and
experimental proposals’ with the aim ‘to diversify thinking and evidence in the [SRol] field,
particularly in [FCAS]’* and ‘create a safe space for failure and learning’.> The €200,000 annual fund
supports 9-month projects of up to €20,000 for events, research ideas and other initiatives that
help improve ‘knowledge generated by the SRol field, and its subsequent uptake’.b Uptake is
supported by ‘brokering’ the knowledge generated by KMF in various ways, and it is hoped that
promising KMF results ‘will feed through into expanded programmatic proposals for scaling or
learning partnerships.”’ It was KPSRL’s intention in the current phase to seek financing from other
donors to supplement the fund.?

The Programmatic Learning Instrument (PLI) — a larger fund (up to €200,000 per project) to support
learning within and across programmes. For KPSRL, Programmatic Learning is defined as ‘the
process of capturing and distilling insights to drive adaptive programming and portfolio
management, and doing so informing partners, donors and the wider SRoL sector through KPSRL's
network’.° The PLI was conceived as a mechanism to ‘complement the KMF and the support to
learning agendas and enrich the learning environment’.1° The PLI is taking shape under a design
phase running from 2022-24. It offers ‘a dedicated budget line to stimulate and facilitate
programmatic learning’ reflecting that ‘the strongest need and potential for learning in the SRolL
sector is located at the programme implementation level, primarily in the field, and at the portfolio
management level’.! The PLI is designed to address challenges affecting the health of the learning
culture within and between SRol institutions, and the fact that learning culture is not embedded
in programmes, does not drive adaptation, and is more concerned with results and accountability
than with challenge, insight and genuine learning.'? It aims to engage with programmes working
on the same or aligned Theories of Change, possibly but not always within the same country or
region.’* The PLI’s goal is ‘to enable stakeholders working in the SRoL sector to enhance the quality
and impact of their policymaking, programming, implementation, and learning by facilitating and
incentivising the co-creation and collective implementation of improved approaches to
programmatic learning.’** Organisations using PLI get: ‘(1) a budget for their learning agenda, (2)
KPSRL expertise on designing a learning agenda and (3) access to KPSRL network for consulting
expertise or communicating lessons learned.’*> KPSRL provides help shaping learning trajectories,
distilling lessons for wider audiences and for adapting the PLI.® The original aim of the pilots being
established during PLI’s design phase was to ‘engage primarily with [DSH], embassies with a SRolL
portfolio and their local and international implementing partners.... in the process of co-creating
and embedding learning into programming’.}” The 2021-2024 proposal suggested that one pilot
would occur in 2021 and two in 2022.%8 A key feature of this piloting phase is KPSRL’s own learning
journey which has the explicit aim for the 2022-2024 period of refining the concept of
programmatic learning, design processes, methodological approaches, and procedures with a
view to implementing the PLI at scale in the post 2024 period.

Alongside efforts to develop the PLI, a closely related output area is supporting development and
implementation of DSH/MFA, embassy and program level learning agendas. KPSRL also continues its

3



experimentation with ‘practice labs’?® (these are ‘rooted in mutual learning, [and] offer partners who are
“ahead of the curve” a space to showcase practices they have tested and deemed effective, to receive
feedback from peers, and discuss engagement strategies that could be implemented more widely.’?

Both KMF and PLI are in the process of evolution: the 2022 Annual Plan thus flags the importance of
KPSRL’s ‘ambition to reform the KMF and establish the programmatic learning instrument, as both require
setting strategic, foundational thinking and building up or reforming processes and procedures for the

long-term rather than focusing on immediate results.”?

1.3 MTR OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

This MTR is designed to deliver the following objectives.

Objective 1: To assess progress towards the KPSRL’s current outcomes, goal and goal relevance, together
with relevant gaps, and trace KPSRL’s contribution to it and other positive or negative outcomes.

Objective 2: To assess whether KPSRL has the optimal governance and organisational set up to manage its
efforts, learn and evolve.

Objective 3: To provide recommendations on how positive outcomes and impacts of KPSRL can best be
maximised and sustained through:
e The KPSRL’s approaches, processes and positioning for remainder of the current strategy period
(including via the revision of KPSRL’s Theory of Change and Results-Based Framework (RBF).
e The KPSRL's preparations for the post-2024 period.

The MTR’s evaluation framework organises research questions under the three MTR objectives as shown
in the table below.

MTR questions \ Key DAC Criteria

Objective 1: To assess the nature and extent of progress towards the KPSRL’s current outcomes and goal, together with
relevant gaps, and trace KPSRL’s contribution to it and other positive or negative outcomes.

Delivery: To what extent is the current set of KPSRL interventions achieving desired outputs in support of |Relevance

ToC results?

Effectiveness
Have adaptations taken place since the project began and if so are they helping achieve desired outputs in
support of ToC results?

Engagement and communication: Are the current interventions and approach involving, engaging and |Relevance and

Efficiency

communicating with current and potential network participants purposefully and effectively? effectiveness (of
reach /

Does the Knowledge Management Fund (KMF) approach including grant structure and application engagement

procedure match the needs of the grantees and potential grantees? strategy and
processes)

Are the current interventions and approach involving, engaging and communicating with current and
potential network participants purposefully and effectively in Conflict Affected Settings (FCAS) in
particular? Is this improving?

