International Issues News # 81 (October 2017):

2016 Impact Review
1. Introduction
Amnesty International has been developing better ways of measuring its impact for several years. When the movement adopted five major strategic goals to shape its work in 2015, it also agreed a new impact assessment framework.
 The first report under this impact appeared in early 2016 and the second report – based on aggregated information from international projects coordinated by the International Secretariat and the work of AI’s national sections - was issued in September 2017. The report, which is based on a slightly modified reporting system, is summarized here.
  The report describes 350 significant outcomes of AI’s work worldwide and seeks to answer questions such as: Who is AI influencing most? What types of impact does AI have? Is AI’s impact in line with our expectations? 
Who is AI influencing the most?
Across much of the world, 2016 was shaped by “us against them” populist politics which had a negative effect on human rights. Leaders with anti-human rights policies were either elected or grew more powerful in countries including the USA, Hungary, India, Turkey, and the Philippines. This “politics of demonization” in these countries made it particularly difficult for AI to have a positive impact.

In spite of this difficult context, 43% of international projects and 70% of AI sections reported at least one instance of tangible government action to resolve at least some part of a human rights violation. There is also clear evidence of all parts of AI helping the broader human rights movement to advance and support its causes, and of AI helping people to know and claim their rights. AI sections, in particular, have focussed their efforts on changing general public opinion, countering the anti–human rights narratives of many political leaders and their supporters. Within AI’s international projects, there is more emphasis on targeting regional mechanisms, such as the human rights processes of the African Union. This may be because of the recent creation of AI’s regional hub offices around the world.
 
What types of impact does AI have?
The precise nature of AI’s influence varies a lot. International projects tend to influence governments on a “one off” issue through their advocacy/lobbying work, whereas AI sections tend to have broader impact. This is partly because, being involved in a national context, AI sections can build longer-term relationships with decision-makers that shape government policies, and they can also shape public opinion through community engagement over time. 
AI’s Impact and Learning System had identified the six most common types of impact as:

1. Concrete action taken by the power holder in the country of focus to address a human rights violation that is specific, narrow, or isolated. 
2. Concrete action with broad effect taken by the power holder to address a violation.

3. Enhanced capacity of civil society organizations/ human rights defenders/ rights-holders to address a violation or claim their rights, etc. 
4. Strengthening the calls or recommendations being made by a second country government or by other international actors.
5. Influencing guidelines, policies, standards, etc. of a regional or international body.

6. Increased engagement of dialogue on violations by the power holder in the country of focus.

Examples of AI’s impact in 2016 which are representative of the full range of AI’s work in individual target countries include:

( Increased dialogue with a power holder: In South Africa, AI and partners have started to discuss barriers to accessing abortion services with senior Department of Health officials.

( Public commitments by power holders: In Malaysia, the government has announced legal reforms that AI hopes will lead to full abolition of the mandatory death penalty and an end to the use of the death penalty for drug related offences.
( Public acknowledgement of a violation: In Turkey, despite the heavily deteriorating context, AI has continued to work on individual cases; it is one of the few remaining organizations able to report claims of ill treatment and torture etc., and is forcing the state to take these claims seriously.

( Concrete action on a specific violation: In Iraq, hundreds of detainees were released after AI exposed their detention to greater scrutiny. In Cameroon, AI contributed to the release of 84 children who had been held by security forces after a raid on Koranic schools. In Greece, the government let refugees have access to a transit camp after AI work on asylum at the EU’s borders. In Rwanda, the Ministry of Justice re-registered an NGO that had lost its registration after AI’s intervention.
( Commitment or action taken investigate violations: – In Burkina Faso, after advocacy support from AI, the Independent Commission of Inquiry into the People's Uprising was established and its conclusions handed over to the Prime Minister during 2016. In Ireland a Citizen’s Assembly was established to review the constitutional provision related to abortion.

( Concrete action that has broad effect: In Lebanon, the General Security Agency announced fees would be removed for Syrian refugees renewing their residency. In Guatemala, the General Attorney’s Office stopped criminalising HRDs in Huehuetenango. In Malawi, the law was changed to ensure proper justice for people with albinism. In Argentina, Congress passed a Law on Access to Public Information that makes the government proactively disseminate information and share information upon request.

Is AI meeting its own expectations?

This year’s analysis suggests that 44% of AI’s outcomes were in line with a minimum expectation of what we could achieve; 49% exceeded this expectation; and in 7% of cases outcomes reported were negative. In terms of AI’s five strategic goals,
 Goal 1 saw the least deviation from expectations and Goal 2 and Goal 3 saw the most negative outcomes. There were, however, significant regional variations across projects. For example, in the Middle East and North Africa, almost two thirds of outcomes were at AI’s minimum expectations, largely due to the very challenging external forces faced by the human rights movement in that region. 
Recommendations

AI’s analysts have identified seven main ways in which AI’s strategies should be adjusted to respond to the evidence about how AI has impact:

( AI needs to better understand the root causes of human rights violations, especially in relation to economic, social and cultural rights (ESCR).
( Improving AI’s advocacy work depends on improving AI’s understanding of power structures, including the role of large corporations and leaders of mega-cities.

( AI should sharpen its “naming and shaming” strategies and consider carefully how they fit with other techniques.

( AI needs to better understand how it can help create positive narratives for human rights.

( Investing in activism, organizing models and digital campaigning is critical to achieving supporter growth and ultimately AI’s capacity to achieve human rights change.
( AI needs to find better ways of moving resources from older campaigns to current ones; too much of the movement is still working on “out of date” campaigns instead of the new ones.

( AI also needs to find ways of balancing new and existing priorities such as maintaining its research objectivity while deepening partnerships with other organizations. 

International Issues News is put together to spread updates on AI to a wider audience worldwide, encouraging more AI members to become engaged with the issues. The articles are summaries of internal papers which we aim to condense without offering our opinions on the original documents.

We welcome any comments, questions or suggestions on our choice of documents, the accuracy of the summaries, and how the newsletter could be more usefully developed: please write to ii-news@aivol.org
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Note on original documents

These articles are mainly based on internal AI documents from the Weekly Mailings sent out by the International Secretariat. AI sections vary in their practice with respect to making these available to members. If you are interested in finding the original document please investigate within your own Section but feel free to let us know if you are having problems. We can normally supply English-language versions of all documents referenced in these articles.
� This was described in International Issues News #64, May 2016.


� This article is largely based on 2016 Impact Review (POL 50/6291/2017).


� These now exist in Beirut, Brussels, Dakar, East Jerusalem, Hong Kong, Johannesburg, Lima, Mexico City, Moscow, Nairobi, Tunis, and Washington DC. Two more are due to open in Bangkok and Colombo.


� 	The five strategic goals are: (1) everyone knows and can claim their rights (reclaiming freedoms); (2)  human rights and justice are enjoyed without discrimination (securing equal rights for all); (3)  people are protected during conflict and crises (responding to crises); (4)  human rights abusers are held accountable (ensuring accountability); and (5) to best achieve this, we will be a truly global human rights movement of people defending human rights for all (maximizing our resources and engagement). See Decision 1 in 2015 ICM decisions (ORG 50/2265/2015).