Has the KPSRL managed to expand access to the KMF effectively for FCAS actors in particular?
Relevance: To what extent are KPSRL activities and instruments responsive to the needs and demands of |Relevance
network participants?

To what extent are KPSRL activities and instruments responsive to the evolving needs and demands of the
Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA)?

Participation: How broad, balanced and diverse is participation within the KPSRL network? Is participation |Effectiveness
increasing?

How active and meaningful is participation in KPSRL by relevant groups?
Exchange: How intense is the exchange within the KPSRL Network? Effectiveness
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Is the intensity of exchange increasing?

Learning and learning relevance: Are network participants learning through their engagement with the
KPSRL?

How relevant are learning themes to the needs of current and potential network participants and to wider
trends?

Effectiveness

Relevance

Learning methods: How effective are the learning methodologies deployed by the KPSRL?

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Safe space: Is the network providing a ‘safe’ and conducive environment for learning among network
participants?

Effectiveness

Impact: What are network participants doing differently as a result of their KPSRL-influenced learning?

Did KPSRL contribute to changes in policies, programming, behaviours, capacities or relationships?

Effectiveness

Impact / signs of

What other factors and/or actors have contributed to identified learning and/or changes in policies, Ic;]nger-term
programming, behaviours, capacities or relationships? change
Other outcomes: Are there positive or negative outcomes to which KPSRL has contributed in any other |Relevance

areas, or gaps in expected outcomes under the ToC, that need to be considered when assessing KPSRL's
relevance and effectiveness?

Effectiveness

Coherent goal fulfilment: Are the range of existing activities, outputs and outcomes contributing
coherently to progress towards the TOC goal and goal relevance?

Relevance
Effectiveness
Coherence

Objective 2: To assess whether KPSRL has the optimal governance and organisational set up to manage its efforts, learn

and evolve.

Set up: How efficient and fit-for-purpose is the set-up of the KPSRL (e.g. its governance, consortium,
secretariat, network model and instruments)?

Efficiency

Challenges: What challenges (whether related to ToC assumptions, problem statements or other factors)
constrain KPSRL from effectively delivering interventions and outputs in support of ToC results? What
challenges or potential scenarios may become important for KPSRL in the medium-long term?

What impact has inflation had on the KPSRL capacity to deliver its expected results?

Sustainability

Efficiency

Internal learning: Are KPSRL’s internal monitoring, evaluation, adaptation and learning approaches and
tools adequate to its needs?

Are KPSRL's Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning MEAL approaches resulting in internal
learning and effective adaptation?

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Objective 3: To provide recommendations on how positive outcomes and impacts of KPSRL can best be sustained through:
= The KPSRL’s approach, processes and positioning for remainder of the current strategy period (including via the revision

of KPSRL’s ToC and RBF).
®  The KPSRL’s preparations for the post-2024 period.

Approach: How could the current set of interventions / expected outputs be adapted, in order to |Relevance
strengthen relevance and effectiveness? Effectiveness
Positioning / participation: How could the KPSRL’s engagement with network members be adapted, in |Relevance
order to ensure adequate breadth and diversity of participation? Effectiveness
Maintaining relevance and coherence: How can KPSRL evolve to continue meeting and appropriately |Relevance
balancing the diverse priorities and learning needs of different network stakeholders and participants?

Coherence

Sustainability — addressing challenges: How can the network and learning within it best be sustained in
the face of identified challenges?

Sustainability

Post 2024: How should the KPSRL prepare for the period post-2024?

Sustainability

The MTR covers the current contract of the KPSRL, from its starting date in January 2021 to December

2022, but considers where appropriate how KPSRL is adapting in response to past lessons. The MTR is

based on gathering and analysing as much data as possible in the time available during January to March

2023:
e Review of 59 documents against the MTR questions

e 23 interviews or written responses to questions
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Phase |

Phase ll

e 7 mini workshops

e 70 survey responses

e inputs generated by an online sense-making workshop with KPSRL staff, the evaluation Reference

Group and Advisory Committee members

The MTR is a two-phase process, as illustrated in Error! Reference source not found. below.

*Desk review key docs
“Inception visit
-Methodology design
=Inception report

e*Review TOC to
ensure evaluation
designed to

Data collection

Data analysis

~
#*Secondary data collection
*Rapid online survey

#Further desk review
*Assembling database
«Analysing qualitative data
sTriangulation
*Go deeper on MSC

.

*Key informant interviews &
focus group discussions

Revision &

Participatory

feedback

reflection WS

*Draw out MTR
implications for
TOC and RBF with

& RBF
*Elicit & integrate

~
eDraft revised TOC

Report writing

~
#Draft report with findings |
and recommendations
*Sense-making session
sIncorporate comments
sFinalise MTR report

Finalise ToC &

RBF

Articulating how learning
and improvement facilitated
by KPSRL can maximize

inform TOC & RBF
reflection

sec’t, consortium
& MFA

FIGURE 1: MTR PROCESS

relevance, effectiveness &
sustainability

feedback

The methodology was refined in close collaboration with the MTR Reference Group (which includes the
KSPRL’s Secretariat, Consortium Partners, Advisory Committee and the MFA representatives). Throughout
the process, Transition International (Tl) has maximised utility, inclusion and accountability, with an
emphasis on consulting a diversity of stakeholders participating in the network as well as outside it, across
the range of instruments, from different backgrounds and in diverse geographic settings, in particular in
FCAS. The MTR integrated a range of best methodological practices used in the evaluation of peace,
security and rule of law programmes and research and policy/practice influencing initiatives. It thus
deployed mixed methods combining both qualitative and quantitative evidence. It also combined ‘inside-
out’ elements — considering the quality of the ToC and whether it is being effectively delivered — with
‘outside-in’ elements — considering most significant changes or outcomes, whether expected or
unexpected, and analysing these in relation to the KPSRL’s ToC and its contribution.

The research process involved data gathering from the following stakeholder groups via bespoke data
gathering tools containing questions adapted from a masterlist of questions correlating with the
evaluation framework.
e Annual Conference, event and / or podcast participants
e KMF grantees
e Programmatic Learning Instrument (PLI), Addressing Root Causes of Conflict (ARC) and/or other
learning trajectory leads and participants
e MFA, Department for Stabilisation and Humanitarian Aid (DSH) and embassy interlocutors
e Non-participants (with relevant perspectives on Security and Rule of Law (SrolL) programming,
policy, learning and/or knowledge platforms)
e Secretariat staff
e (Consortium partners
e Advisory Committee

Sample

.~ profilesofrespondents

Gender Type of respondents
Male 54% Civil society/non-governmental organisation 39%
Female 45% Research/academic institution 22%
Other 1% Government/state-affiliated institution 17%
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Private sector / consultancy 10%
Age Another civil society / activist 6%
Survey Regional/International multilateral organisation 5%
Up to 25 1% Secretariat Staff 5%
26-35 17% Foundation 2%
36-45 33% Student 2%
46-55 26% Political party 1%

56+ 23% Primary country of work
Klls and mini-workshops In the Netherlands 46%
21-30 9% In a Fragile or Conflict-affected Situation 32%
31-40 24% In another high-income country 17%
40+ 67% In another low-income country 7%
In another middle-income country 6%

Nature of engagement with KPSRL*
Audience member at annual conference / learning event 42%
Accessed website information 32%
Social media follower /accessed social media information 26%
Co-hosting or speaking at annual conference/a learning event 16%
Implementing a Knowledge Management Fund project 14%
Participating actively in a policy-related review or learning process 14%
Podcast listener 14%
Advisory committee member/consortium partner/donor 12%
Not yet participated 12%
Partnering in a learning trajectory or programmatic learning process 10%
Sharing research or uploading documents to the KPSRL repository, 7%
Appearing on a podcast episode 1%
Frequency of participation in KPSRL activities*

1-4 times per year 46%
5+ times per year 4%
Once per year 29%
Did not participate 21%
Total number of respondents 117

*From survey respondents only
FIGURE 2: PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

Tl took an ethical approach, emphasising safeguarding and providing anonymity to respondents.
Limitations included the need to strike a balance between the detailed questions that staff and the
Reference Group wished to cover and the time respondents were prepared to make available. The MTR
team found ways of abbreviating and bridging Masterlist questions during the survey, interviews and mini-
WS, to allow participants opportunity to select questions where their experience equipped them to
provide meaningful answers. This approach ensured good coverage of overall research questions from
multiple stakeholder groups, but where the team only ascertained limited evidence, this is noted in our
report. The MTR team invested additional time to ensure it covered stakeholder categories beyond what
was committed in its proposal. The survey was proactively promoted on social media in collaboration with
KPSRL and had more participants than the 2019 MTR. In the report, the number of respondents to each
guestion is specified where relevant. While respondent numbers were maximised within available
resources, with a larger sample size it would be possible to determine trends in stakeholders’ views with
greater confidence. Within the scope of this exercise it was not possible independently to verify all of the
reported examples of learning and impact, and this is noted in the text where relevant. The full MTR
methodology is presented in annex E.



2. KPSRL’S PROGRESS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

2.1 FINDINGS ON KPSRL’S PROGRESS AND CONTRIBUTIONS

This section of the report outlines findings based on the available evidence, including perceptions
from network members regarding the performance of the KPSRL to date and how this might be
strengthened going forwards.

Delivery

KPSRL s largely delivering as planned in its four output areas of: organising network events and facilitating
exchange and interaction; early-stage development of new ideas, insights and approaches; supporting
programme and portfolio learning at scale; and supporting the development and implementation of the
DSH / MFA, Embassy and programme-level learning agenda.

The pace and scale of delivery varies across the outputs. For example, in 2021 the design of the PLI pilot
fell behind and KPSRL is still catching up to where it hoped to be. Likewise the pace of events slowed to 15
in 2022 compared to 20 in 2021 and 30 in 2020,? even if emerging data suggests this dip will likely be
reversed in 2023.22 Awards for KMF Window Il in 2022 were made in February 2023 due to taking extra
time to implement accessibility reforms.?* Underspend in 2022 was €297,054, or 20% of the total budget,
and PLI underspend represented 63% of the total. Although further commitments and disbursements
were made early in 2023,% any PLI amounts not earmarked for spending down from this point could
create pressure on KPSRL staff and the quality of outputs towards the end of the grant period.*

Although the outputs themselves have not been adapted in this period, there have been some purposeful
adaptations in terms of how the outputs are delivered, the most significant of which has been to focus
on reducing barriers to participation from FCAS stakeholders.

e Regarding events, in 2021-22, amid the COVID pandemic,?” the SRolL sector as a whole was
significantly disrupted, and events had to be adapted to online participation, which required much
effort. KPSRL chose to reduce event numbers to concentrate on reforming its instruments,
relevance and quality.®® However, if KPSRL stands by its commitment to see networking
opportunities, participation and exchange as a key outcome, any repeat of such slowdowns may
risk undermining results. At the same time, less KPSRL events reflects a move towards
‘collaborative preparation and implementation of events and trajectories’.?° Thus in 2022 KPSRL
played ‘a significant role’ in convening 7 other events attracting in total over 284 participants.® It
is also positive to note that more of the 2022 events were part of longer learning processes than
in 2021 even if there were fewer events overall,?! and also that KPSRL continues to push for more
FCAS access to and involvement in events.?? Likewise, it added some new activities, such as the
‘Fragile Truths’ podcast and wider social media reach.

e On early-stage development of new ideas, insights and approaches (and the KMF): by the end of
2022 KMF project implementation was generally on track.3® KPSRL has been reforming KMF
throughout the current phase, to support more locally produced knowledge and insight.3* It has
been thorough in considering issues to address to grow accessibility via the KMF Accessibility Plan of
Action — with several of the proposed reforms being implemented by end 2022 but more to follow
in 2023.%

e On supporting programme and portfolio learning, although building buy in and establishing
partnerships and pilots took time, in the Annual Report 2022 KPSRL reported that 5 pilot initiatives
had been identified — a significant improvement in 12 months.3® Given limited initial uptake by
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embassies and others, co-creation of the PLI and its pilots has been time-intensive, requiring
flexible adaptation by KPSRL to develop the initiative and build on both partner needs and ongoing
lessons. By the Annual Report 2022, 3 PLI pilots were at contracting stage (Somalia and two on
demining) and two others were in preparation/consultation phases (in Sudan and South Sudan,
where KPSRL already features in the Multi-Annual Country Strategies (MACS) as a partner).3” KPSRL
had committed €422,808 of the €700,000 budgeted for the period 2021-2024 and contracted
€222,808. Thus there is still much work ahead to plan further PLI initiatives by end 202438

On supporting the development and implementation of the DSH / MFA, Embassy and
programme-level learning agenda: KPSRL has been active and responsive at both policy and
programme levels, balancing supply- and demand-driven activities, including support for ToC
revision, the rollout of adaptive programming, ARC global learning, the Somalia and demining
learning trajectories and emerging work with other embassies, as well as support for DSH'’s
terugkomdag.

Overall, delivery of intended outputs is good. In order to sustain and strengthen delivery, KPSRL needs to

maintain a focus on quality, collaboration, inclusive learning processes and PLI success. Further feedback

on possible improvements is provided below.

Engagement and communication

KPSRL has taken a purposeful approach to adapting engagement and communication in this period.

While maintaining its website and newsletter channels, it has markedly increased its social media

outreach (via LinkedIn and, with video content, YouTube) and introduced a podcast (now in its third

season). It has also opened up more engagement opportunities for FCAS stakeholders both at events

and via in-country learning efforts and reformed the KMF to make it more accessible.

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

On the below scale, how would you rate KPSRL's efforts to involve, engage and
collaborate with you and other stakeholders within the platform?
According to survey respondents (N=59)

3 4

1 Poor 2 5 Excellent

FIGURE 3: KPSRL'S PERCEIVED INVOLVEMENT, ENGAGEMENT AND COLLABORATION EFFORTS

The evidence suggests that KPSRL's emphasis on approaching communications with a view to listening to

participants as well as disseminating information is healthy.3* Over 50% of respondents rated KPSRL’s
efforts to involve, engage and collaborate with stakeholders as 4 or 5 out of 5 (average response was
3.51; see figure 3). Trends in podcast listening, social media engagement, and newsletter subscriptions are

positive.



However, stakeholders would value more tailored communications; efforts to bring together select
groups of participants who can learn from each other over time, distilling takeaways, exploring these by
further programme level learning processes; and better ‘brokering’ of relationships between those
engaged on common themes for mutually beneficial learning. The survey also suggested a slight
preference among participants for engaging them via learning events than joint project implementation /
evaluation.

One area for improvement is the website. Downloads from KPSRL's extensive archive are down, likely due
to under promotion and poor signposting. Other comments highlighted that the site is dated,
cumbersome, topics ill-defined, some content is stale or inactive, and could pinpoint takeaways of learning
processes more clearly.

Social media practices enabling stakeholders to amplify KPSRL communications are a positive step, but as
the 2019 MTR flagged, there is room for consortium and advisory committee members to be more
involved in growing prominence and attractiveness of the platform including by allocating resources for
this purpose.

Beyond this, there is a need to continue prioritising further efforts to better engage with FCAS countries.
On this, KMF accessibility reforms are showing early signs of encouraging more applications from FCAS.*
Staff also feel reforms are working. 25% of KMF funds have gone to FCAS lead applicants, and it is clear
there is more global south co-ownership of KMF initiatives in 2022 than previously.*! In their reports and
mini-WS, KMF grantees warmly endorsed the KPSRL for providing accessible resources for knowledge
generation in the global south in a flexible way and with ease of communication.

Overall, consortium partners and staff feel KPSRL has ‘made concrete and structural changes to move
away from the notion that it’s a platform for those from Dutch Civil Society Organisational (CSO) space
to engage with the government’ and has successfully created ‘more room for participants from sub-
Saharan Africa and other regions’.*> PLI has made a conscious drive to move away from supporting
learning dominated by agencies from the global north and their international staff so that people in
contexts in focus have decision-making power over learning processes and how the funds are allocated.*?
ARC in-country learning and other events have been appreciated, as has greater global south inclusion in
the advisory committee. For now, remaining centralised in the Hague is a slight barrier to taking this
further.

Relevance

KPSRL activities need to remain alive to changing priorities and learning needs of the diverse stakeholders.
Plans and reports display KPSRL’s focus on adapting to how different stakeholders learn and adapt,*
learning from successes and failures of past learning exercises and instruments,* and considering how to
drive meaningful engagement and deepen relationships.*® The mix of supply driven activities (events,
KMF and PLI) with more demand driven and flexible support for learning agendas enables KPSRL to
enhance its relevance to supported partners’ needs.”’ Overall satisfaction with events is broadly
encouraging (4.2 in 2021, 4 in 2022, with further encouraging feedback emerging for early 2023).%8
Interviewees fed back positively on how KPSRL compares to providers of similar activities — it is unique in
the Netherlands and compares well internationally, even if it has scope to build out more international
links.*

There are several examples of KPSRL attracting new stakeholders into useful research and learning
partnerships.>® However, as KPSRL was trying to set up PLI initiatives, it struggled to demonstrate their
relevance. Initial scoping for PLI partners during 2021 brought limited results. KPSRL relaxed criteria for PLI
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support in response, but clearly initial PLI design and outreach was not a perfect fit for the needs of
stakeholders it targeted. There is still work to reduce its perceived rigidity/abstractness®! and ensure it
supports members’ needs while also producing valued generalizable learning.

Why do you participate in KPSRL activities/processes?
Acccording to survey respondents (N=55)

Ac.cess to Iearrjing opportuni?ies and/O_r 'evidencg that'may -
improve policy, programming, capacities, relationships
Network and build relaf;?:::iotr: other Security/Rule of
Share knowledge, experieg}fﬁ;sd recommendations with
3

For fundraising purposes 30% 16%

Access to decision-makers (for example for  pyyms o
advocacy/policy influencing purposes) B 9%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M1 Very unimportant M2 3 4  m5Veryimportant
FIGURE 4: MOTIVATIONS TO PARTICIPATE

Network members engage with the KPSRL primarily to access helpful learning/evidence (4.2 average)
and network with SRolL actors (4.0 average), as well as to share what they know (figure 4).>2 Perhaps
related to this, the Annual Conference and learning events — which provide both knowledge and network
opportunities - are rated most highly in terms of their relevance to SRolL agendas in survey respondents’
contexts (figure 5). According to some MTR participants, KPSRL can also strengthen relevance by ensuring
learning trajectories and events fulfil their potential better. As one MTR participant cogently argued, SRoL
actors are getting better at Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL), but ‘Innovations remain ad hoc
and limited in scope and there has been little taking to scale [...] KPSRL is now engaging on a huge array of
thematics all of which are of course interesting but | am less clear about how the KPSRL is supporting the
drawing together of lessons coherently and meaningfully to inform the field writ large (beyond ad hoc

approaches)’.>

To what extent are KPSRL activities and instruments relevant to key Security/rule of
law related policy, practice or learning agendas in your working context?
According to survey respondents (N=64)

Annual conference/KPSRL learning events [l
Knowledge Management Fund projects/studies [N
Policy-related reviews or learning processes [l
KPSRL website and online resources [
Programmatic learning processes [N
‘Fragile truths’ podcast [N

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B 1 Very irrelevant 2 m3 m4 m5Veryrelevant M Do not know
FIGURE 5: RELEVANCE OF KPSRL ACTIVITIES AND INSTRUMENTS
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KPSRL remains relevant to the needs of the Dutch MFA, providing a flexible model of support which
responds to emerging MFA needs and priorities and which focuses on issues which are seen as highly
relevant by the MFA. MFA/DSH and Embassy staff appreciate KPSRL's support, partnership and learning
methods,>* and themes of localisation and the social contract are seen as highly relevant by the MFA.
Changes to MFA focal points — who have changed 4 times in roughly one year, from senior to junior staff
— do not reflect a shift in MFA interest in KPSRL. Although some MTR participants would like to see the
MPFA yet more engaged and open, DSH joined 15 of the KPSRL’s events in 2021 — the largest number of any
participating organisation.> Several senior MFA staff remain actively engaged in KPSRL’s integration into
MFA policy/programme development and learning processes.>®

Network strengthening: participation and exchange

Findings in this area provide the MTR assessment of performance against the ToC outcome 1 (‘Network
strengthening: The breadth and diversity of participation (by type of organization and geographic origin)
and the intensity of exchange within the KP network increase’). Overall, participation in KPSRL remains
strong, diverse and vibrant.>’ In 2021, KPSRL’s 20 events attracted 929 non-unique participants from 245
entities;*® in 2022 this figure fell to 706 from 176 unique organisations.”® KPAC 2021 alone attracted 436
participants from national and international governments and governmental bodies, think thanks,
journalists, INGO practitioners, activists, diplomats, and field researchers;® this fell to 274 participants for
KPAC 2022.5! At the same time, participation via social media/subscription has been growing, via LinkedIn,
Twitter and newsletter subscriptions.®?

Breadth of participation is fairly strong by type of organisation with presence strongest in the targeted
area of programming/implementing organisations.®®

Participation from FCAS stakeholders has started to increase as a result of adaptations to the KPSRL model,
though there is scope to increase this further. Only 8% of participants in 2021 were from organisations
established in FCAS. At the same time, over half came neither from DAC countries nor FCAS — which
suggests an interesting element of diversity.®* By Q2 of 2022 KPSRL monitoring data suggested that over
half of the 202 participants so far were from FCAS countries.®® The proportion of KMF Expressions of
Interests (Eols) from FCAS went from 14% in 2021 to 40% in 2022.5¢

Given the importance the ToC places on participation increasing,®” depending on how ‘breadth and
diversity of participation’ are defined and analysed, the modest dip in participation in 2022 as KPSRL
recruited new staff and began reforming its learning instruments and processes was an area where
KPSRL risked not fully living up to its ambition in the ToC. If emerging 2023 trends are maintained, this
dip may already have been addressed, but of course the ideal will be for KPSRL to combine healthy
participation with a primary focus on quality learning by selected participants and policy/programme
uptake.

Regarding exchange, trends in active participation in KPSRL over time are unclear.%® Still In 2022, the rating
for level and intensity of participation at events was 4.1 for the 3 events where it was recorded.®® While
not conclusive, the evidence available to the MTR corroborates annual report findings, that ‘All indicators
point to an active, vibrant community, with healthy and active participation [in] events, many KMF

proposals, and a functioning social network.””

Some evidence suggests exchange of knowledge between instruments, across contexts and to different
levels, while significant, can be strengthened. KPSRL supports knowledge brokering and uptake: there are
several examples of KMF grantees making impressively broad dissemination efforts.”* The podcast also
aims to ‘break silos between on the one hand policy makers, practitioners, and researchers, and on the
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other hand between those living in FCAS and donor countries.””? Yet several MTR participants called for
more interconnections and exchange to be supported. As one KMF grantee highlighted:

‘1 would have liked to know also the other projects that got an award in the same year, and
exchange how they were doing halfway through the year, and also at the closure. As project
leader, the journey felt a bit lonely.’”®

In 2021 and 2022 KPSRL reported that the most frequently and actively engaged participants in the
platform remain Dutch and international INGOs.”* Some of these reported appreciating learning from one
another and that they ‘got to know a range of other actors working on security and justice’ via KPSRL,
including universities and researchers they were rarely connected with.”

ARC learning trajectory participants noted their disappointment with the level of engagement in learning
processes, as it was ‘almost impossible for those involved to make time for this’.”® This was not an issue
KPSRL could directly remedy, as it was suggested donors would need to build resources for learning into
grants, reduce rigid, labour-intensive formal MEL requirements and be more engaged themselves in
learning processes.”’

KPSRL aims to build strong feedback loops from implementation to policy levels and ‘iterative
conversations between implementing actors, knowledge partners and policy makers’. At this stage, it is
difficult to discern what kind of learning may emerge from PLI pilots and how well this will be shared across
countries and at different levels. It is clear that specific PLI processes are getting partners and consortia
involved exchanging with one another in a positive way.”® However, some interviewees noted the risks. If
insights remain with a more closed group, they will do little to inform wider programming and policy work
— thus sharing across contexts or with thematic communities (and from field to policy levels) will be useful
when these come to fruition.” In the case of ARC, there was frustration among participants that useful
learning and messaging had not been distilled and fed back, and that linkages across partners and
countries had not been accessible enough® (even if staff perceptions differed on these points and flagged
important challenges).® In current PLI pilots, it is not yet clear whether or not emerging insights will have
very wide utility on ‘burning questions’ for the wider network.®?

Learning and learning relevance

Findings in the following three subsections, on ‘Learning and learning relevance’, ‘Learning methods’, and
‘Learning environment and safe space’ provide the MTR’s assessment of performance against ToC
outcome 2 (‘Learning environment: Opportunities for learning by network participants (practitioner
organisations, embassy stakeholders, DSH/MFA and knowledge partners) about SRolL programme
implementation and portfolio learning increase’).

In terms of KPSRL's efforts to increase opportunities for learning by network participants about SRolL
program implementation and portfolio learning, these include events aligned with network members’
needs, KMF grants, support and dissemination activities and support for learning agendas (in DSH, via PLI
and elsewhere).

The MTR found examples of KPSRL contributions to MFA learning, at embassy level and in headquarters.®
Although none is hugely influential, taken alongside evidence of impacts on MFA SRolL policy and
programming examined below, it is clear that KPSRL has supported MFA learning, a view corroborated by
one MFA official, who shared the view that at the May 2022 ‘comeback days’ it was observable that
‘learning has become part and parcel of colleagues’ approaches’ and this ‘hal[d] been a result of the

platform’.2
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There are also examples of KPSRL contributing to learning by network participants. For example:

e Learning among the project audience is very often reported by KMF grantees.®®

e ARC event participants reported learning about what works in different contexts and systems
approaches to programming.® Others reported that insights on community-based peacebuilding,
inclusion of women, social cohesion and the connections between peacebuilding and economic
activities shared by partners in learning events had been ‘really useful’ .8’

e Further feedback suggests learning had taken place within Cordaid, CARE, ZOA, NIMD and Somalia

trajectory partners.®

Encouragingly, over 50% of MTR survey respondents answered 4 or 5 out of 5 (average 3.4) to the
question ‘To what extent has engagement with KPSRL enabled you to learn (e.g. enabled changes in your
knowledge, skills or attitude)?’ (figure 6) KPSRL data also suggests its participants often learn something
that challenged their previously held assumptions.®

To what extent has engagement with KPSRL enabled you to learn (e.g. enabled
changes in your knowledge, skills or attitude)?

According to survey respondents (N=55)
50%

40%
30%
B
-
0% ] ]
3 4

1 Not at all 2 5To a large extent

FIGURE 6: ENGAGEMENT WITH KPSRL LEADING TO LEARNING

2022 indicators do suggest some success in increasing the engagement of FCAS actors in learning processes
and opportunities.®® While this is encouraging, grantees’ research and/or capacity to translate their
knowledge into policy/practice influence capacities can be weak, reducing the quality and uptake potential
from initiatives.’

Overall, the evidence gathered for the MTR suggests that KPSRL is supporting useful learning at
programme level in particular countries, as well as on certain programming or policy development
techniques (Problem-Driven Iterative Adaptation (PDIA), use of ToCs), as well as on key themes like the
integration of mental health into SRoL work, implementation of localisation or demining (on which PLI
learning is anticipated). However, some sources highlight reduced (MFA) energy behind portfolio learning
as prioritised in KPSRL’s ToC.

When it comes to the relevance of KPSRL-supported learning, monitoring data attests to the overall
relevance of KPSRL events and knowledge generation activities to the problems that the KPSRL
community faces.? As noted, overall satisfaction with events has remained broadly encouraging from 2021
to mid-2023.%30verall satisfaction with events seems encouraging if declining slightly from 4.2 in 2021 to
4in 20225
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How interested are you in the following security and rule-of-law related learning
themes KPSRL has been covering?
According to survey respondents (N=57)
Peacebuilding/conflict resolution lessons sharing
Inclusive governance/peace processes
Human security
Gender, peace and security including justice for women
Asymmetric power
Learning from specific countries/regions
Decolonisation
Climate change
Access to justice/legal empowerment
Localisation
Adaptive programming
Social contracts
How learning happens across the wider development...
Transitional justice
Land governance
Mental health
Post COVID adaptation
Demining

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
H 1 Very uninterested 2 m3 m4 m5Veryinterested ™ Do notknow

FIGURE 7: INTEREST IN DIFFERENT THEMES

There is a dilemma for KPSRL to decide whether it prefers thematic breadth or depth. Survey responses
(figure 7) suggest a spread of interest by network participants across themes KPSRL is working on, with
greatest interest in peacebuilding lessons sharing, inclusive governance/peace processes, gender, peace
and security, asymmetric power and learning from specific contexts. However, several interviewees
argued that KPSRL needs to go deeper into clear learning trajectories on themes broad enough to have
a wide audience and applicability but specific and defined enough to lead to useable learning
outcomes.*® Yet dropping a pre-set theme has been one way to boost KMF accessibility, and others argued
for KPSRL backing the best quality research proposals regardless of themes. While setting predetermined
themes may narrow the field of applicants, the cumulative value of producing quickly fading sparks of
insight in unconnected areas was also questioned by many participants.®® As one MTR participant put it:
‘Themes need to be the product of shared interests, but it could be good to make an argument about

priorities rather than have a long list.”’

Learning methods

KPSRL has invested significantly in its participants learning from and alongside each other, rather than
supporting more passive learning led by researchers.”® KPSRL events are highly rated: overall,
perceptions that events are a safe space, that learning has taken place, and that intensity of interaction is
positively perceived — all 4 out 5 or higher across 2021-2022 — is very encouraging.”® Qualitative data
gathered by the MTR® and KPSRL!? reinforced these numbers.

However, lessons have been identified. In particular, events need a clear analytical framework to avoid
being seen as ‘more sharing than learning’.1°? Events should also be ‘part of a structured strategy and
planning processes contributing to larger learning campaigns (and feedback loops)’.1®® Ensuring clear
pathways for locally-generated information and learning to reach the wider Platform community is still
work in progress.1%



ARC learning could have worked better: participants highlighted that in ARC, better support to
implementing partners’ connectivity and self-organisation, and more timely harvesting and sharing of
lessons could have assisted partners to share lessons with each other and ensure the MFA drew the right
conclusions.'® At the same time, internal learning here did lead to improvements.1%

Internal learning identified other points for improvement, including trying to ensure more equal speaking
authority, keeping online sessions short, fit-for-purpose venues, less presentation and more dialogue
time,’®” methods to ensure interaction, not overburdening people (providing strategic points for input)
and involving participants in developing recommendations.'®

In terms of areas to improve, many stakeholders argued that the PLI needs to be simplified to be less
formalised and jargon heavy. This could strengthen outreach and inclusion — especially of those whose
English is not perfect.’® Co-creation can be a strength, but will remain difficult if partners lack motivation,
find the learning offer unclear, or decide it does not meet them where they are. 1°

Learning insights need to be distilled for different stakeholder groups in a format they find digestible.!'!
Many MTR participants argued for more learning and exchange on a theme over time, with key learnings
more assiduously pulled out, published/packaged and disseminated in an accessible, compelling way
and follow up continuing beyond events and the annual conference.!?

Learning environment and safe space!?

Literature review evidence suggests KPSRL is succeeding in creating a safe, conducive environment for
learning. Overall perception of safety at 2022 events was 4.6 in KPSRL monitoring data,'** and specific
feedback on ARC Uganda and Burundi events, and the Somalia trajectory is very positive on this point.!*
Staff highlighted how KPSRL solicits questions that can be asked anonymously before and during events.'®
KPSRL has a clear and consistent focus on decolonising knowledge.'*’Openness to failure and learning from
it is also supported by the flexibility and openness of KMF projects to provide a further space where it is
considered acceptable for a project or innovation to fail or work out differently than intended. KMF
participants’ feedback indicates their appreciation of this space.'*® MFA Terugkomdagen participants also

felt KPSRL helped by ‘creating a space to learn from failures’.!*°

While maintaining this excellent performance on safety, KPSRL may wish to focus on increasing scope for
honesty. 2021 event participants and ARC participants wish to see more candid and self-reflective
contributions from MFA officials;'?° other MTR participants raised greater honesty as the last remaining
challenge. Another question to consider is ‘could KPSRL learning spaces be “too safe”?’ Greater learning
might also be achieved if participants were more challenged, and less in their ‘comfort zone’.12! At the
same time, KPSRL should keep fostering spaces where types of knowledge that are less valued than
academic knowledge can be heard and valued.

What barriers do you face applying learning from KPSRL-related processes in your own work? (N=32)

None 28%
Not enough time 28%
Lack of means and capacities (resources, internal processes in organisations etc) 19%
Activities / learning are not always relevant (i,e issues with the social contract theme/narrow focus on

Rol) 16%
There is a gap between the theory of learning and reality: Too abstract, normative or not empirical or

evidence-based 9%
Insufficient knowledge on KPSRL and its opportunities that it offers 6%
Cross-learning is weak for implementation 3%
SRol context in countries is not favourable 3%

FIGURE 8: BARRIERS FACED IN APPLYING KPSRL-RELATED LEARNING
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According to survey respondents (figure 8), barriers to applying KPSRL learning are not always a problem,
but where they exist, they most often relate to lack of time, resources and conducive internal processes.
The few other MTR participants who commented on this stressed not being able to devote enough time
to learning, especially given heavy workload and reporting requirements.??> However, some participants
would appreciate less abstract, more practical or evidence-based events/learning processes. To overcome
ToC challenges and scale up learning, MTR participants’ suggestions on how to reduce formal MEL burdens
and build in incentives for learning for grantees in future programmes similar to ARC could be
important.1?

Impact

This section on ‘Impact’ and the next section on ‘Coherence for goal fulfiiment’ assess how delivery on the
four outputs and progress towards network strengthening and learning-related outcomes assessed above
is translating into impact with reference to the ToC’s goal (‘learning from SRL program implementation
and program portfolios, by practitioner organisations, Dutch embassy stakeholders in priority countries,
DSH/MFA, and their knowledge partners enhances’) and goal relevance ‘Enhanced learning contributes to
more knowledge uptake in SRL programming and policy making and thereby to improving the quality and
impact of such work in the SRL sector’.

The MTR provides four short narrative case studies of the most striking changes to which KPSRL appears
to have contributed through its outputs and related learning at Annex B. These cover how:

e The Somalia learning trajectory helped encourage flexible programme adaptation supporting relief
and social contract development

e KPSRL helped introduce key concepts, and clarify shared principles, connections and learning
priorities during a significant policy process (revising DSH’s ToC)

e KPSRL learning collaboration appears to have helped participants and RVO reconceptualise their
work on land governance.

e A KMF partner’s innovative approach to helping detainees prepare for trials in Nigeria appears to
have led to multiple positive impacts and opportunities.

The MTR cannot verify the latter two claimed outcomes from multiple sources. The four cases are
examples of how, in many instances across the annual confe